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Executive Summary
As recognized by the UN member states in the Millennium Declaration (2000), the core values and
principles of governance are important means of achieving and maintaining national development goals.
The values and principles of governance are equally important for achievements in reducing disaster risk
and understanding the changes, successes and failings in disaster risk management policy and practice.
Increasingly, this is known as disaster risk governance (DRG), the theme of the present paper.
The purpose of this thematic review is twofold: firstly, to obtain an understanding of progress and
evolution of disaster risk governance over the period 2005-2014; secondly, to inform the policy dialogue
on future disaster risk management challenges and the mechanisms for addressing them. The thematic
review also seeks to inform the formulation of the successor framework on disaster risk reduction (HFA
2), and the synergies sought between it and other international development agreements, also to be
formulated in 2015. In particular, the review intends to influence the HFA 2 on how to embrace and
integrate new dimensions of disaster risk governance that have emerged since 2015, and that see
governance as a process and not just as a series of outputs, such as policies, laws or plans.
The emerging issues in disaster risk governance presented in this paper for future consideration are
briefly summarized as follows:


DRG approaches are likely to become more disaster risk reduction centric (rather than
response/preparedness), if they are able to reflect in implementation, the change of the
discourse towards “prospective” disaster risk management. This would mean a more
comprehensive appreciation of risks, including risks related to climate change, environment,
economics and conflict. In this regard, disaster risk management is considered as an essential
component of sustainable development that avoid the creation of new risks.



The weak social contract for disaster risk reduction that often exists between a state and its
citizens is an impediment to progress in DRG at local levels. Achieving local ownership depends
on many factors, and decentralization is characterized by a multitude of factors and
stakeholders. The interactions between communities and local actors in charge of implementing
disaster risk reduction policies take place in a political context, sometimes characterized by
competition and power relations. Research shows that, with some exception in the more
developed countries and federal systems, there are strong indications that many failings exist in
attempts to practice decentralized disaster risk management at local government and
community levels. Thus, for disaster risk reduction programmes to gain traction on the ground,
it will be particularly important to better understand the potentials and limitations of
decentralization.



The dominant discourse on mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development still
suggests the notion of integration or the incorporation of DRR activities into a separate order of
things, i.e. development, in order to enhance the latter’s performance. According to this, DRR is
considered an ‘add-on’ to development. The counter position, which has fundamental
consequences in terms of praxis, is that considerations of disaster risk and its prevention or
mitigation should be inherent in the very definition of development. For DRR mainstreaming to
be successful, it will require governance arrangements that allow synergy and negotiation
7

between diverse interest groups. With the already ongoing discussions on the Sustainable
Development Goals and development finance for the future, the debate on DRR mainstreaming
is essential to be considered.


There are many examples of good development practice that can contribute to disaster risk
reduction even if they are not labeled as such. Examples include, poverty alleviation
programmes that aim to diversify income generation, good agricultural practice that is climate
risk sensitive, or simply good building practices. Whilst not specifically characterized as disaster
risk reduction, they do contribute to making peoples’ livelihoods more sustainable. These
already mainstreamed practices are not always recognized for their contribution to disaster risk
reduction, albeit this is precisely the challenge for the future.



For institutional arrangements for disaster risk management to be effective, they need to have
authority and recognition, and their legitimacy and relevance must be established with access to
sufficient capacity and resources. The capacities need to include the ability to manage complex
processes that help to achieve responsiveness, participation, transparency, and accountability.



The lack of financing for disaster risk reduction and the ensuing lack of continuity and piecemeal approaches is usually considered as a major contributing factor to a lack of progress with
reducing underlying risks nationally or locally. The low level of DRR financing reflects a lack of
prioritization on the part of governments and donors. It is also the result of insufficient societal
demand for reducing disaster risk. And without a strong public demand for DRR, it is even less
likely that states will prioritize its financing. Financing is particularly critical when dealing with
corrective or migratory disaster risk management, such as retrofitting hospitals and schools,
constructing dykes, or disaster response and reconstruction. Hence, there is clearly a case for
strengthening existing financial mechanisms, and DRG must pursue this as one of its objectives.
However, when dealing with prospective or preventive disaster risk management as part of
development, financing is of secondary concern. In these cases, establishing norms and methods
and their enforcement, and public accountability and transparency become far more important
and may well receive more attention in disaster risk governance.



At the start of the HFA implementation period in 2005, DRG was predominantly perceived in
terms of outputs and normative aspects of governance (policies and laws, financing, institutional
structures, decentralization, and platforms), rather than as a complex web of context specific
processes and interactions of various aspects, institutions and actors. Also, the transformation
of outputs into disaster risk reduction outcomes (i.e. reduced disaster impacts or vulnerability)
was not adequately considered. These are important lessons for the future. Disaster risk
governance processes and progress, opportunities and obstacles, can only be adequately and
thoroughly understood when based on an integral analysis of specific regional, country or local
contexts. The same applies to the monitoring of disaster risk governance progress. Emphasis
should be given to establishing a set of principles and standards that countries can then apply
according to their particular national idiosyncrasies. Also any interventions and support for
change and progress must be developed differentially based on in-depth political science or
theory of change analysis for different contexts.
8

For the HFA successor arrangement, it will be important to embrace and integrate these new and
emerging dimensions of the disaster risk governance problem that have emerged since 2005. Disaster
risk governance of course cannot hope to overcome the structural limitations and defining contexts of a
country, region or locality. Rather it will mirror what is already in place. Therefore, the lack of progress
in disaster risk governance is a challenge that relates to the restrictions, blockages and obstacles that
exist within the overall governance arrangements and is influenced by government action, the citizenstate relationship and features of the particular society that is attempting to implement it. This an
important reminder that true DRG cannot be addressed without engaging in broader governance issues.
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PART I: Introduction
Prior to the Third World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction to be held in Sendai, Japan in March
2015, the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) will publish its Fourth Global
Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction (GAR). This report reviews the state of disaster risk
management worldwide. One major component of the report will be a retrospective analysis covering
the years 2005-2014 on themes that are critical for understanding the evolution of disaster risk
management over that period and the level of implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action
(HFA), as endorsed by 168 governments in 2005 (see text box for details).
The purpose of the thematic reviews is not just to gain an understanding of past progress, but also to
inform the dialogue on future disaster risk management challenges and the mechanisms for addressing
them. The formulation of the successor framework on disaster risk reduction, currently referred to as
the HFA 2, and the synergies sought between it and other international development agreements, also
to be formulated in 2015 (on the sustainable development goals and climate change), will hopefully be
informed by the findings of the GAR’s thematic reviews.
One fundamental aspect for understanding the changes, successes and failings in disaster risk
management policy and practice since 2005 relates to disaster risk governance (DRG), the theme of the
present paper.
Specifically, the terms of reference for this paper (see Annex) asked for a discussion of the following
aspects of disaster risk governance:








The evolution and conceptual understanding of disaster risk governance to underpin the
thematic review and to inform the HFA 2.
A retrospective assessment of progress achieved in disaster risk governance covering the period
2005 – 2013, including: good practices, gaps and challenges; the impact of disaster risk
governance on achievements under other HFA priorities for action; and progress in disaster risk
governance in the context of different governance systems and development situations.
A comparative analysis of approaches to mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into national,
sub-national and sectoral development.
An analysis of emerging issues in disaster risk governance since the adoption of the HFA in 2005.
This includes the role of transparency, accountability and corruption in disaster risk reduction;
financing and resource allocation for disaster risk reduction; social demand, whole-of society
and rights-based approaches in disaster risk reduction with a special focus on gender issues and
the role of children and persons with disabilities; and successful enforcement of laws and
regulations that foster disaster risk reduction; and
Recommendations for strengthening disaster risk governance in the HFA 2 with proposals for
progress and impact indicators.

10

Disaster risk governance is implicitly incorporated in the HFA under Priority for Action 1, on policy,
institutional and legislative frameworks, and Priority for Action 5, on disaster preparedness and
response.
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Although there was no definition or discussion of disaster risk governance as such in the HFA,
organizations such as UNDP have long worked on governance issues relating to development as a whole,
and to disaster risk management in particular. Moreover, over the last 15-20 years, UNDP has
extensively supported national efforts to improve institutional and policy systems and legal frameworks
for disaster risk management (UNDP, 2007). At the same time, it is with the UNISDR Global Assessment
Reports, and especially with the 2011 version, that disaster risk governance concerns are more explicitly
dealt with in ISDR (International Strategy for Disaster Reduction) global discussions. In these reports,
governance, and especially urban governance, and its failings are considered principle drivers of the
process that led to the construction of disaster risk (UNISDR, 2011b).

PART II: Methodology
2.1 Information Sources
This paper is primarily based on relevant secondary sources, such as existing literature, including
published reports, grey literature, as well as GAR, HFA progress and institutional reports. Due to the
time limitations imposed on the analysis, primary data collection was not feasible. The secondary
sources were complemented with the authors’ specialized knowledge and understanding of regional
and country contexts and their governance challenges.
In addition, professionals from different fields, institutions and organizations were openly invited to
contribute by providing input papers on the different aspects of disaster risk governance to be covered
by the review. A total of 34 proposals were received and 19 finished documents were made available to
inform this review. They covered varied themes and areas of enquiry, and a range of countries or
regions. Those documents that were pertinent to the arguments and analysis of the present paper are
referenced and listed in the bibliography (in bold). Also the findings of a series of papers commissioned
by UNDP on disaster risk governance, and other regional reports inspired by and through the United
Nations system were considered (also in bold).
With the available material it was possible to gain an understanding of the approach to analysis of
disaster risk governance that has been pursued to date. It was also possible to assess overall progress in
disaster risk governance, the obstacles faced and conditions that stimulate advance and implementation
of disaster risk reduction measures. The documents consulted for this paper have been grouped as
follows according to the type of analysis conducted:


Analysis based on a large number of countries and the correlation or regression of development,
disaster incidence, general governance and disaster risk governance variables (Lassa, 2010;
Wilkinson, et al., 2014; Hamdan, 2013a). These studies offer ideas on relationships and
conditions and context but also indicate the need for other approaches to understanding
causality as opposed to correlation and regression.



Analysis based primarily on qualitative analysis of HFA monitoring results for countries and
regions. These include regional retrospective DRG reviews commissioned by UNDP from Latin
America and the Caribbean, Africa, Asia and Pacific (Hamdan, 2013a; Zupka, 2014; Orrego, 2014;

Van de Niekerk, 2014), the 2007-2013 Review of HFA Monitor results (UNISDR, 2013a), and
successive Global Assessment Reports.


Cross-country global or regional scale analysis that are not based on the HFA monitoring results,
using approaches to analyze more global governance concerns or specific sector approaches
(IFRC and UNDP, 2014 for 31 countries; Tall, et al., 2013, for 55 African countries; Ojo-ECOWAS
study for West African countries, 2013; and WHO, 2013 on the health sector in Africa.). Some, if
not most of these studies correct or even contradict the findings of the HFA monitoring results.



Country-level analysis of governance concerns and characteristics using political science and
theory of change elements which allow a more detailed context-specific approach and reasoning
(Christoplos, et al., 2013, for four countries; Wilkinson, et al., 2014, for eight countries; Lassa,
2010, for one country; Williams, 2010, based on a four-country case study approach).



Analysis of progress in DRR mainstreaming seen through various documentary sources for a
single sector (Trujillo and Baas, 2014).



Analysis of particular DRG sub-themes, characteristics or facets per country or across several
countries (Walch, 2013, on patronage, clientelism, conflict in the Philippines; Huertas and
Murillo, 2013, on animal protection for livelihood protection in Costa Rica; Visconti, 2013, on
what is needed to guarantee good governance in Mexico; Ochoa, 2013, on public investment
and planning processes in Ecuador; Chakrabarti, 2013a, on indicators and finance; Kellett, et al.,
2014, on finance for disaster risk management; Dorsouma, 2013, on health; Black, et al., 2013,
on guidelines at the local level; Carvalho and Burnside-Lawry, 2013, on resilient cities; Coskun,
2013, on accountability tools).

These studies and their approaches produce different results, ranging from more generic statements
on relationships through to detailed analysis of specific contexts and causes. Tensions exists
between looking for commonalities (generalizations) and looking for idiosyncratic conditions
(specifics) and, between descriptions (but rarely explanations) based on HFA monitoring results and
analysis based on other sources and methods that many times indicate significant differences to
HFA monitoring and Views from the Frontline results (for example Tall, et al., 2013).
2.2 Scope of Analysis
2.2.1 Conceptual Understanding of Governance and Disaster Risk Governance
Before defining the scope of analysis it is critical to establish an understanding of the concept of disaster
risk governance (DRG). Disaster risk governance is a derivation of the idea of governance as it relates to
development and social advances in general. Much has been written on the topic of governance over
the last 20 years and multiple definitions and specifications of the term exist. For the purposes of this
paper, an understanding of the generic concept of governance, as well of disaster risk governance are
provided.
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Governance: The 1995 United Nations Commission on Global Governance report Our Global
Neighborhood defines governance as “the sum of the different ways individuals and institutions, public
and private, manage their common affairs…it includes formal institutions and regimes empowered to
enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions have either agreed to
or perceive to be in their interests” (1995). This, and the wide range of other definitions that exist, all
refer to a process by which governance involves more stakeholders than just governments, including
private sector and civil society actors.
Beyond such a general definition of governance, there is also the notion of good governance (which
allows for the possibility of bad or weak governance). This is significant because it essentially identifies
processes and characteristics that are essential if governance is to be effective in achieving set goals and
objectives. The notion of good governance, as discussed and used in many studies (UNDP, 2010a;
Gisselquist, 2012; Best et al., 2014) is further described in part three of this paper.
Disaster Risk Governance: Disaster risk governance may be considered a subset of the concept and
practice of governance in general. For the purposes of the present review, its terms of reference
establish that disaster risk governance refers to “the way in which public authorities, civil servants,
media, private sector and civil society coordinate at community, national and regional levels in order to
manage and reduce disaster- and climate-related risks. This means ensuring that sufficient levels of
capacity and resources are made available to prevent, prepare for, manage and recover from disasters. It
also entails mechanisms, institutions and processes for citizens to articulate their interests, exercise their
legal rights and obligations and mediate their differences” (UNDP, 2013a).
Despite the fact that the use of the term disaster risk governance is now common currency in disaster
risk reduction and management circles, it is, as Lassa (2010) points out, of recent development and
definition and this process is not yet complete, fully detailed or understood. Lassa provides the following
working definition of disaster risk governance: “the way society as a whole…manages the full array of its
disaster risks (authors note: as related to a range of different types of hazards). It promotes the notion
that there are many overlapping arenas or centers of authority for decision-making and responsibility for
disaster risk reduction…the arenas may emerge as networks….Risk governance encompasses a broader
spectrum of politics, policies, and polity….at different scales and levels from global to local. It recognizes
the polycentric nature of disaster risk reduction…Disaster risk governance provides the framework
within which disaster risk management is to be implemented.”1
The UNDP study Reducing Disaster Risk: A Challenge for Development (2004) noted that disaster risk
governance includes economic, political and administrative governance considerations. These relate to
poverty, equity and growth, the means for laying out policy decisions and legal frameworks and the
organizational basis for the implementation of disaster risk management. The International Risk
Governance Council (IRGC), a fundamental reference point for risk governance concerns, has indicated
that disaster risk governance includes risk assessment (and its subcomponents), risk management and
risk communication (Florin, 2013). These three elements require an understanding of formal and

1

Emphasis added by this paper’s authors.
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informal institutions, the social and economic context in which risk is evaluated and the involvement of
stakeholders in political and policy arenas that range from the local to the global levels (IRGC, White
Paper no.1, 2005).2
While by no means covering or introducing the whole range of considerations discussed in the
literature, the aspects discussed above provide a sufficiently detailed point of departure for
understanding the concept of disaster risk governance in this review. They also allude to the difficulty
involved in reviewing progress of such a complex and multi-faceted issue that potentially concerns over
180 countries that have endorsed the HFA.
2.2.2 Defining the Research Focus
The starting point for the review of how disaster risk governance has evolved over the last decade, is by
specifying the nature of the disaster risk reduction challenge to which DRG must respond. The rapidly
evolving understanding of disaster risk management (DRM) in the period 2005-2014 (see text box),
provides an important backdrop to any analysis of progress, including the present discussion on disaster
risk governance. For the purpose of this review, priority will be given to the disaster risk reduction
element of disaster risk management as opposed to disaster management (see text box).
The new determinants of DRG that have emerged since 2005 feature a much greater understanding of
the complexity of circumstances, actors and relations (typified by what Lassa and others have called
“polycentric relationships”) based on a more thorough understanding of the overall risk drivers and
underlying causes of risk.
Disaster risk reduction and its associated concepts were initially formulated and advanced
internationally during the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR) – between 1990
and 2000 (academia has been engaged since the 1970s). Over the past ten years, they have been further
refined, and have garnered greater acceptance by official authorities (national and local) and
professional communities (Kent, 2013). The HFA in particular, has increased the saliency of disaster risk
reduction. It has also been increasingly incorporated into the discourse by international agencies and
local and international non-governmental organizations. The growing losses associated with disasters
and increased environmental and social stressors associated with climate change and globalization are
among the factors that have stimulated a search for a more proactive approach to disaster risk and its
governance.
The DRR paradigm has been accompanied by a range of arguments for supporting a development-based
approach to reducing disaster risk. UNDP, UNISDR, and the Global Assessment Reports have promoted
such aspects as: a) skewed development, governance, environmental and urban development, poverty
and land-use as key drivers of disaster risk; b) distinctions and complementarities between intensive and

2

Renn and Graham, 2014. Also summarized in Lassa, 2010, in turn summarizing Renn and Walker, 2008, Renn,
2008, and summarized The Institute of Risk Governance Council, 2008.
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extensive risk and the immediate or accumulative impact of small-, medium- and large-scale disasters on
development and livelihood security; c) distinctions between corrective or mitigatory practices with

17

Terminology
The disaster-related terminology is not used uniformly throughout the world. In the United
States of America the term emergency management is more commonly used, whilst in Europe,
Asia and Africa disaster management is more frequently used. In many places, the terms
disaster and emergency management are used as the encompassing concept rather than
disaster risk management (DRM). This tends to be associated with the continued use of the
disaster cycle, which encompasses, mitigation, preparedness, response recovery as distinct
elements. This notion, however, has been increasingly replaced by a risk continuum. In
accordance with this understanding, DRM captures the entire process related to the
management of both risk and disaster events. This is accompanied by a trend towards moving
away from emergency and disaster management as the defining and dominant functions of
national institutions.
For the purpose of this paper the term disaster risk management (DRM) shall encompasses
both: disaster management (DM), i.e. preparedness, response and post-disaster recovery
processes; and disaster risk reduction (DRR), i.e. ex-ante processes that attempt to reduce or
control the levels of existing disaster risk and which can also be incorporated into post-disaster
recovery.
Disaster risk (DR) is understood as the potential for future damage and loss due to the
combined existence natural hazards, societal exposure to these and human vulnerability.
Prospective or anticipatory or preventive risk management: “activities that address and seek to
avoid the development of new or increased disaster risks. The concept focuses on addressing
risks that may develop in future if risk reduction policies are not put in place, rather than on the
risks that are already present and which can be managed and reduced now” (UNISDR, 2009).
Corrective or mitigatory risk management: “activities that address and seek to correct or
reduce disaster risks which are already present. The concept aims to distinguish between the
risks that are already present, and which need to be managed and reduced now, and the
prospective risks that may develop in future if risk reduction policies are not put in place”
(UNISDR, 2009). Measure would include early warning systems, resilience-strengthening
activities, and risk transfer and insurance schemes.
Compensatory or reactive risk management: “activities that seek to prepare for and deal with
disaster events once they materialize” (UNISDR, 2009). This may include traditional
preparedness and response measures as well as insurance, reinsurance, transfer to capital
markets, and contingent financing.
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reference to existing risk, and prospective or preventative approaches to controlling the creation of new
risks, and reactive or compensatory approaches for dealing with residual risk (Hamdan, 2013b; UNISDR,
UN-Habitat and UNFPA, 2012; UNDP, 2012; UNDP, 2013b; World Bank, 2014). In the ongoing dialogue
on the HFA 2, there is a definite tendency to emphasize and prioritize the disaster risk reduction
requirements and the need to reduce the drivers of risk and conditions of underlying risk. Also the
discussions in the context of the SDGs are proof of an increased awareness of the link between disasters
and development, and increasing acceptance by the development community.
The significance of the move in favor of disaster risk reduction is manifold. An appreciation of the new
challenges it involves is an essential part of gaining an understanding of the progress achieved in
disaster risk governance over the last decade. Three contexts particularly have affected the governance
process and needs.
Firstly, the realization that risk is largely rooted in flawed development and that development
interventions are critical entry points for reducing disaster risk, has given rise to the concept of
mainstreaming DRR into development planning and budgeting, which is considered predominantly a
governance process. The greater emphasis on the importance of development processes has also
opened a space for applying the characteristics or principles of good governance to achieving disaster
risk reduction outcomes.
Secondly, risk informed development means establishing relationships between national and local
levels, as well as international economic and financial processes that may have contributed to the
construction of risks. Disaster risk and its reduction then becomes a component of overall risk
management seen from multiple economic and social angles. The significance of this for disaster risk
governance is enormous as, the stakeholders in disaster risk management are also stakeholders in other
economic and social processes and these may have interests that compete with disaster risk reduction
as an objective. An example of this is when apparently short-term economic gain and profit is increased
when disaster risk reduction is not considered a priority, as is the case with much coastal tourism and
location of transnational corporations in coastal and river plain areas (UNISDR GAR, 2013b). In the longterm, however, the cost of disasters are surely to exceed these initial benefits. Such dilemmas call for
much greater regulation of different economic activities and environmental resources, which requires
placing more responsibility on designated institutions. Hence, DRG must be seen in the light of the more
general governance systems at a national or local level. That is to say, the governance of disaster risk is
dependent on the state of overall governance in a country to a far greater degree than the governance
of disaster response.
Thirdly, the concentration on disaster risk reduction requires a significant evolution in the type of local
involvement that has typified the humanitarian response paradigm in previous decades. Disaster risk
reduction solutions are best sought locally. However, disaster risk is constructed through multiple
processes that often exceed the territorial circumscription of the locality and are to be found in regional,
national or internationally-based economic, social and political processes. This has immense
19

consequences for disaster risk governance, requiring vertical and horizontal integration, coordination
and collaboration (Wilkinson, et al., 2014).
The extent to which DRG arrangements have been able to respond to this advanced understanding of
disaster risk reduction in the context of development will be examined in greater detail in subsequent
sections of this paper. The HFA and its progress indicators provide a central point of reference for
gauging progress in disaster risk governance in the period under review (see part 3). The essence of
what the HFA considers as the core of disaster risk governance is captured under the following
indicators:






National policy and legal frameworks for disaster risk reduction exist and include decentralized
responsibilities and capacities at all levels (Priority for Action 1).
Dedicated and adequate resources are available to implement disaster risk reduction activities
at all administrative levels (Priority for Action 1).
Community participation and decentralization are ensured by delegating authority and
resources to local levels (Priority for Action 1).
A national multi-sectoral platform for disaster risk reduction is functioning (Priority for Action 1).
Strong policy, technical and institutional capacities and mechanisms for disaster risk
management, with a disaster risk reduction perspective, are in place (Priority for Action 5).

2.2.3 Limitations of Analysis
The documents consulted for this paper allowed for approximations to understand the current status of
disaster risk governance. However, they inevitably left large gaps as regards what determined the level
of progress in different countries and as to opportunities and obstacles to progress in specific cases.
The only extensive information and evaluation of progress that exists as far as the HFA and its priorities
is concerned is generated through the HFA Monitor. Nonetheless, this monitoring has limitations in
terms of the consistency and coverage of its results, the lack of continuity in country participation, and
the input and output as opposed to outcome and impact nature of its results (Chakrabarti, 2013a).
Whilst the HFA provided a decent set of indicators at the time of its development, in hindsight it failed
to capture the complex nature of disaster risk management, its many stakeholders, and the
interrelationship between its thematic priorities. Beyond the notion that there is a general disaster risk
governance framework defined by policies and laws and the institutions that implement or uphold them
at national and sub-national level, the HFA did not sufficiently capture the cross-cutting nature of
governance across all Priorities for Action (Hamdan, 2013a).
This highly aggregated nature of the HFA’s approach to governance poses a real challenge for a more
comprehensive analysis of disaster risk governance that gives due justice to the new determinants of
DRG that have emerged since 2005. Any attempt to review the state of disaster risk governance at this
point in time, can therefore only be tentative. In order to overcome this, greater consideration must be
given to disaster risk governance as an area for future research.
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Given the number of countries with a discernible or serious disaster risk problematic, and the numerous
factors and facets that define disaster risk governance, it is not possible to provide an in-depth analysis
of individual countries in this paper. Selected countries are only referred to when illustrating or
exemplifying more generic conclusions, statements or considerations. The paper also does not attempt
to summarize the vast amount of information, cases, and examples available in the individual studies
consulted for this review.

PART III: Advances in disaster risk governance during the period 2005 – 2014
3.1 Advances in DRG in line with HFA Indicators
At the conceptual level, disaster risk reduction approaches of a preventative and mitigatory nature, and
their links with development planning and programming, are relatively well developed. Problems still
exist with their implementation at a large scale as disaster response and recovery still very much
dominate disaster risk management practice throughout the world. A significant part of this deficit
relates to the still inconsistent social and political support for disaster risk reduction on the part of
development and private sector constituencies. As a consequence, the governance arrangements
associated with disaster risk reduction are still at a nascent stage. Considering the time it takes for new
institutions, policies and governance arrangements to take root, this level of progress is, however, not
surprising.
3.1.1 National policies and legal frameworks (Priority for Action 1, Core Indicator 1)
Policies and laws capture the essence of the ways that national and local governments understand and
prioritize disaster and disaster risk matters. Since 2005, according to HFA monitoring results, more than
120 countries had undergone legal or policy reforms. Most analyses of policy and legal reforms show a
definite move toward new policy and legal formulations with an increasing concentration on disaster
risk reduction aspects (more so correctively and less prospectively) as opposed to traditional response
and preparedness concerns. The variety and range of approaches, details and perceptions of the
problematic are still enormous across countries, but as is depicted in IFRC/UNDP (2014) and Tall, et al.
(2013), among others, preparedness and response policies and laws as opposed to those focused on risk
reduction still dominate.
UNISDR has noted that this signifies the setting of a scene but that it still requires greater progress in
terms of conceptualization and implementation in the future. It finds that “the main progress made in
living up to the expectations of the HFA in recent years has been qualitative, grounded in policies,
legislation and planning that has laid the foundations for more quantitatively measurable achievements
in the future. As such, this progress represents a crucial first stage, a change of mind set without which
little that is significant can be achieved. It represents a shift from crisis management to proactive
(prospective or anticipatory) risk management, risk reduction and safety” (UNISDR, 2013a).
Mitchell (1999) has stated that institutional and legal systems for managing risk and disaster evolve at
rates that are not commensurate with the rate of change of the risk environment and our understanding
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of it. Time is required to transit from understanding and the dimensioning of a problem, to consequent
intervention. Recognition of the disconnect between the symbolic value of establishing institutional and
policy processes for DRR on the one hand, and real implementation goes back to the 1970s (Edelman,
1971). However, weaknesses in implementation are not only linked to problems of understanding risk,
they are also rooted in how different interests perceive and influence institutions. Governance, including
DRG, is first and foremost a compromise or compact between competing interests.
The governance dimension behind these policy and legal changes in DRM, is still not well understood in
many places. Understanding policy changes in disaster risk management and the study of related
decision-making processes (e.g., global processes, consultations, influences, stakeholder participation,
parliamentary discussions), has also not been a strong point on the existing research agenda. However,
some studies have identified such diverse influence as:





status quo positions guided by traditional response groups such as the military or civil
protection agencies (see Christoplos, 2013);
planning, economic and financial institutions (World Bank, 2014);
civil society and grassroots movements, often in post-disaster contexts (see Lassa, 2010, for
Indonesia and Van de Niekerk, 2013, on African countries);
academic and practitioner networks (Alexander, 2013).

3.1.2 Institutional Arrangements (Priority for Action 1, Core Indicator 1 and 3)
National level management: Given the past wholesale concentration on response, disaster risk
management arrangements have long been dominated by civil defense and similar crisis response
institutions. The increased focus on DRR and the rise of risk informed development approaches has
inevitably placed a strain on these organizational arrangements and a large part of modern disaster risk
governance concerns refer to the transitions that have been achieved or are required in order to take
better account of disaster risk reduction needs.
Prior to 2005, innovation had already begun in some countries with regard to disaster risk management
structures, including Colombia, where an innovative, inter-institutional, decentralized and participatory
system was created in 1989, and El Salvador, where National Service for Territorial Studies was created
in 2003. Since 2005, there has been a move toward more innovative arrangements, such as advances
made in the Philippines and Bangladesh with their shift towards proactive disaster risk management and
budget allocations for DRR from national to local levels (Government of the Philippines, 2010;
Government of Bangladesh, 2009).
Change has been witnessed in some countries in which response and disaster risk reduction have been
separated functionally and organizationally, such as in Peru in 2011 or as seems to be the case in Iraq.
The institutional separation of response and risk reduction functions, however, has not been successful
in all countries. After a decade of such separation, Bangladesh decided to merge again the functions of
the Disaster Management Bureau (responsible for DRR) and the Directorate for Relief and Rehabilitation
into the Department of Disaster Management under the newly created Ministry of Disaster
Management and Relief.
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Problems with promoting changes in structures stem from a fear of loss of power in status quo contexts
and the still small base of development actors that are versed in disaster risk reduction. Few ministries
of economy, planning, finance or coordination have the capacity to add disaster risk reduction into their
area of intervention, although there have been positive moves in this direction in Indonesia, the
Philippines, as well as selected Pacific island countries, such as Samoa and the Solomon Islands.
Decentralization and local level management: Decentralization, much encouraged by development
assistance, was introduced because central public investments were not working effectively at the local
level. Development financing lacked participation, ownership and involvement and maintenance of
investments at the local level. Decentralization was thought to hold promises for improving the delivery
of services, as citizen input (participation) and oversight (accountability) were understood to improve
effectiveness. There is, however, no blue print for decentralization. Diverse historical and contextual
factors can influence the shape decentralization takes and how it performs in a specific country. The
degree of institutional and political development, demographic and social characteristics, extent of
social capital, and political and economic issues are all contributing factors (Olum, 2014).
Nevertheless, there are some common assumptions made about decentralization, whether its aim is to
promote poverty reduction or disaster risk reduction. In principle, decentralization strategies favor
‘devolution’ of power and resources to elected local governments and thus seek to decentralize part of
the management of public affairs to entities that are directly accountable to citizens (Faguet, 2013). The
purpose of this approach is not only to put effective local government institutions in place, but also to
support governance at the local level. It means going beyond the vertical decentralization of power,
responsibility and resources from the central to the local level to including a horizontal process that
aims to ensure participatory management of local affairs, with a key role for civil society organizations
and public engagement.
These notions of decentralization and local level participation, influenced particularly by rural
development principles and methods (such as Participatory Rural Appraisal, Rapid Rural Appraisal),
found their way also into disaster risk management and disaster risk governance over the last several
decades (see Williams, 2011; Scott and Tarazona, 2011). The global trend towards decentralization is
exemplified in the 31 sample countries reviewed by IFRC/UNDP (2014) and other research (Olum, 2014).
This has had the effect in the sample countries that more and more responsibility is being placed on
elected local governments for not only specific disaster risk management, but also the related activities
of climate change adaptation, environmental and natural resource management, land use and building
codes (IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
The wide-spread lip service paid to decentralization, however, is hampered by a frequent lack of
commitment at the central level to decentralize authority. Devolution of power through decentralization
is ineffective without transfer of funds and putting in place the required human capacities. For example,
a lack of technical capacity or access to resources can hinder disaster risk reduction planning at the local
level, despite the existence of a nationally-guided plan. In the IFRC/UNDP (2014) study, stakeholders in
all but the highest income countries reported that the relevant local institutions for disaster risk
management, as well as local governments, where these were different, were, to varying degrees under23

resourced and/or lacked capacity for the tasks assigned them. The Mid-Term Review of the HFA found
that only 20 countries had dedicated budget allocations to local governments for disaster risk
management, even though 65 percent of the countries have made local governments legally responsible
for the same (UNISDR, 2011a).
In light of the long-standing interest in decentralization as a strategy for local engagement, one would
expect considerable progress with its effective implementation. However, the discourse so far on the
advantages and benefits of decentralization is a rather normative one. The outcomes and impact of
decentralized disaster risk reduction programmes have not yet been analyzed in a comprehensive and
systematic manner. With some exceptions, in the more developed countries and federal systems, there
are strong indications that many failings exist in attempts to practice decentralized disaster risk
management at local government and community levels. These are largely linked to weak local
accountability mechanisms, insufficient community involvement in DRM, and gaps in local capacity,
expertise and funding (IFRC, 2011). They also reflect the broader failures of national governments, as
well as inequities of local power structures (Williams, 2011). With increasing fiscal constraints and
competing needs, the lack of resources is likely to be a recurring theme. To add to this, the persistent
problem of turnover in government and lack of trained personnel is as constant and relevant as ever for
local level DRM.
The operationalization of local ownership depends on many factors. Decentralization is characterized by
a multitude of factors and stakeholders. The heterogeneity of local actors and their competing interests
points to the complexity of achieving a locally owned process of disaster risk reduction. The interactions
between communities and local actors in charge of implementing disaster risk reduction policies take
place in a political context, sometimes characterized by competition and power relations. Thus, in the
literature, mention is extensively made of the problem of local corruption and patronage politics (Walch,
2013) and the still patchy guiding principles and legal bases for local participation (IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
A wide range of complex institutional relationships and expectations can often create confusion over the
roles and responsibilities in a decentralized setting. In some countries, such as Guatemala or Namibia,
the additional layers or parallel institutions established specifically for disaster risk management
alongside local government, have apparently caused further competition for scarce local resources,
including competition over skilled people (IFRC/UNDP, 2014). Whilst such parallel institutional
arrangements for DRM at the sub-national level have resulted in good progress in DRG some countries
(such as Mozambique), it may be useful for countries to reflect on what types of institutional structures
are more effective and sustainable at the local level. There may be cases where it seems worthwhile to
consider rationalizing local disaster risk management structures by placing more of the resources for its
implementation with local government, rather than creating parallel structures that also consume
significant resources (IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
Community participation: Many countries recognize that effective disaster risk reduction requires
strong community engagement and partnerships that can capitalize on existing coping mechanisms
more effectively and strengthen community capacities. 48 percent of countries have reported that
significant and ongoing reliance on this approach has remained stable throughout review cycles, and
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another 51 percent of countries reporting partial reliance (Chakrabarti, 2013a). Despite the level of
commitment by the countries to participation, progress is often hampered by the weakness of civil
society.
Empowerment of essential governance actors such as community based organizations, volunteer groups
and non-governmental organizations is important. Empowered civil society can play an active role not
only in planning and in forming policies for disaster risk reduction, but particularly in their
implementation at the local level (Carvalho and Burnside-Lawry, 2013). However, truly participatory
involvement of all segments of people is not simple. It is a process that requires substantive support to
local governments in strengthening their technical and institutional capacities and in understanding the
main principles of people’s participation and good governance in parallel to creating support
mechanisms for engagement by civil society. In principle, these are developmental processes that
cannot easily be achieved through sporadic training or pilot projects scattered in time.
Whilst most of the disaster risk management laws reviewed in relation to the participation of women
and vulnerable groups in decision-making do have some kind of legislative mandate, the majority of
these fall into the model of general aspirational statements without specific mechanisms for
implementation. Where these are complemented by more specific regulations or policies, they can be
very effective. From the perspective of guaranteeing representation of communities, and the most
vulnerable groups within them, the small number of country laws that make specific provisions for the
participation of women and/or vulnerable groups (i.e. Ethiopia (policy), Guatemala, Namibia, Nepal
(policy), Philippines, South Africa, and Vanuatu) represent good practice, as the mandates and duties are
clear. Especially the inclusion, in law and practice, of the voices and needs of women and vulnerable
people within disaster risk management institutions has been identified as an area requiring further
study (IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
According to a study by Christoplos, et al. (2013), in four countries analyzed (Vietnam, Nepal, Zimbabwe
and Uganda), accountabilities are such that village level authorities are largely excluded from discussions
about real investments. District and provincial level officials and politicians that are largely responsible
for mediating between national policies and the need to address risks where they exist are commonly
labeled as local government, yet are in effect quite distant from the community. This raises critical
questions about how community-based disaster risk management, climate change adaptation, and
related fields could be integrated into emerging governance systems where the intermediate level of
government has a central role. Examining this political context may help to understand better what
defines and promotes local ownership (Walch, 2013).
Another major influence on the local level disaster risk reduction agenda is the role of international aid
in a country, especially after a major disaster when funding becomes available for such activities.
Because aid has historically played a central role in shaping the national institutional landscape of
disaster risk reduction, the institutional systems for disaster risk management have in many cases been
drawn-up using external expertise and with fragmented support to individual communities in the form
of pilot-projects that the central government seldom has the capacity and resources to scale up and
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sustain. These pilots remain predominantly activities of non-governmental organizations that are
dependent on steady flows of external funding (Lavell, 2009).
The increasing donor interest in adaptation aspects of climate change at the community level has
introduced another set of responsible authorities, processes and policies to the local scene without
necessarily investing in significant additional capacities. In most cases, both climate change adaptation
and disaster risk reduction efforts by governments and civil society are managed in parallel, with limited
actual cooperation. The extent to which civil society actors have been consulted and involved in national
climate change adaptation planning differs according to the respective histories and maturity of civil
societies. In some countries (e.g., Zambia) civil society involvement in national planning processes are
dependent on the extent to which donors press for their involvement. Similarly, in Viet Nam, the
national government has made a commitment to national implementation of a community-based
disaster risk management system (Decision 1002), presumably due to calls from the United Nations and
non-governmental organizations. However, it has not allocated significant resources to rolling this out,
leaving the agenda effectively in the hands of the non-governmental organizations who are managing
small and scattered pilot projects (Christoplos, 2013).
For further observations on participation, please refer to section 3.3.2.
3.1.3 National Platforms for Disaster Risk Reduction (Priority for Action 1, Core Indicator 4)
Since 2005, over 190 countries have established disaster risk management focal points and over 80 have
created national multi-stakeholder platforms for DRR with responsibility for coordinating the
implementation of the HFA, providing policy support and technical guidance to key national actors,
partners, and coordinating the mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction into development and sectoral
policies, plans and programmes (UNISDR, 2013a). The significance of these numbers in the absence of
qualitative analysis of their impacts is difficult to judge, especially in terms of their significance for the
transition from dominantly disaster management concerns to increased and more balanced disaster risk
reduction aspects. Since many of the focal points are still located in traditional disaster management
organizations, their impact on disaster risk reduction is likely to be limited. In the National Progress
Reports of 86 countries on the implementation of the HFA (2009-2011), there was an average progress
rating of 3 out of 5 on the establishment of National Platforms (Preventionweb, 2011). This rating
signifies that institutional commitment to DRR has been attained, but achievements are neither
comprehensive nor substantial. Japan was the only country that reported comprehensive achievement
with sustained commitment and capacities at all levels (ibid).
The membership, functioning and regularity of disaster risk management platform meetings has been
criticized in many countries and the inclusion in these meetings of development-based organizations
and private sector interests is still low. A survey conducted by UNISDR (2013c) of members of 50
National Platforms for Disaster Risk Reduction identified institutional and governance dimensions such
as leadership, legal frameworks and membership as key determinants of the capacities and limitations
of national platforms to foster disaster risk reduction in their countries. Because of the complex and
cross-cutting nature of disaster risk reduction, a defining feature of national platforms is that they have
broad representation, with two third of survey respondents reporting that their countries have a
moderate to high incorporation of a multi-sectoral approach. However, it was also found that platforms
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in general do not fully consider stakeholder inclusion and that there is a lack of involvement of NGOs,
the private sector and research institutions (UNISDR, 2013c).
3.1.4 Financing of Disaster Risk Reduction (Priority
for Action 1, Core Indicator 2)
Governments of all income levels identified the lack
of financial resources for carrying out disaster risk
reduction as the main barrier to progress in their
national HFA reports. The reports brought up the
resources issue repeatedly when responding to each
of the 22 HFA indicators, stating that lack of
resources affects their ability to invest in fulfilling the
Priorities for Action (UNISDR, 2013a).

In his report to the General Assembly
(A/62/320, para. 79) the United Nations
Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon (2007)
emphasized the need to:
“encourage governments, donors and
funding institutions to increase substantially
their investment in disaster risk reduction,
as an integral component of all programmes
for humanitarian action, economic and
social development, and environmental
protection, as well as to improve the
coordination and tracking of these
investments. Governments should also
consider setting targets for public spending
on multi-year Disaster Risk Reduction
programmes at national and local levels.”

Mapping and estimating how disaster risk reduction
is funded is a challenge. Quantifying the total
amount of Overseas Development Assistance (ODA)
spent on disaster risk reduction is equally difficult
since such data is limited and donors are still unsure
how to report it. Current reporting methods still fail
to capture adequately the full nature and extent of
financing for disaster risk reduction (Global
Humanitarian Assistance, 2012). However, what can
be said is that much of the donor funding for disaster risk reduction has been spent in middle-income
countries, and until very recently, predominantly on infrastructure projects and recovery (Kellett, et al.,
2014). Yet, also this finding might be distorted by the fact that a significant proportion of this funding
came from the World Bank and Japan and is likely to have been in the form of loans to middle-income
countries. The evidence from analysis of international disaster risk reduction financing over the past 20
years also reveals that the overall volumes spent on disasters are a fraction of development aid, and
within that, the amount committed to disaster risk reduction is an even smaller percentage (Kellet, et
al., 2014). DRR is still predominantly seen as a humanitarian issue, financed largely out of emergency
budgets, and it is difficult to make it a donor priority among the competing demands of response and
recovery.
It is often assumed that the financing of disaster risk reduction – especially in developing countries comes from international donors. The reality is, however, that in some contexts national financing of
disaster risk reduction outweighs financing from the international community. At the national level,
some countries have established designated budget mechanisms to ensure disaster risk reduction has
some level of guaranteed resources, through allocations by law, such as in the Philippines, India,
Maldives and Nepal or through budgetary policy, as in Japan, or out of special mitigation funds such as
in Mexico. According to a study of several countries by Kellett, et al. (2014), the Philippines government
is investing 20 times more than the international community in disaster risk reduction and the
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government of Indonesia almost 10 times more. The majority of governments, however, fund disaster
risk reduction measures from a general budget for the overall disaster management system. In such
cases, the resources for DRR are often hi-jacked, particularly at the local level where resources are
limited, for emergency response and sometimes for recovery. A similar problem occurs where a certain
percentage of humanitarian budgets is set for disaster risk reduction, as was promoted in the Chair’s
summary report of the Second Session of the Global Platform for DRR for more predictable resources
(UNISDR, 2009b).
Separate budget allocations for disaster risk reduction programmes are still exceptional in most
countries. DRR activities are commonly concealed within wider programmes and projects, including
those relating to food security, health and environmental management. However, it is noted that
resourcing for disaster risk reduction varies greatly between countries, and that where there is already a
high level of integration of disaster risk reduction and development planning, much of the risk
management budget may be covered from sectoral revenues or local government budgets (UNISDR,
2011b). This is particularly so in high-income countries. Yet, there is no financial tracking of the scale of
and savings made through this ex-ante and more mainstreamed way of reducing disaster risks, nor is
there adequate documentation on its effectiveness. Even then, any dedicated funding for disaster risk
reduction aspects of development programmes often has to compete with various other development
needs. It should be noted that the better disaster risk reduction is integrated into development, the less
visible it is, and the harder it becomes to track and measure it.
One of the few clear positives to come out of an examination of financing for disaster risk reduction
activities is the increasing level of funding that comes from climate adaptation financing sources, such as
the Adaptation Fund, Least Developed Countries Fund and the Pilot Program for Climate Resilience.
According to Kellett and Caravani (2013), prior to 2008, only a few projects that were approved related
to “non-targeted disaster risk reduction” activities. By 2011, the overall profile had changed remarkably
and positively (especially given the considerable institutional and policy disconnect that often exists
between disaster risk reduction and climate adaptation activities at the country level). In that year, of
the 130 projects approved, 70 had at least a partial disaster risk reduction objective (53.8 percent of the
total), while 17 were targeted directly (Kellett and Caravani, 2013).
In some countries, such as in Vietnam, where development assistance is phasing out, their vulnerability
to climate change has meant that climate change funding continues to rise. Observers suspect that some
development efforts (by both government and international non-governmental organizations) are being
repackaged to attract climate change funding. Christoplos, et al., 2013, suggest that in such a context,
for pragmatic reasons of accessing funding, a certain degree of merging of disaster risk reduction and
climate change adaptation objectives could be presumed (Christoplos, 2013).
The question remains as to whether or not financial resources are a guarantee for good DRG with
effective institutions and sufficient capacities to make a real impact on disaster risk reduction. A UNISDR
study on Effective Financial Mechanisms at the National and Local Level for Disaster Risk Reduction
(2011c) reviews the principles and practice of public expenditure management and applies these to the
context of investment in disaster risk management at national, local and community levels. The study
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concludes that, “public resource allocation is influenced by conflicting plans, policies, and pressures
extant during the bureaucratic process of preparing budget proposals and the political process of
approving them.”3 It can be suggested that both financing and good practice largely depend on the
approach a country takes in general and the priorities it sets. That is to say if financing is not prioritized
in the everyday running of government, then it will not be forthcoming for disaster risk management.
Although much has been emphasized in the HFA progress monitoring and other sources about financial
limitations as an explanation for gaps in implementation, and many practitioners are asking for tracking
mechanisms of financial allocations, this problem may be over-exaggerated or at least skewed. The
availability of resources alone is not a cure and the importance of effective use of resources and human
and institutional capacity to generate and absorb funds should not be under-estimated. While corrective
and reactive or compensatory risk management requires finance, and many times in great quantities,
prospective management principles and actions - mainstreaming for example – may be more appealing
since they can be lower in financial capital intensity, but may be higher in political capital.
3.2 Advances in DRG beyond HFA indicators
3.2.1 Self-organization and networking
Informal institutions are a central element of governance. At the same time, there is a difference
between single organizations and social movements. A critical step is the ability to generate networks
and mobilize around issues of common concern in ways that motivate social movement for change. In
this vein, the notion of self-organized, voluntary associations is of critical importance as a form of
citizenry. In the aftermath of recent major disasters, such self-organized groups and networks have been
very active, operating through social media with some impact and international recognition. For
example, during and immediately following Hurricane Sandy, more than 20 million tweets related to the
disaster were posted on Twitter despite the loss of cell phone service during the peak of the storm
(FEMA, 2013). Following the 2010 earthquake in Haiti, Ushahidi, an open-source Web platform was used
to coordinate health supplies, and many victims trapped under the rubble reached out for help via
Facebook (Merchant, et al., 2011). More international non-governmental organizations and donors such
as Doctors Without Borders and UNOCHA are supporting the use of such networks in post-disaster
contexts.
It is also possible to observe that there has been a general shift in institutional systems for disaster risk
management both at the international and national levels from a traditional centrally-managed
approach to one based on more participatory and egalitarian-style networks. A successful recent
example of global networking is the UNISDR promoted Making Cities Resilient initiative that has been
expanding the network of various groups that operate in an urban context to advance on disaster risk
reduction (Carvalho and Burnside-Lawry, 2013).
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Paper written for the Mid-Term Review of the HFA by David Jackson of the United Nations Capital Development
Fund, January 2011.
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This form of network governance challenges the old assumption in structural analysis in social science
that development outcomes stem from the totality of efforts from actors involved, namely, individuals
and organizations/institutions. As Lassa (2010) identifies, “governance research tries to advocate a new
approach based on the fact that agents and institutions exist and co-exist more in the form of networks.
This is the main argument, which is based on the emerging form of governance as networks of
individuals and organizations/institutions.”
Globally, there is an increasing recognition that purely centrally and hierarchically controlled approaches
have limitations, especially when it comes to solving complex problems that span numerous
administrative boundaries and fragmented institutions. Network governance can be defined as the
interconnectedness of independent units of authority and power, whether individual, community, state
or corporate. Networks are characterized by systems of communication, knowledge exchange and
dialogue. Network governance breaks down institutional silos and creates horizontal channels for
knowledge exchange and collaboration that can lead to more inclusive and better informed decisionmaking and implementation.
3.2.2 Principles of good DRG
As mentioned above, good governance most generally refers to a list of positive characteristics or
principles of how government decision-making and policy implementation ought to be carried out. For
the World Bank, the characteristics of good governance comprise voice and accountability, political
stability and absence of violence, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control
of corruption. 4 The UNDP singles out characteristics such as participation, responsiveness, transparency,
accountability, effectiveness, efficiency, rule of law and equity as its most important characteristics
(UNDP, 2013a). Although all of these characteristics are relevant in the context of DRM, only
participation, accountability, rule of law and transparency will be discussed in greater detail in this
section as they are considered fundamental and have strong linkages to many of the remaining
principles.
These core values and principles of governance are important means of achieving and maintaining
development goals as recognized by UN member states in the Millennium Declaration in 2000. They are
also compatible with key human rights principles set out in a number of UN declarations and
conventions. These fundamental principles can be used to characterize the institutions and processes
that guide the strategic interactions among public officials and between policymakers, private
businesses, intermediate organizations and citizenry. The better these principles are realized in a
country’s governance system, the better government is prepared to ensure a sound management of
public resources, an enabling environment and a productive exchange of information between the
public and the state. They are also key for enabling the achievement of particular development
outcomes, such as poverty reduction, education for all, disaster risk reduction and environmental
protection.

4

Worldwide Governance Indicators, available at: info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home.
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Participation: There are some critical issues that have not been addressed extensively within the
disaster risk reduction literature on participation, such as the quality or type of participation. The
participation ladder provides a wide spectrum of levels of engagement that can span from selfmobilization (the most advanced level), to participation in analysis, functional participation,
consultation, and passive participation that is limited to the mere handing out of information (Pretty,
1995). Evaluation of community-based disaster risk reduction programmes and similar programmes
against the types and levels of participation could provide for useful pointers as to what level of
engagement has been achieved.
There may also be issues linked to the transaction costs of community consultation, particularly at the
local level where resources are scarce. Potential clashes between greater inclusion and postponement
of decisions and action on disaster risk reduction measures are possible scenarios. Moreover, there are
concerns as to how far participation can reduce conflict and tensions among the diverse economic and
social groups regarding risks.
Government failures are now reasonably well understood as part of governance studies. Rarely is much
thought given to the possibility of ‘civil society failure’ as the existence of civil society involvement is
seen as the panacea for ‘good governance’. Injection of resources for a participatory development
projects can, for example, attract the attention of the better off, making exclusion of the most
vulnerable more likely. Participatory projects may fail to build cohesive and resilient organizations.
During the course of a project, benefits attract people to participate and build networks but these
mechanisms tend to dissolve when the incentives are withdrawn. Longitudinal studies on civil society
aspects of disaster risk governance are still rare.
According to Christoplos, et al., (2013) the way policies and institutions—land reforms, education
systems, the judiciary, the media, and efforts at social inclusion— have evolved in a country can
influence the responsiveness of governments to public mobilization, affecting the incentives for
collective action. Some countries have a long history of community consultation and participation,
developed in the process of struggles for independence from colonial rule or against the rule of
entrenched elites. Such social movements help to create a culture that facilitates public participation
also in DRR.
Accountability: Accountability is a key requirement of good DRG. Not only governmental institutions but
also the private sector and civil society organizations must be accountable to the public and to their
institutional stakeholders. At the administrative level, accountability varies depending on the relevant
institutional arrangements and systems for disaster risk reduction. At the political level, in general, an
organization or an institution is also accountable to those who will be affected by its decisions or
actions.
Accountability requires agreement on clear roles and responsibilities of organizations, as well as
individuals, and reporting on the actions taken. This is the basis on which stakeholders may monitor if
their views and needs have been taken into account and whether agreed standards of performance
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have been complied with. In this sense, accountability and transparency are closely interwoven. In fact,
accountability cannot be enforced without transparency and rule of law.
Accountability also lies at the heart of many of the potential benefits expected from decentralization of
disaster risk management (e.g., citizen participation in local affairs, improved service delivery, and
transparency). Furthermore, it should offer protection against ‘elite capture’ of resources made
available for disaster risk reduction, though this is not easy and requires strong formal and informal
systems in place to hold local power-holders accountable. This risk can be contained by developing
effective self-governance structures at the community level that many of the community-based disaster
risk reduction programmes have been promoting (de Guzman, 2003). In this sense, civil society has a
critical role to play in establishing the necessary conditions and mechanisms not only at the community
level, but also for ensuring ‘downward accountability’ of local authorities towards their constituencies.
However, as stated elsewhere in this review roles and responsibilities between different levels of
government (vertically) and across the various local actors (horizontally) are not always clear or
monitored for disaster risk reduction to ensure an effective system of accountability. The involvement of
multiple institutions and actors in DRR - including technical, political, administrative, central, local,
formal, and informal - further diffuses the lines of accountability when faced with the consequences of
various disaster risks, or the failure for their reduction (Coskun, 2014).
Out of a complex web of interactions, three lines of accountability can be identified (Transparency
Accountability Initiative, 2014):






Downward accountability of local governments to citizens, which refers to political
accountability and is at the core of democratic decentralization and a direct line of
responsibility. Most countries do not have formal mechanisms of accountability specific for
disaster risk reduction, while in contrast the pressure to be accountable is expectedly higher for
response.
Horizontal accountability within local governments and administrations, which refers to the
administrative accountability of local civil servants and locally-elected officials and traditional
representatives to each other. This is also relevant across parallel institutional structures that
have a role in disaster risk reduction. Disaster risk reduction committees are one of the
mechanisms that serve this purpose, but where they function, they seldom have a
comprehensive mechanism for accountability.
Upward accountability of local authorities to central government, which enables upper layers of
government to verify that local institutions are complying with major policy goals and statutes
and to monitor or track local government actions and expenditure. This happens more in
relation to disaster risk reduction plans and programmes and monitoring of finance. It is, thus, a
mixture of administrative and performance accountability.

An audit of disaster risk reduction carried out by the Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) of 10 countries
suggests that accountability between the government and citizens, i.e. providing sound information
about the conduct of public affairs, especially policies, strategies, targets and implementation of public
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institutions to the citizens, is often inadequate (Coskun, 2014).5 Christoplos, et al., (2013 p. 31) on the
contrary provide some evidence for the view that the majority of government officials realize the
political necessity of being seen to respond, and thus an understanding of the importance of the social
contract with citizens and the legitimacy it endows. However, the social contract does not seem to
extend to situations in which disaster risk reduction is not politically rewarding. Politicians across the
country case studies generally did not prioritize disaster risk reduction over citizens’ demands for socioeconomic development.
Disasters that result in large-scale physical damage and/or loss of life and have the potential to result in
reputational losses for authorities, often prompt a high public demand for accountability. In many ways,
responses to a disaster can highlight the functioning (or failing) of institutions and standards, in
particular the relationship between states and citizens in a country. It provides an ‘acid test’ on the
degree to which a given government is open and accountable to its citizens. The press, and, where
international assistance is provided, donors, international media and increasingly the citizens (through
social media) demand high levels of openness from the state after disasters, including revealing the
causes of disaster risks and why they have not been mitigated. However, despite decades of public
awareness raising by the governments, United Nations and the non-governmental organizations
demand for accountability for existing risk levels have been limited (Polack, Luna and Dator-Bercilla,
2010). The reasons for this are complex and little understood. It could even be yet another reflection of
the question posed earlier regarding whether disaster risk reduction is a priority for accountability when
compared to other pressing needs such as access to employment, health services or clean water.
Where there is a high level of demand for accountability from the citizens, individuals and social groups
have instruments to monitor decision-making and are able to take action against the violation of rules.
Formal and informal networks, such as community deliberation councils and watchdog committees, can
serve as monitoring devices. There are some internationally recognized accountability mechanisms and
standards in humanitarian response for the performance of international non-governmental
organizations6 and donors7, as well as national standards and audits when international funding is
involved. However, accountability mechanisms for disaster risk reduction are much more diffuse,
involving very diverse actors and institutions, and complex sets of relationships from policy to action to
impact.
At the international level there have been some attempts (generated by a major disaster event, i.e. the
Indian Ocean Tsunami) to establish international standards for auditing accountability. The International
Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI), which operates as an umbrella organization for
the external government audit community, set up the Accountability for Audit of Disaster Related Aid
Working Group to deal with issues concerning disasters, including risk reduction. This was done in order
5

For more information, see: www.preventionweb.net/english/countries/statistics/?cid=79, November 2013.
The Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP) International was established in 2003 to promote
accountability to people affected by humanitarian crises and to acknowledge those organizations that meet the
HAP principles of accountability. By applying these principles an organization becomes accountable for the quality
of its work to the people it aims to assist and on whose behalf it is acting.
7
The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and Accra Agenda for Action (2008).
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to enhance good governance and accountability and promote transparency and efforts related to anticorruption through collective experience in the field of disaster risk management. In this context,
auditing guidelines for disaster risk reduction (ISSAI 5510) was prepared and endorsed to provide
guidance for the SAIs to improve their auditing (Coskun, 2014).8 INTOSAI supports a citizen-oriented
perspective to enhance public accountability for a mutual relationship between the SAIs and citizens.
However, Coskun (2014) points out that performing an audit of disaster risk reduction from a citizenoriented perspective will be a challenge for the SAIs. First, an audit mandate does not encompass all or
most of the activities and organizations involved in disaster risk reduction. Second, access to reliable and
complete information to prepare a comprehensive audit report will be restricted. In addition to these
challenges, SAIs do not have sufficient tools to strengthen their cooperation with citizens. A more
engaged citizenry is certainly key for achieving a higher level of cooperation and make government more
accountable.
Rule of law: Linked to accountability is the right of individuals and groups to appeal to the courts,
including legislative provisions for DRM, if rules are violated. The institutions responsible for ensuring
accountability and realizing and upholding existing DRR standards and principles, such as anticorruption commissions, judicial bodies, ombudsmen’s offices, parliaments, etc., then need to have the
required standing and capacity to fulfil these responsibilities. A number of countries include rights of
enforcement or remedies for breaches of constitutional rights (IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
An example of enforcement of constitutional rights by citizens comes from India where constitutional
rights can be enforced in the Supreme Court. Using a specific mechanism termed a ‘public interest
litigation’ it is possible for a group of citizens to initiate a claim in the Supreme Court of India, as was
done in 2013 concerning states’ inaction on establishing disaster laws to properly implement India’s
Federal Disaster Management Act 2005. Although many countries do not have specific public reporting
or parliamentary oversight mechanisms in their disaster risk management laws there are other forms of
general public accountability for government performance of their statutory and other obligations
(IFRC/UNDP, 2014).
Transparency: When in place, transparency can encourage civil engagement and public accountability
by rendering the public decision-making process more accessible. This, in turn, strengthens confidence
in governments and public agencies. However, there are very few tools to ensure transparency in
disaster risk reduction. Transparency is understood as the sharing knowledge of risks and how to reduce
them, though it is often limited to disaster preparedness only. Such information needs to be audited to
obtain the confidence of national and international actors involved in the process, and to determine
whether the activities fulfilled contribute to reducing disaster risks and whether the financial resources
allocated have been used in an effective and efficient manner. Coskun (2014), in summarizing the results
of national disaster risk reduction audit reviews performed by a number of SAIs, concluded that many
national public information sharing programmes were one time efforts with no follow up, and that the
disaster risk activities were not audited for their effectiveness.
8

INTOSAI, ISSAI 5510 Audit of Disaster Risk Reduction, www.issai.org/4-auditing guidelines/ guidelines- onspecific-subjects.
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The key accomplishments to increase transparency stated by the countries in HFA reports echo this
finding. They mostly report on specific measures to increase public awareness and national outreach
campaigns on disaster risk reduction. The key challenge stated in the national reports for achieving
lasting impact from these outreach activities is a lack of financial and human resources to implement
such measures.
The relationship between good disaster risk governance and transparency, however, is not
straightforward in practice. Many Latin American countries have good examples of disaster risk
reduction practice and effective institutions, yet show high rates of corruption, low levels of
transparency and other dimensions of weak governance (Wilkinson, 2014). Some more autocratic Asian
countries have demonstrated that it is possible to have relatively good, or at least efficient, governance
with very little transparency. Another example is Bangladesh, a country which ranks among the lowest
14 countries on a standard governance index (the Transparency International Corruption Perception
Index) yet has made remarkable progress in disaster risk reduction at policy and practice levels,
including successful mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction into development and poverty alleviation
(Wilkinson, 2014).
The establishment of a more transparent deliberation process will not automatically ensure the ultimate
goals of reducing uncertainty in policy-making and increasing safety. The ownership and legitimacy of
controlling risks may reside with certain professionals or the government, and conflicting views and
interests still need to be reconciled. With more public access to data and more actors in the policymaking arena, the lines of accountability in practice could even become fuzzier (Kenny, 2012).

PART IV: Mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development
4.1 Conceptual understanding of mainstreaming DRR into development
Mainstreaming DRR into development, although predominantly covered under the HFA Priority for
Action 4, is examined as part of this thematic review on DRG, since it is a governance process that
provides the enabling environment for ensuring risk reduction becomes an underlying principle of
sustainable development (UNDP, 2012). Mainstreaming thus reflects a process of institutionalizing or
sustaining change (UNDP, 2010b).
There is no formal and agreed upon definition of mainstreaming DRR into development (since not
defined in the 2009 UNISDR Terminology), despite it being referred to as a central goal of disaster risk
management in global policy documents since 1989. The 1989 IDNDR Resolution (A/RES/44/236), for
example, called on governments “to formulate national disaster-mitigation programmes, as well as
economic, land use and insurance policies for disaster prevention, and, particularly in developing
countries, to integrate them fully into their national development programmes.” The Yokohama
Strategy and Plan of Action (1994) stated that “disaster prevention and preparedness should be
considered integral aspects of development policy and planning at national, regional, bilateral,
multilateral and international levels.” And one of the objectives established for the ISDR in 1999 was “to
proceed from protection against hazards to the management of risk, by integrating risk prevention
strategies into sustainable development activities” (A/54/497). Also the HFA (2005) talks of “integrating
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disaster risk considerations more effectively with sustainable development policies, planning and
programming at all levels, preparedness and vulnerability reduction.”
The UNDP Framework for Mainstreaming DRR into Development (2010b) states that mainstreaming of a
particular social issue implies that it is brought into the ‘mainstream’ of activities rather than being dealt
with as an add-on. In the area of disaster risk reduction, the term mainstreaming has been used to
describe a ‘process’ aimed at ensuring that all key development interventions in risk prone countries
effectively address disaster reduction concerns. The ‘result’ of mainstreaming DRR would be a stage
when the fundamental elements of risk reduction are embedded into development practice and fully
institutionalized within a government’s development agenda, i.e. in policy and legal precepts, strategies,
mechanisms and instruments that do not explicitly or directly deal with disaster risk as such, but which
in their functioning and coverage can be seen to contribute to the construction or reduction of disaster
risks.
Mainstreaming disaster disk reduction into development has the dual purpose of: i) ensuring that
development is protected from existing and future disaster risk through DRR elements; and ii), ensuring
that development does not increase existing and future levels of disaster risk (UNDP, 2010b). It signifies
the incorporation of goals and values directed by risk management considerations in “other” spheres of
action with the intention of increasing their efficiency, quality, sustainability, functioning and
performance. These spheres of action or objects of mainstreaming are generally defined in sector
(development, agriculture, infrastructure, education, etc.) and territorial (municipal, district, river basin,
economic regions etc.) terms (UNDP, 2010b). Mainstreaming hence moves DRR beyond the bounds of
disaster risk management specialists and into the realm of development professionals and groups.
DRR Mainstreaming is an essential aspect of what is now referred to increasingly as ‘prospective’ or
‘anticipatory’ risk management (UNISDR, 2009a). This means anticipating risk construction processes in
sectorial or territorial development policies, strategies, mechanisms, actions and searching for their
prevention from the outset. This includes recovery and reconstruction processes, when these are guided
by risk prevention considerations in new investments. Prospective management would involve, for
example, controls over patterns of land use and territorial organization, environmental degradation, the
impacts of poverty on disaster risk and similar development concerns. Mainstreaming can also be
understood from the perspective of corrective disaster risk management (Pelling, 2007). Interventions in
sectors, territories, infrastructure etc. that improve or update the quality or coverage of existing
investments may be needed to address risk considerations. As these are normally explicit decisions,
corrective disaster risk actions are more easily monitored and subject to easier evaluation and
assessment. Examples may include the retrofitting of buildings, the relocation of settlements and the
diversification of agriculture.
The prospective risk management aspect of mainstreaming is more difficult to assess in terms of
progress and implementation. Only explicit references to consideration of disaster risk in development
instruments and decisions can be subject to assessment and evaluation. However, this is not the case
with what may be categorized as implicit DRR measures, i.e. when development actors incorporate
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disaster risk considerations without specifically referring to them as disaster risk management. Examples
of this are ‘good building practice’, ‘good land use planning’, ‘good agricultural planning’ and
implementation that naturally builds in hazard risk management and human security. DRR
Mainstreaming is also difficult to evaluate due to the fact that it is not palpable or easily measured in its
effects: avoided or reduced risk (Mitchell, 2003; World Bank, 2010).
DRR Mainstreaming may go hand-in-hand with mainstreaming of other significant themes, such as
gender, environment, vulnerable groups, etc. Such multiple processes of mainstreaming specific themes
into development are rather complex and often seen as overburdening already challenged development
interventions, and therefore not without their difficulties.
4.2 Advances with mainstreaming DRR into development
National and sub-national planning: Laws and policies are an indicator of the political importance
placed on disaster risk reduction. Mainstreaming of DRR into policy and legal instruments is still nascent
in most countries. Even when it features, such as in social housing, physical planning or watershed
management it is not widely implemented. Macro analyses of disaster risk management and its
relationship to development indicators and overall governance characteristics suggest in general that
the higher the levels of development the greater the progress made in incorporating disaster risk
reduction into development pursuits (Hamdan, 2013a; Wilkinson, et al., 2014; Lassa, 2010).
Considering the complexity of mainstreaming DRR, the multiple contexts in which it is pursued, and the
overall lack of broad-based analyses of progress in mainstreaming, means that conclusions are largely
based on anecdotal, country and theme-specific studies. IFRC/UNDP (2014) classified only seven of their
31 sample countries as having seriously and dominantly adopted disaster risk reduction as a basis for
new legislation and policy. Tall, et al. (2013) in a study of policy for hydro-meteorological disasters in
Africa classified only six out of the 55 countries studied as risk averters, while 33 were considered to be
“unprepared fire fighters”, still dedicated primarily if not exclusively to disaster response. When cross
country studies on mainstreaming exist, as in the case of studies by the Economic Community of West
African States (Ojo, 2013) and the Southern African Development Community (2014), or when reference
is made to mainstreaming in regional reviews, despite a good deal of informative detail and description
the results are normally provided at a general level and almost invariably point to the lack of, or
difficulties with, mainstreaming and disaster risk reduction. While such results point to progress in
awareness, policy and legality, very limited progress on the ground is made due to resource constraints,
other overriding priorities and lack of understanding of mainstreaming goals and processes.
Implementation is severely deficient especially in lower and middle-income countries (IFRC-UNDP, 2014;
Tarazona, et al., 2010; Williams, 2010).
Sectoral planning: Mainstreaming DRR into investment decisions is becoming more frequent. In some
instances, ministries of finance, economy and planning are requiring disaster risk to be taken into
account in public investment (for example, in Costa Rica, Guatemala and Peru). This is one of the
broadest and most comprehensive ways of dealing with risks that are linked to exposure and
vulnerability to natural hazards, given the potential to provide coverage for all critical public
infrastructures and buildings. However, gaps in information and analysis of costs and benefits of DRR
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and the lack of trained personnel have slowed down such processes in countries that have been studied,
and it has not been easy getting finance and economy ministries on board in many places (Chakrabarti,
2013b).
Christoplos, et al. (2013) have noted how in Viet Nam, for example, disaster risk reduction rarely takes
precedence over investment decisions that promote local development and employment and that
controlling risk generated by private sector investment is not easy. Similarly, goals for high yield
agriculture production lie in the balance against the at times contradictory goal of avoiding crop losses.
Investment decisions are more likely to be weighed by political rather than technical considerations and
are more influenced by growth and employment priorities. Negotiation and incorporation of climate
change adaptation and disaster risk reduction goals is dependent on the convergence of goals and
efforts among sectors at the provincial level.
It is important to integrate disaster risk control and reduction in land use planning, territorial
organization and environmental planning. All of these are related to goals of de-concentration (i.e. the
relocation of central government to lower administrative levels) and bolstering the roles of sub-regional
and local government and organizations.
Within environmental planning in particular, there has been a widespread lack of awareness of disaster
risk reduction and incorporating it into environment-related policies and plans has proved elusive
(Gupta et al., 2012). In addition, only few countries could report through the HFA monitoring processes
how the results of environmental impact assessments that mainstream DRR were used to accomplish
disaster risk reduction. For example, Mozambique in its national HFA report reported that the high
dependency of local communities on natural resources for survival, due to high levels of poverty and the
increased pressure on those resources, made environmental policies entirely impractical. Nearly all
countries reported difficulties in incorporating climate change adaptation measures into national
policies, however, it is found that climate change concerns and the increasing notion of adaptation via
environmental conservation is helping to change approaches in some places.
Some factors that have been reported as working against mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into
land use planning include (Johnson, 2011; Lavell and Maskrey, 2013; IFRC/UNDP, 2014):






preference to exploit the economic gains of the resource base that exists in hazard prone areas,
as compared to considering possible future losses due to the impact of hazards;
tendency to increase the tax base of local governments by permitting occupation of risk-prone
land;
speculative behavior with land;
lack of access to safe land for poor groups and lack of consideration of informal groups in
planning;
availability of cheap or free, but hazard-prone land, for school and hospital construction and
other community infrastructure.
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4.3 Case study: Progress with mainstreaming DRR in the agricultural sector
A sector-specific study on mainstreaming DRR into agriculture (FAO, 2014) was specially prepared for
this thematic review on DRG and offers an opportunity to examine in greater detail different facets of
mainstreaming and their presence and influence on sector planning. Unfortunately, similar analyses for
other sectors cannot be easily found. Nevertheless, the study offers important conclusions on the DRR
mainstreaming process and its promotion.
Thirty countries were studied, examining both the integration of disaster risk reduction into agricultural
planning, and how agricultural issues are reflected in national disaster risk reduction strategies. The
study looked at progress in mainstreaming, implementation of disaster risk reduction in agriculture, and
emerging trends. It also looked at how mainstreaming DRR in agriculture is featured in the HFA
monitoring process. While the study is not representative of all countries, given that it examined only
high-risk contexts, it gives a good indication of the great difficulty of measuring progress and of
specifically attributing change to the influence of the HFA.
The FAO study found that only five of the 30 countries specifically addressed any disaster risk
governance aspects in their agricultural planning policies (HFA Priority for Action 1). However, 18
countries considered and provided policy prescriptions that address underlying risk factors (Priority for
Action 4). This can be explained by the importance of environmental services and land use planning in
agriculture, and the fact that reducing underlying risk factors is a requisite for agriculture, irrespective of
any specific disaster risk management, mainstreaming or governance conditions to support it. The study
also found that it is more likely that DRR is incorporated in individual sector plans such as agriculture
when disaster risk reduction is given prominence in a country’s overall development plans and policies.
The key drivers supporting progress in mainstreaming DRR into agriculture were identified as:









awareness of hazards;
inclusion of disaster risk reduction in national development policy and poverty reduction plans;
existing national level legislation and policy;
clear understanding of the nexus between disaster risk and sustainable development;
existence of international policy instruments;
broad consultation and participation;
impact of disasters on sector; and
articulation of a national climate change agenda.

The need to distinguish between conditions that are conducive to mainstreaming and those that are
direct drivers of mainstreaming was highlighted. For example, hazard awareness is not as critical as
disaster impact in promoting change. Broad consultation is conducive to, but not a direct driver of
mainstreaming. On the other hand, understanding the relationship between risk and development were
found to be critical for mainstreaming.
The study found that a significant time span exists between the introduction of mainstreaming as a
national priority and its effective implementation in agricultural development planning. According to the
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study, “the time gap could have been bridged if national efforts to mainstream disaster risk reduction
had been inclusive of development sectors from the start in 2005” (FAO, 2014).
The study concluded that, “to effectively mainstream disaster risk reduction into agriculture, it is
necessary to have a sector-specific institutional mechanism to coordinate within the sector doing policy
formulation and planning for agriculture and overseeing implementation” (FAO, 2014). This idea,
however, has been strongly argued against in other contexts in which it is believed that creating
specialized disaster risk reduction units within a sector contradicts any efforts to achieve a broad
involvement of sector development specialists in DRR (Lavell and Maskrey, 2013). Moreover, where
such units exist in government ministries, they are often embedded in the overall disaster management
structures and often suffer from limited capacities and limited power to influence attitudes and practice
in the sector they are concerned with.
As is the case in some other sectors, by definition also good agricultural practices are already climate
risk sensitive since the main source of hazards are climate related. Thus, climate sensitive practices in
agriculture are routine and might not necessarily be labeled as disaster risk reduction.

PART V: Emerging Issues in Disaster Risk Governance for Future Consideration
5.1 Institutional arrangements
For disaster risk management institutional arrangements to be effective, they must reflect both the risk
profile as well as a country’s overall governance arrangements. They need to have authority and
recognition, and their legitimacy and relevance must be established with access to sufficient capacity
and resources. The capacities need to include the ability to manage complex processes that help to
achieve responsiveness, participation, transparency, and accountability.
Many of the problems and slow advances in the disaster risk management field are the result of a
monolithic view of the theme, operating under a ‘blue print’ of institutional, policy and legislative
arrangements. DRG approaches are likely to become more disaster risk centric (rather than
response/preparedness) if they were able to reflect the change of the discourse towards prospective
disaster risk management that is part and parcel of a more comprehensive appreciation of risks,
including risks related to climate change, environment, economics, or conflict. Prospective disaster risk
management is better considered as an essential component of sustainable development management,
whereby risks are avoided in the first place. As such, prospective disaster risk management is, or should
be, primarily the realm of sector-based and territory-based development actors. It requires reaching out
to and giving a greater onus to planning and finance ministries, as well as private sector who have much
influence on the course of development. It also requires completely different structures, approaches
and governance arrangements than those utilized under the currently much more common corrective
management modality. The notion of network governance introduced earlier could well lead to more
inclusive and better informed decision-making and implementation. While such an approach has gained
momentum at the global level, it still remains to be seen if network governance would be an appropriate
tool for DRR particularly at the national level.
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The weak social contract for disaster risk reduction that often exists between a state and its citizens is an
impediment to progress in DRG at local levels. For disaster risk reduction programmes to gain traction
on the ground, it will be particularly important to better understand the benefits and limits of
decentralization. An understanding of the complexities of decentralization should inform national and
donor policies and programmes. There may also be benefits in rethinking and rationalize local disaster
risk management institutions in light of constraints on resources and capacities.
5.2 DRR mainstreaming
The dominant discourse on mainstreaming DRR into development still suggests the notion of integration
or the incorporation of DRR activities into a separate order of things, i.e. development, in order to
enhance the latter’s performance. According to this, DRR is considered an ‘add-on’ to development. The
counter position, which has fundamental consequences in terms of praxis, is that considerations of
disaster risk and its prevention or mitigation are, or should be, inherent in the very definition of
development. The essence of this argument is that if development itself, in some of its modalities, is
contributing to disaster risk, then it would be necessary to reframe or redefine development modalities
rather that adding a palliative onto an existing risk generating system. Unless this happens, any DRR
measures will fail to yield their full benefits and results. Also international agencies supporting disaster
risk governance should reconsider their approaches and ensure that development assistance is sensitive
to disaster risk reduction. Although this is not a new demand, it is still highly topical.
Linked to this observation, are the many examples of good development practice that can contribute to
disaster risk reduction even if its integration is not labeled as such, as was highlighted in the above case
study on mainstreaming in the agricultural sector. Also poverty alleviation programmes that aim to
diversify income generation, as for example, in coastal Bangladesh, address the underlying causes of
food insecurity which have indirectly contributed to disaster resilience (Aysan and Bene, 2013). None of
these practices are specifically labeled as disaster risk reduction, yet they do contribute to making the
livelihoods of farmers more sustainable. These already mainstreamed practices are not always captured
for their contribution to disaster risk reduction, albeit this is precisely the challenge for the future.
According to Toscano-Rivalta (2014), the mainstreaming/incorporation/integration strategy adopted in
the four global disaster risk reduction frameworks from 1989 (IDNDR), 1994 (Yokohama), 1999 (ISDR)
and 2005 (HFA) seem to have put the onus on the development experts to pick up and apply the policy
recommendations of the disaster risk management experts. The question is then, whether this is
plausible without a strong buy-in on the part of development planners, across all sectors and territories,
national and local, public and private. Change will require governance arrangements that allow synergy
and negotiation between diverse interest groups, i.e. DRM and development communities, and a
thorough discussion of the ‘business as usual’ versus a transformative development debate.
With discussions underway on the Sustainable Development Goals and development finance for the
future, this debate cannot be ignored. Moreover, if the integration vision is seen to have its limitations,
then this will inevitably have an impact in terms of disaster risk prevention or control in the future.
There is increasing recognition that the integration approach to DRR mainstreaming assumes a position
whereby disasters and disaster risk are constructed exogenously to development as opposed to
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endogenously, and that the pitfalls of this have been ignored or bypassed to date (Lavell and Maskrey,
2013).
5.3 Financing of DRR
Insufficient funding and the ensuing lack of continuity and piece-meal approaches is one of the major
reasons why DRR has not progressed nationally or locally. The low level of DRR financing reflects a lack
of prioritization on the part of governments and donors. It is also the result of insufficient societal
demand for reducing disaster risk. And without a strong public demand for DRR, it is less likely states will
prioritize its financing.
Financing is a critical issue especially when dealing with corrective or mitigatory disaster risk
management and its concrete actions, such as relocating communities, retrofitting hospitals,
constructing dykes, or disaster response and reconstruction. However, when dealing with prospective or
preventive disaster risk management as part of development, financing is only of secondary concern.
Instead, establishing norms and methods and their enforcement, and public accountability and
transparency become far more important. Land use planning, controls over locating populations and
infrastructure in hazardous locations and proper building and planning practices are less costly activities
if done as a regular part of, for example, urban development. Yet, these issues have a high political and
organizational capital.
There is clearly a case for strengthening existing financial mechanisms, and DRG must pursue this as one
of its objectives. The calls made at the 2013 Global Platform to enhance the tracking of disaster risk
reduction need to be taken seriously. In particular it is important to understand better how much money
domestic governments are investing in risk reduction, and on what, and the relationship between
national and international sources. This is particularly important when the success of pilot projects
funded by external donors is at risk due to the lack of sustainable national resources for scaling up good
practices. The data available for tracking the financing of disaster risk reduction, both globally and at the
country level, however, is not as good as it should be.
5.4 The HFA Monitor
The HFA progress monitor is clearly the result of the discourse on disaster risk management at the start
of the HFA implementation period in 2005. At the time, DRG was perceived more in terms of outputs
and normative aspects of governance — e.g., policies and laws, financing, institutional structures,
decentralization, and platforms — rather than a complex web of context specific processes and
interactions of various aspects, institutions and actors. Moreover, the transformation of outputs into
disaster risk reduction outcomes (i.e. reduced disaster impacts or vulnerability) was not adequately
considered. These are important lessons for the future. Approaches to monitoring disaster risk
governance should be anchored in the historical and political context of each country (or territory), and
progress should be measured within this context, and not only against outputs but also outcomes.
Emphasis should be given to establishing a set of principles and standards that countries can then apply
according to their particular national idiosyncrasies. Realistic expectations about what can be achieved
in disaster risk governance within a one decade time-frame need to be established and regularly
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monitored. The corresponding measuring tools should reflect these. The relationships between disaster
risk reduction activities and goals and sector or territorial development needs and their organizational
setups (health, water and sanitation, education, etc.) should be identified, in order to co-promote these
interrelated activities and goals.
5.5 Information sources and analysis of DRG
Disaster risk governance processes and progress, opportunities and obstacles, can only be adequately
and thoroughly understood when based on an integral analysis of specific regional, country or local
contexts. This is because countries and localities comprise distinctive systems and provide contexts in
which the interaction of the many aspects of disaster risk governance is historically, culturally, socially,
economically and politically constructed. This is not to say that there aren’t any common requirements,
approaches, criteria, goals and challenges across countries as regards disaster risk governance. It simply
establishes that the way these manifest themselves in reality will vary according to place and time,
context and social structure, among other factors (see Williams, 2010; Lassa, 2010; Wilkinson, et al.,
2014; Christoplos, et al., 2013). Attempts to import approaches into fundamentally different national or
local environments is likely to and has led to failure on many occasions (UNDP, 2007).
The relevance of multiple country studies that attempt to review and correlate distinct and varied
aspects of the disaster risk governance context across the board and in relation to, for example,
development or general governance indicators is questionable. Such studies often fail to move beyond
notions of correlation and regression and are unable to capture the true reasons as to why apparently
similar conditions are in fact causally and process-wise very different (for example, the lack of progress
from laws and policies to real implementation; the difficulties in achieving decentralization and
participation; the lack of adequate financial resources). Thus, a particular problem may be common to
many contexts, but the causes and consequences may be very different. Moreover, intervention and
support for change and progress must be developed differentially based on in-depth political science or
theory of change analysis for the different contexts.
The following themes have been identified for future research in the area of DRG:


Research on how the overall context of governance influences DRG and vice-versa.



Research that moves toward better understanding of probabilistic causality using causal analysis
tools, such as Structural Equation Modeling, Bayesian Network, and Systems Dynamics modeling
should be promoted.



Understanding and evaluating risk vis-à-vis development objectives and understanding the real
options for risk reduction vis-à-vis other more pressing and permanent social problems.



Exploration of approaches such as ‘good enough governance’ and ‘best fit practices’ for DRG.



Research into monitoring mechanisms that combine aspects of the Sustainable Development
Goals, climate change and the financing for development agreements where these relate to risk,
sustainability and development and have co-determining governance needs and requirements.
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6. PART VI: Conclusions
For the successor arrangement of the HFA, it will be important to embrace and integrate the new
dimensions of the disaster risk governance problem that have emerged since 2005, and that see
governance as a process and not just as a series of outputs, such as policies, laws or plans. This would
require an understanding of how governance processes and characteristics have been established and
operate specifically at country level, as well as globally to provide an enabling environment for
implementing disaster risk reduction.
The characteristics that define good DRG, such as transparency and low levels of corruption,
accountability, participation, efficiency in government, etc. are largely influenced by the specific context
of a country or society and not of generic origin and causation. Although one can deal individually with
these characteristics, in the end good DRG will occur only if they are addressed together to achieve
positive results. For example, decentralized DRM without participation, transparency, accountability,
and a host of other pre-conditions will likely fail.
Disaster risk governance of course cannot hope to overcome the structural limitations and defining
contexts of a country, region or locality. Rather it will mirror what is already in place. Therefore, the lack
of progress in disaster risk governance is a problem that relates to the challenges, restrictions, blockages
and obstacles that exist within the overall governance arrangements and is influenced by government
action, the citizen-state relationship and features of the particular society that is attempting the
implementation. This an important reminder that true DRG cannot be addressed without engaging with
broader governance issues. The temptation to avoid engaging in the more political aspects associated
with governance and to focus instead on the relatively simpler technical solutions that allow relatively
more control of inputs and outputs must be overcome. In addition, more consideration should be given
to advancing the notion of such concepts as “good enough governance” (Grindle, 2002) and “best-fit
solutions” (Carrothers and Gramont, 2011) for achieving measured, consolidated moves toward better
disaster risk governance conditions. This requires prioritization of goals, strategies and tools and the
identification of possible sequential effects of investment in prioritized areas of concern.
Disaster risk, and thus, disaster risk reduction, involves a vast number of conditioning contexts and
factors. It requires a consideration of a very large number of stakeholders and diverse interest groups
for different sectors and territories, as well as a broad range of themes in order to fully understand
disaster risk causality and the governance options for intervention and control. Disaster risk governance
is correspondingly complex and an understanding of its composition and progress is still a challenge
using current monitoring and evaluation yardsticks. There is limited learning being shared across generic
work in governance and DRG, and disaster risk specialists could benefit greatly by becoming more
conversant with the complexities and challenges of the governance experience of practitioners in other
contexts, such as parliamentarian development, electoral assistance, health, agriculture, poverty,
education, and others.
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Annex 1:
Terms of Reference
UNDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery
A. Project Title:
Consultants:

Thematic Review on Disaster Risk Governance for GAR 2015
Preparation of Background Paper

B. Project Description
Background:
Over the coming months, UNDP will be undertaking a major thematic review on risk governance as a
contribution to the 2015 Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction (GAR 2015). The GAR is a
biennial global assessment of disaster risk reduction and comprehensive review and analysis of the
natural hazards that are affecting humanity. The GAR contributes to achieving the Hyogo Framework of
Action (HFA) through monitoring risk patterns and trends and progress in disaster risk reduction while
providing strategic policy guidance to countries and the international community. The GAR aims to help
focus international attention on the problem and need to address disaster risk and consolidate political
and economic support to disaster risk reduction.
The Report is coordinated by UNISDR in collaboration and consultation with a wide range of
stakeholders, including various UN agencies, governments, academic and research institutions, donors
and technical organizations and specialists. To-date three GAR reports have been issued:
•
The GAR 2009 provides hard-hitting evidence to demonstrate how, where and why disaster risk
is increasing globally and presents key findings from a global analysis of disaster risk patterns and trends,
including where high mortality and economic loss is concentrated.
•
The GAR 2011 on revealing risk, redefining development provides guidance and suggestions to
governments and non-governmental actors alike, on how they can, together, reduce disaster risks.
•
The GAR 2013 on Shared Risk to Shared Value: the Business case for Disaster Risk Reduction,
explores the interactions between business investments and disaster risk. It highlights how disasters are
becoming a growing global challenge to business and country competitiveness, sustainability and
resilience.
UNDP has made specific contributions to all three reports, and will also contribute to GAR 2015 by
coordinating one of several thematic reviews that will be carried out to provide an independent
scientific/academic analysis of progress in HFA implementation since 2005. The review will also look into
areas that deserve greater attention in the post-2015 HFA, i.e. the HFA 2. GAR 2015 will not have a
theme, but venture into where DRR will be going beyond 2015, and examine what challenges lie ahead.
In particular, UNDP has been assigned as the coordinating agency for carrying out the thematic review
on disaster risk governance.
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For the purpose of this literature review, disaster risk governance shall refer to the way in which the
public authorities, civil servants, media, private sector, and civil society coordinate at community,
national and regional levels in order to manage and reduce disaster and climate related risks. This means
ensuring that sufficient levels of capacity and resources are made available to prevent, prepare for,
manage and recover from disasters. It also entails mechanisms, institutions and processes for citizens to
articulate their interests, exercise their legal rights and obligations, and mediate their differences. A
more detailed definition of risk governance and its principle aspects and components may be developed
in the course of the preparing the thematic review.
A series of input papers are being called for over the coming months to inform this thematic review. The
process of drafting the actual thematic review paper will be spearheaded by a team of two lead authors.
Lead authors will also be involved in the process of shaping the focus of inputs papers and the selection
of abstracts received from the call for input papers.
C. Scope of Work:
The objective of this assignment will be to provide the conceptual guidance for the thematic review on
disaster risk governance, and in particular to author the final paper that will eventually feed into the
preparation of the GAR 2015. The paper will undergo a thorough peer review process and lead authors
will be required to revise the paper and eventually produce a final draft.
The scope of the thematic review on risk governance shall cover the following aspects:
(1) The evolution and the conceptual understanding of disaster risk governance that underpins the
thematic review and that will inform the HFA 2;
(2) Retrospective assessment of progress achieved in disaster risk governance covering the period
2005 – 2013, including good practices; gaps and challenges; and the impact of disaster risk
governance on achievements against other HFA priorities; progress in disaster risk governance
against different governance systems and development situations.
(3) Comparative analysis of approaches to mainstreaming DRR into national, sub-national and
sectorial development
(4) Analysis of emerging issues in disaster risk governance since the adoption of HFA 1 in 2005;
including the role of transparency, accountability and corruption in DRR; Financing and resource
allocation for DRR; Social demand, whole-of society approaches, and rights-based approaches in
DRR with special focus on gender issues, and the role of children and persons with disabilities;
Good practice paper on successful enforcement of laws and regulations that foster DRR.
(5) Recommendations for strengthening disaster risk governance in the HFA 2 with proposals for
progress and impact indicators.
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Methodology:
The thematic review paper will use existing analysis, publications and knowledge products on the topic
of disaster risk governance. Also ongoing analysis and research shall be used as appropriate and
accessible. Where gaps remain, new research will be requested through a specific call for papers which
is coordinated by UNISDR, or commissioned by UNDP.
Indicative Work Plan:
This consultancy assignment will be conducted in two phases: Phase I will span deliverables scheduled
for 2013; Phase II will span deliverable scheduled for 2014. For Phase II, the specific tasks and number of
working days may be reviewed once input papers have been finalized in order to achieve a realistic
assessment of the outstanding tasks to prepare the thematic review. BCPR will make an initial financial
commitment to cover the costs related to Phase I. The financial commitment for Phase II will be
reviewed before the end of the year.
This assignment will be carried out by a team of two lead authors. The actual division of labor between
the two authors will be specified in the work plan (i.e. depending on their regional and subject matter
interests).
This is primarily a home based assignment. Occasional travel may be required, most likely to New York
or Geneva, to discuss the scope, progress and analytical direction of the thematic review with UNDP,
UNISDR and other authors involved in the preparation of the GAR 2015.
D. Main Expected Outputs and Deliverables
Phase I:
Outputs/Deliverables

Target Due Dates

Review and Approvals

1.

Advise on TORs and abstracts

30 Sept 2013

No

2.

Detailed work plan

11 Oct 2013

Yes

3.

Annotated outline of report

11 Oct 2013

Yes

Target Due Dates

Review and Approvals

Phase II:
Outputs/Deliverables
4.

Zero order draft report

31 Jan 2014

Yes

5.

First order draft report

31 Mar 2014

Yes
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6.

Second order draft report

31 May 2014

Yes

E. Management arrangements
The assignment will be implemented under short term consultancy arrangements through individual
contracts for each consultant with clearly identified number of work days, work plan and deliverables.
Under the guidance and direct supervision of the Disaster & Governance Advisor and the overall
leadership of the DRRT Coordinator, a team of 2 lead authors will be commissioned to draft the
thematic review on risk governance, based on a series of input papers and literature that will be made
available to them. The authors will work in close collaboration with members of BCPR’s Disaster
Reduction & Recovery Team, UNISDR’s GAR team, other lead authors who are working on other
thematic GAR reviews, and authors of inputs papers as required.
Applicants to this consultancy are required to submit a financial proposal together with their expression
of interest. The financial proposal will consist of an “all inclusive fee that indicates the total consultancy
fee for the full preparation and completion of the product with a breakdown of deliverables. Payments
will be made against satisfactory completion of deliverables as per the above time line. The payment will
be based upon the certification and acceptance of the outputs of the relevant approval officer as stated
in section D.
F. Qualifications
The following qualifications and experiences are required:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Master’s degree or higher in public administration, public infrastructure management,
development / environmental studies or a discipline relevant to governance and institutional
and policy analysis and development in disaster and climate risk management.
A minimum of 15 years of professional experience in research or planning, implementing and
managing programs and projects related to governance and/or disaster and climate risk
management.
Strong analysis skills, methodical approach and precise style of writing.
Sound understanding and experience of working on development issues and understanding of
the relationship of development, governance and DRR.
Broad knowledge of recent institutional and policy developments in the global DRR community,
both within and outside of the UN.
Working experience in different regional contexts across Africa, Asia Pacific, Arab States and
Latin America and the Caribbean.
The consultant team will require an excellent command of English; other UN working languages
such as Spanish or French will be an asset.
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