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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

It is estimated that large-scale disasters will be pervasive features of social
life in the twenty-first century. (Picou et al.,, 2004) The escalating incidence of
severe disaster events in both the developed and developing worlds (Benson, 2002)
pose a formidable challenge to human society. The Niigata earthquake in Japan
(2004), the Aceh-Sumatra earthquake (2004), the tsunami in Indian Ocean (2004),
hurricane Katrina in New Orleans, U. S. (2005), large earthquake in Pakistan
(2005) (Zadeh and Takeuchi, 2007) and the recent earthquakes in Haiti (2010) and
Chile (2010) are reminders of the fact that human society is constantly at risk and
exposed to disasters of different types, magnitudes and frequencies. The looming
threats of climate change and global warming only compounds this problem and
has potential to bring about a considerable change in the hazard and risk profile of

countries. (Prabhakar et al., 2009)

In the context of developing countries, Oliver-Smith observes that the
increasing frequency and severity of natural and technological disasters place these
countries at the centre of debates on human-environment relations and issues of
development and sustainability. (1996) The developing nations face the pervasive
risk of devastation, human and property loss resulting from human and natural
disasters. This level of risk is attributable to socioeconomic stress, aging and
- inadequate physical infrastructure, weak education and preparedness for disaster
and insufficient fiscal and economic resources to carefully implement the
preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery components of integrated
emergency management. (Henderson, 2004) The two master social trends of the
present day — industrialisation and urbanisation — inherent in the very dynamics of
societal life anywhere, are more profninent and pronounced in developing countries
(Quarantelli, 1999; El-Masri and Tipple, 2002) and continue to push them towards
the brink of crises and disasters. These two trends work concurrently: the first trend

increases disastrous agents and occasions, while the second trend raises the risks



and vulnerabilities of possibly impacted populations and societies (Quarantelli,
1999) that undermine the capacity, resilience and adaptability of the social and

political system in the face of disasters.

It is now a commonly held belief that development and disasters shares an
extremely close and complex relationship. (McEntire, 2004; Sanderson, 2000;
Zadeh and Takeuchi, 2007) Disasters are often seen as turning back the
development clock (Sanderson, 2000) with the poor and disadvantaged groups
invariably constituting the most vulnerable sections affected most by disasters.
(Benson, 2002; Daunert, 2005; Yodmani, 2001) Further, the fact that the increase in
disaster trends is related to a rise in people’s vulnerability (Yodmani, 2001)
suggests that poverty and vulnerability, without being equal to one another, are still
linked and mutually reinforcing (Benson, 2002), entrapping the poor in, what
Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe (2005) regard as, a ‘cycle of vulnerability’. The
other markers of vulnerability are population growth and density, the extent of
unplanned urbanisation, the nature of physical assets and economic activities, and
the state of the environment (Benson, 2002); gender (Myers, 1994; Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe, 2005; Enarson, 2006; Fothergill and Peek, 2006; lkeda, 2009;
Fordham and Ketteridge, n.d.; Fordham, n.d.); race, class and ethnicity (Bolin,
2006); and social and economic factors. (Yeletaysi et al., 2009) These factors are
based on unequal power relations — a by-product of social inequalities — and
recurrently intersect (Yeletaysi et al., 2009; Enarson and Fordham, 2001; Fordham,
n.d.) resulting in the marginalization of the poor, women, racial and ethnic
minorities, and members of other disenfranchised groups that heightens their
~vulnerability and decreases their capacity to face natural hazards. (Mileti and
Gailus, 200S5; Gaillard et al., 2009)

Disaster losses are the results of interactions among three major systems:
the physical environment, which i’ncludes hazardous events; the social and
demographic characteristics of the communities that experience them; and the
buildings, roads, bridges, and other components of the constructed environment.
(Mileti and Peek-Gottschlich, 2001) In the context of Himalayas, the interaction
and relationship between these factors are more pronounced, with the effect that the

Himalayas have become increasingly disaster-prone with a disproportionately
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higher number of disasters as compared with other environments. (Hewitt 1997 in
Gardner and Dekens, 2007) The mountainous regions in developing countries,
owing to their highly fragile environment and lack of a proper natural resources
management regime, are considered to be more vulnerable to environmental
degradation than many other parts of the world. (Messerli and Ives, 1997) The
geological characteristics of the Himalayas, particularly their geophysically active
and unstable structure, fragile rock conditions, high seismicity and high rainfall
along with increased human intervention activities — rapid growth of population,
forests felling, degradation of land, rapid urbanization, construction of dams,
bridges, roads and other developmental activities — have contributed to the

vulnerability of the Himalayan region.

The Darjeeling Hills, a part of the Hindu-Kush Himalayas, are considered a
geo-physically fragile environment with high seismicity zonation of the 4™ level.
(Government of India, 2009c; Ghosh, 2007) Covered by a hilly rugged terrain and
mountains, Darjeeling is a hazard prone area, landslides being its most common
disaster. Further, the human interaction with this fragile environment has been
marked by population growth, rapid urbanisation, deforestation and unplanned
development. These interventions and interactions with the natural environment
have not only undermined the resilience of the communities in the Hills but has also

exposed them to landslides that have become a recurrent feature here.

The above backdrop highlights the fact that there is a need to study disasters
and their management in the Darjecling Hills. Despite the fact that an
‘overwhelming number of studies have been carried out on the landslides in the
Darjeeling Hills, these studies have primarily focussed on finding scientific
solutions and are geographical in their orientations, largely detached from the study
of human society. Further, no systematic study has been done on the Darjeeling
Municipal Area. This research attempts at understanding disasters and their causes
within a policy framework that is sociologically sensitive, and helps to evolve long-

term solutions for the Darjeeling Municipal Area.



Disaster Management and Policy Framework

Disaster managerﬁent has come to be acknowledged as an important area of
policy intervention in India, as is evident from the various policy initiatives taken by
the central government — High Powered Committee on Disaster Management (1999),
National Disaster Management Framework (2002-2003), Disaster Management Act
(2005) and National Policy on Disaster Management (2009), among others. The fact
that disaster and development are intrinsically linked and mutually reinforcing; that
disaster can overturn years of development and that development cannot be
sustainable unless disaster mitigation is built into the development process
(Government of India, 2004a), suggest that disaster management can no longer be
ignored as an allied-subsidiary matter of policy planning. In fact, the cross cutting
nature of disaster management is being increasingly recognised by mainstreaming it
in the developmental policies. The manifest advantage of such mainstreaming of
disaster management concerns in development planning is that it can stimulate the
process of disaster risk reduction through a multi sectoral approach, thereby helping
to address the core issues of disaster management — poverty, underdevelopment,
inequality and gender disparity — in a holistic manner. Besides, the mainstreaming

would also ensure the sustainability of disaster management planning.

The Study Area

This study has been conducted in the Darjeeling Municipal Area of Darjeeling

District, one of the oldest hill towns (station) in India. The area was selected because:

- 1) Darjeeling Hills has a notorious record of disasters due to landslides, unique and
unparalleled, and has continuously experienced disaster (Table 1). In one of the worst
disasters in the history of the region, landslides in the Darjeeling area destroyed vast
areas of West Bengal and neighbouring state of Sikkim by unleashing about 20,000
landslides and killing thousands of people in 1968 (ARC, 2006; Bhandari, 2006; Nath
et al. 2008; Government of India 2009c);

2) Darjeeling, located in the Eastern Himalayan region, is deemed tectonically

unstable and is categorised under seismic zone IV and V, which are rated as the areas



that have high and highest earthquake occurrence chances respectively (Pradhan
2008);

3) Disaster management is emerging as a critical governance issue in India as is
evident from the passage of Disaster Management Act (2005), ARC (2006) and other

measures,

Table 1. Major landslides in Darjeeling Hills. (Ghosh, 2007; Malla, n.d.")

Factor/Period Impacts
Landslides (September, 1899) 72 persons were killed in and around Darjeeling.
Landslides (June, 1950) 127 people died and thousands were rendered homeless. -

The Giel River (Siliguri-Kalimpong) line of Darjeeling
Himalayan Railways was shut down forever as the

hillsides were considered unsafe for railways.

Landslide (1968) Around 667 people were killed and thousands injured.
10-15 % of the tea area was also destroyed. Anderson

Bridge over the Teesta River was also destroyed.

Landslide (1980) 215 people died along with mass landslides in Rimbik,
Lodhama, Bijanbari, Darjeeling town, Sukhia Pokhari,
Sonada, Manebhanjiang, Tindharia, Happy Valley and

Ambootia.
Landslide (July, 1993) 15 people died in Mungpoo & severely affected other
_places
Landslides (July, 2003) "~ Mirik severely hit by landslide that killed 24 people,

injured hundreds and affected thousand persons.

! The first four records on landslides was provided to me by K. P. Malla, President of Red Cross,
Darjeeling. )



Study Area Maps

Fig. 1. Map showing Darjecling District® Fig. 2 Study area map
Darjeeling Municipality: A Brief Backdrop®

General Overview

The study area is situated in the Sub-Himalayan belts of the Eastern
Himalayas in Darjeeling District of West Bengal and is basically composed of
mountain terrain. (Desai, n.d.) The rugged topography composed of sedimentary and
metamorphic rocks of various kinds, the complexities of geological movements,
including an inbuilt instability along with high annual rainfall, averaging 2812 mm,
makes Darjeeling highly susceptible to landslides and earthquakes. (Desai, n.d.;
Darjeeling Municipality, 2007) Spread over an area of 7.43 square kilometres,
Darjeeling municipality is divided into 32 wards, and two mouzas — Darjeeling and

Jorebunglow. (Darjeeling Municipality, 2007) In terms of population, Darjecling

* Darjeeling District Magistrate Office. Available online: http:/darjeeling.gov.in/

¥ The history of Darjecling Hills and its evolution is discussed in detail in Chapter 4.
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municipal area has witnessed enormous growth; the population increased from 27,224
in 1941 to about 107,197 in 2001. (Census, 2001) This has created a range of
problems, including infrastructural and environmental problems (Pradhan, 2008). The
growth of population has been propelled by the immigration of the people, both from
the rural areas in Darjeeling and other regions, in search of better livelihoods provided
by the tourism sector. (Darjeeling Municipality, 2007; Khawas, 2003) Additionally,
the town also supports a floating population of over 20,500 in the form of tourists,
students, visitors, and wage eamers which puts enormous pressure on the
environmentally fragile area of Darjeeling municipal area. (Khawas, 2003) These
factors have led to a change in the urban land use pattern with 95.13% of the total area
composed of built up area and the vacant area constituting only 4.17% (Darjeeling
Municipality, n.d.1); the existence of a single commercial centre has restricted the
sprawl of the town, making it more vulnerable to landslips, and over-straining the

infrastructure. (Saha, 2006)

Darjeeling Municipality

Darjeeling Municipality, established in the year 1850, is one of the oldest
Municipalities in India. (Dozey, 1922) The area of Darjeeling Municipality, which
was originally co-extensive with that of the tract ceded by the Raja of Sikkim in 1835
(O’Malley, 1907), is today constituted of 7.43 sq. km (Darjeeling Municipality, n.d.2)
The administration of Darjeeling municipality was previously governed by the
ordinary Municipal Act of 1884, framed with reference to the requirements of towns
in the plains, and hence manifestly ill-suited to the needs of a town situated in the

hills. (O’Malley, 1907) However, frequent and disastrous land-slips caused the then
Government to pass the special Act (1900) which extended the power of the
Darjeeling Municipality to undertake and supervise such functions that could contain
the occurrence of land-slips that the municipality, hitherto, did not enjoy:
construction, maintenance and closure of all the roads and bridges; to repair and
remove any building that threatened the security of a hill-side or bank; and to compel

the owners to protect the sites when insecure. (O’Malley, 1907)

Along with the Act (1900), the Bengal Municipal Act (1932) provided the

framework for the administration of Darjeeling Municipality. The affairs of the
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Municipality were administered by the Municipal Board that consisted of 25
members, of whom 3 were ex-officio members and 22 were nominated by
Government; the Deputy Commissioner of the Board was its Chairman. (O’Malley,
1907) The town was divided into 9 wards with a Ward Committee, composed of
Commissioners, responsible for reporting on and attending to the affairs of each ward.

The Committees did not possess specific powers, however,

all questions of importance arising within the respective wards [we]re referred

to them for enquiry and report, and their recommendations [we]re then laid

before the Commissioners in meeting. (O’Malley, 1907: 166)

Besides the Ward Committees, a number of consultative Committees were
also formed for the various departments of the administration — Assessment, Appeal,
Legal, Audit and Finance, Executive and Works, Water Supply and others. These

Committees dealt with issues concerned with the various departments and formulated

proposals for the approval of the general body of Commissioners.

The passage of the 74™ Constitutional Amendment Act (1992) proved a
hallmark initiative in matter of local self governing body in urban areas as it provided,
for the first time, constitutional status to the urban local bodies, including
municipalities. Subsequently to the 74™ CAA, the West Bengal Municipal Act (1993)
was passed for the administration of the municipalities in the State of West Bengal,

which came into effect from July, 1994 onwards.

Composition, Powers and Functions of Municipalities under West Bengal Municipal
Act, 1993

The Darjeeling Municipality, including other Municipalities in the state of
West Bengal, are governed by the West Bengal Municipal Act, 1993. Under the
WBMA (1993), following authorities are charged with the responsibility of municipal

area administration:
1) The Municipality
2) The Chairman-in-Council

3) The Chairman



The Municipality refers to the Board of Councillors, which consists of both
the elected members from the respective wards and the non-elected members
nominated by the state government, and is responsible for the municipal governance
of Darjeeling town. Decisions are made by a majority voting system (Pradhan, 2008);
however, the nominated members do not possess voting rights in the meetings of the

Municipality.

The WBMA (1993) provides for a Chairman-in-Council system of
governance, consisting of thé Chairman, the Vice Chairman and other members
depending on the size and classification of the Municipality; the Chairman is
responsible for nominating the members to the Chairman-in-Council, who also
distributes various responsibilities to its members. In case of Darjeeling Municipality,
the Chairman-in-Council is composed of seven members (Pradhan, 2008; Darjeeling
Municipality, 2007; Khawas, 2003). The executive powers of the Municipality are
vested in the Chairman-in-Council and the executive actions of the Chairman-in-

Council are taken in the name of the Municipality.

The Chairman is elected by the Board of Councillors from among its elected
members. Generally, the leader of the party with majority on the Board of Councillors
is elected as the Chairman. (Pradhan, 2008) The Chairman is the executive and
administrative head of the Municipality and presides over the meetings of the
Chairman-in-Council as well as the Board of Councillors. The WBMA (1993)
provides that the Vice Chairman, in the absence of Chairman, is responsible for

discharging the responsibilities of the latter.

The WBMA (1993) provides for the establishment of the ward committee in
each municipal ward; the composition and functions of ward committee is to be
determined by the state government. The Ward Committee is headed by the
Councillor of the respective ward who acts as its Chairman; the other members of the
Committee include persons with special qualifications. The functions of the Ward
Committee include: assisting the fnunicipality in the planning and execution of
development programmes, addressing citizen’s grievances and detection of statute
violations. The Committee is responsible for holding an annual public meeting of the

citizens to discuss the Administration Report of the municipality as well as future



plans and programmes. It needs to be noted that Darjeeling Municipality never

formed Ward Committees until 2002. (Khawas, 2003)

The WBMA (1993) provides for the ‘appointment of various
functionaries/officers for the effective and efficient administration of the
municipalities, including the Executive Officer, Health Officer, Engineer, Finance
Officer, and Secretary. The Executive Officer acts the principal executive of the
municipality; and, (s)he along with the Finance Officer exercise powers and perform
functions as notified by the state government under the supervision and control of the
Chairman. Besides, the WBMA (1993) also empowers the board of councillors to

decide and create posts that necessary with the prior approval of the state government.

The urban local bodies, under the WBMA (1993), are required to perform
certain obligatory and discretionary functions. As a part of its obligatory and
discretionary functions, the municipalities perform the functions related to public
works, public health and sanitation, town planning and development, administration,
education and social and economic development. It bears noting that providing relief
to and establishing and maintaining relief works in time of famine, flood and
earthquake, for destitute persons within the municipal area, forms a part of the
discretionary functions of the municipalities. Besides, the WBMA provides that the
state government may also transfer certain of its functions to the municipality such as
town and country planning, urban water supply and sanitation, urban employment
schemes, health and family welfare, fire fighting, sports and youth activities and

environmental safety and improvement.

Furthermore, the urban planning functions relating to urban infrastructure and
services, which were hitherto governed by the West. Bengal Town and Country
(Planning and Development) Act (1979), have been conferred upon the
municipalities. Additionally, the Dis;_rict Planning Act (1994) and the West Bengal
Municipality Amendment Act (1997) provide a framework for development planning
of the area under the control of the local bodies. The municipalities are also enjoined
upon to prepare a Draft Development Plan for every five years term along with
Annual Development Plan each year. In the context of municipal area, the Board of

Councillors is responsible for preparing the Draft Development Plan, in consultation
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with the District Planning Committee. To strengthen the developmental functions of
the local bodies, the WBMA allows the municipalities to extend their activities to

include programs and projects in the field of economic and social development.

WBMA (1993) and the Safety of Hillsides

In order to ensure that ‘safety’ in the face of disasters is ensured, the West
Bengal Municipal Act (1993) contains certain special provisions for the Darjeeling
Hill areas. These provisions empower the Board of Councillors or the Chairman in
Council to take such measures that will mitigate or lessen the impact of disasters.
With regard to the construction of buildings, the Act enjoins the Board of Councillors
to take measures to dismantle, remove, secure or repair building or structure that
threaten the stability of security of hillsides or banks or other immovable properties;
to call upon the owners of the land to construct, maintain, reconstruct, enlarge or
strengthen the revetment that will ensure the stability or security of any hillside or
bank or other immovable property. The Chairman in Council is also empowered to
prohibit the occupation of or continued occupation of the hillsides that are ‘unsafe’;

and to prohibit the occupation of unsafe or unsanitary building and buildings with

defsativa latrines or drainage:

Additionally, the Board of Councillors has been conforred with regulatory
powers to protect and augment the environmental conditions of Darjeeling Hills. In
this capacity, the Board of Councillors can prohibit the cutting or destroying of trees
or shrubs, planting and maintenance of particular kinds of trees or shrubs, prohibiting

“excavations or removal of soil or quarrying, preventing the straying of poultry or
grazing of cattle on hillsides, providing for the alteration, repair and proper
maintenance of buildings and compounds and general protection of the surface land
on any hillside, inter alia, which may be necessary for the maintenance of the water
supply, preservation of soil, prevention of landslips and protection of land against

erosion.
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Research Purpose and Objectives

The basic purpose of this study is to critically examine and analyse the disaster

management system in Darjeeling municipality area. The objectives of the study are:

1) to describe, examine and assess the current disaster management system and
practices in the Darjeeling municipal area: This study is concerned with disaster
management in the Darjeeling municipal area and, as such, the focus is on describing
and examining various disaster management policies and practices of the government
and other organisations in Darjeeling. How these policies and practices shape,
alleviate or aggravate, the vulnerability of the people in Darjeeling is also assessed.
Besides, the role of the government and other organisations in rescue, relief and
rehabilitation efforts in the back drop of cyclone ‘Aila’ is examined to comprehend

the disaster management scenario.

2) to identify the factors that influence disaster management in the Darjeeling
municipal area. In order to understand the disaster phenomena in Darjeeling in a
comprehensive manner, this study follows the critical research approach (Mcnabb,
2005) and secks to contextualise disasters in the wider social, political and economic
setting; the objective is to identify and unravel the factors that are either ignored or
overlooked in disaster management in Darjeeling — population, urbanisation, land-use
patterns, poverty and governance, among others. For this purpose, the study analyses
the marginalisation of Darjeeling Hills from the standpoint of vulnerability theory,

which views disasters as a ‘social product’.

3) to examine the elements and prospects of participatory governance in disaster
management. This study focuses on various elements of participation in disaster
management; the measures and initiatives taken by the government, non-government
agencies and the community themselves through community based organisations such
as samaj to build community capacity and resilience. The shift from technocratic
disaster management system to participatory governance with a focus on the
community participation has been considered a watershed development that could
stimulate a holistic approach towards disaster preparedness. However, there is

evidence of a lack of people’s participation in disaster management in Darjeeling that
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contributes to the vulnerability of Darjeeling. To highlight the significance of
community participation in disaster management, a study of Community Based
Disaster Preparedness Project of Anugyalaya, DSSC is undertaken in chapter four of
the thesis. The success of CBDP in Darjeeling Hills is an indication that community
participation in disaster preparedness is not only a necessity, but also that the long

term sustainability of disaster management requires community participation.

Research Methods

The study is based on the Critical Social Science research paradigm® and
involves a qualitative -single case study of disaster management system in Darjeeling
municipal area. In order to achieve the research objectives, data were collected from
both the primary and secondary sources. The primary data were collected through
observation, participation and interviews (Mcnabb, 2005), while the secondary
sources consisted of a review and analysis of various official documents, statistics,
reports, books, journals, articles and other information sources (Mikkelsen 2005) on

disaster management.

The study employed Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) methods and
techniques of data collection. (Mikkelsen 2005) The study adopted semi-structured,
open-ended interview methods with individuals and groups (Mikkelsen, 2005),
besides focus group discussion which were held with the communities affected by
‘Aila’. Various workshops and seminars on disaster management along with informal
meetings with groups (Anugyalaya, DLR Prerna, Save the Hills) connected with
~ disaster management in the Darjeeling Hills also enabled me to enhance my

understanding of the various issues involved in disaster management in Darjeeling.

“ The research methodology is discussed and explained in detail in Chapter 4.
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Limitations of the study

The following are the limitations of this study: lack of time and political

instability, lack of baseline data, position of the researcher.

1) Lack of time: The basic limitation of this study is related to the lack of time. Given
the time, length and scope of this research, it was not feasible to undertake detailed
examination of the various aspects of disaster management in Darjeeling. The
problem was aggravated by the fact that the Darjeeling Hills have been marked by
major political instability due to resurgence of the Gorkhaland agitation; frequent
strikes have led to the closure of government departments, including the District
Magistrate’s Office (DMO) and the Darjeeling Municipality, and other private
establishments, sometimes for indefinite time. Therefore, accessibility to data was
hindered and proved time-consuming, while interviews and field survey, and the
process of obtaining information on the research area was therefore necessarily

conducted in a haphazard manner.

2) Lack of baseline data: Another limitation of this study is the lack of baseline data
on disaster management. Despite the fact that a number of studies have been
conducted on disaster management in Darjeeling Hills, these studies are limited by
their disciplinary orientation, focusing primarily on geological factors. Besides, the
Darjeeling Municipality does not have baseline data on disaster management, while
the data available with the municipality and Relief Department, DMO were
rudimentary. Therefore, much of the data and information on disaster management
were collected through interviewing officials concerned with disaster management,

“emergency volunteers and the residents of the area.

3) Position of the Researcher: I am a native of Darjeeling and hence quite familiar
with the ground situation of disaster management in the study area. As a native, 1
could understand the psyche of the people vis-a-vis disaster management as well as
the context of my research obj ectiveé. Undoubtedly, my familiarity with the language,
culture, custom of the study area and its various problems, could have brought in bias
in this study; however, I believe that it, equally, enabled me to understand the disaster

management scenario in-depth.

14



Thesis Organisation

This thesis is divided into five broad chapters. Chapter I provides the
background, introduces and describes the study area, and outlines the research
objectives and methods used in this study. Chapter II reviews the literature on disaster
and its management with a focus on the participatory governance in disaster
management, particularly community based disaster management. The chapter
delineates vulnerability as it has been viewed by disaster researchers, its causes and
various approaches undertaken to address the problems of vulnerability. Chapter 111
reviews various policies, measures and initiatives undertaken in relation to disaster
management in India. Chapter IV outlines the study methods, provides historical
background of the study area in relation to its crises and disaster, the disaster
management system in Darjeeling municipality area and the findings of the field

study. Chapter V consists of the summary and conclusions.



CHAPTER IT
THEORISING DISASTER AND ITS MANAGEMENT: A THEORETICAL

OVERVIEW

The growing realisation that human and material losses from disaster events
are on the rise, without a corresponding increase in the frequency of extreme hazard
events (Yodmani, 2001), has led to a dramatic but pragmatic shift in the jurisdiction
of disaster management. The scope for disaster management has broadened and is
more sensitive and reflective of the socio-economic setting of a community. (Britton,
2001) Instead of focusing on minimizing losses, emergency management in today’s
context seeks to maximize gains. This is necessitated by the changing social-
economic and academic approach towards disaster and emergency management. As

Britton states, in the

overall context of a community’s economic and social activities...the social
function of emergency management is shifting from one that only minimises
losses (for example, reducing loss of life or property damage), but also
maximises gains (such as supporting sound investment decision-making, and
general community well being)...To be effective, hazard and emergency
management practices must be integrated into the wider regimen of practices,
processes and structures of the community. (Britton, 2001: 45-46)
In other words, disaster management has come to be viewed as requiring the
addressing of a wide range of issues that a society confronts rather than dealing with

discrete-abnormal situations produced by disasters.
- Mapping Vulnerabilities: Locating Disaster in Human World

It has come to be acknowledged that an increase in disaster trends is related to
a rise in people’s vulnerability. (Yodmani, 2001) According to Benson, “Whether or
not the outcome of a hazard event is a disaster depends on people’s vulnerability”.
(2002: 1) In this sense, in order to'be effective, disaster management should aim at
understanding and reducing, if not completely mitigating, the vulnerability of the

people. Blaikie et al., provide an insightful definition of vulnerability

16



By “vulnerability’ we mean the characteristics of a person or group in terms of
their capacity to anticipate, cope with, resist, and recover from the impact of a
natural hazard. It involves a combination of factors that determine the degree
to which someone’s life and livelihood is put at risk by a discrete and
identifiable event in nature or in society. (1994: 9)

Further, livelihood is defined as “the command an individual, family, or other
social group has over an income and /or bundles of resources that can be sued or
exchanged to satisfy its needs”. (Blaikie et al., 1994: 9) The significance of this
definition (of vulnerability) is that it weighs vulnerability not only in terms of loss of
life or property but by relating it to livelihood, it also recognizes the complex —;md
dynamic nature of vulnerability that is embedded, inter alia, in the social, economic,
and cultural fabrics of society; vulnerability, therefore, and not disaster per se, is the
issue. As the ‘command over resource’ or ‘livelihood’ is the function of convoluted
social-cultural-economic processes and structures of a society, the challenge before
disaster management is, therefore, to deal with factors that may be subtle and

imperceptible, but nonetheless, may impact the goals of disaster management.

The vulnerability of a person or group is determined by a number of factors;
Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe (2005: 23) identify the following as constituting the

vulnerabilities:

1) Physical vulnerabilities are related to hazard-prone locations of settlement,
insecure and risky source of livelihood, lack of access to production resources (such |
as land, farm inputs, and capital), lack of knowledge and information, and lack of

access to basic services such as health, sanitation, shelter, education, among others.
2) Social Vulnerabilities are reflected in the lack of institutional support structures and
leadership, weak family and kinship relations, divisions and conflicts within

communities, and the absence of decision-making powers.

3) Attitudinal vulnerabilities are based on dependency, resistance towards change, and

other negative trends.
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These factors are, however, not independent; rather, they tend to aggravate (or
alleviate) the vulnerability of other. For instance, a group inhabiting a landslide prone
zone may put itself at a risk of physical vulnerability; however, with strong
institutional support structures in the form of community-based organisations or self-
help groups, it may be able to lessen (or mitigate) the impact of landslide. Conversely,
however, the same group may be at a greater risk owing to both physical and social

vulnerability.

For Bolin, race, class, and ethnicity are the “key markers of a person’s
potential vulnerability to environmental hazards of all types”. (2006: 114) According
to Yeletaysi et al. (2009), social, economic, physical, and environmental factors
contribute to people’s vulnerability to hazards. The social factors consist of social
equity, social class, gender, race and ethnicity, education, among others; the physical
factors relate to susceptibilities of location and the built environment; the economic
factors encompass the issues of poverty, economic reserves, levels of debt, and
economic diversity; while the environmental factors include natural resource
depletion, degradation and climate change. However, social vulnerability has often
been ignored in emergency planning which tends to decrease resilience and impede

recovery process. (Yeletaysi et al., 2009)

The factors of race, class and ethnicity as delineated by Bolin (2006), and the
social and economic factors classified by Yeletaysi et al. (2009) are based, often than
not, on unequal power relations and are a “by product of social inequalities”.
(Yeletaysi et al., 2009: 382) Besides, these factors recurrently intersect (Enarson and
Fordham, 2001; Fordham, n.d.) and do not constitute a homogeneous category in
itself (Fordham, n.d.) indicative of the fact that a person or group may be in a
‘pluralistic’ vulnerable position than others which renders vulnerability to a more

complex process to resolve. For instance, as Wisner have noted:

Women may not be particularly vulnerable qua women ... but more
commonly poor women (e.g. class + gender), old, poor women (age + class +
gender), or old, poor, minority women (age + class + ethnicity + gender) are
most vulnerable. (Wisner, 1993: 22 quoted in Fordham, n.d.)
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The intricacies around vulnerability are further ensconced due to the difficulty
in determining the relative importance of different causal processes on vulnerability.

(Eakin and Luers, 2006)

Bolin’s review of the disaster research focusing on race, class, and ethnicity
(2006) provides a critical insight into how the factors of race, class and ethnicity
(along with historical and geographical processes) shape people’s vulnerability. Bolin
observes that disaster research in 1950’s and early 1960°s was strikingly mute about
victim diversity or social inequalities by race or class (2006). Although not the foci of
research, he observes that Moore’s Tornadoes Over Texas (1958) included findings
on the blacks and Mexican Americans which highlighted that blacks had
disproportionate losses and a higher injury rate than whites from a tornado. (Bolin,
2006) This study of the 1970s focused on racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic difference
in disaster response; however, “considerable variation in theoretical sophistication,
diverse research methodologies, and study designs, as well as disciplinary differences,
contribute to this lack of patterning”. (Bolin, 2006: 120) It needs to be recalled, as
noted above, that a situation of pluralistic vulnerability also inhibits a patterned study

of disaster processes.

In 1980s, the studies by Perry and Mushkatel (1986) and by Turner, Nigg, and
Paz (1980) found statistical differences among different ethnic groups - Anglos,
blacks, and Mexican Americans in relation to risk perception, disaster preparedness,
and warning responses; Perry and Mushkatel (1986) found ethnic minorities were less
likely to evacuate in the face of warnings than their Anglo comparison group.
~However, the class analysis was often limited to income measures which left other
class-related factors ‘untheorized’ and ‘uninvestigated’. (Bolin, 2006) The study on

long-term household recovery by Bolin and Bolton (1986) found that

blacks were more likely to live in mobile homes provided as temporary

housing by the federal government than were whites (in Texas)...Such

observations reflect class differences which, in this setting, were tightly

coupled with race. (Bolin, 2006: 121)

Further, the study points out that at a California earthquake location, Latinos
received less recovery assistance than Anglos. In another study on the Whittier

Narrows earthquake, Bolton, Liebow, and Olson (1993) documented how low-income
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Latinos, housed in unstable masonry buildings, coped with housing damage and
displacement; the study also factored linguistic barriers (which constituted an
important theme along with other cultural and class barriers in 1990s disaster studies)
that restrained Latinos from obtaining housing information and in working through
the federal aid system. (Bolin, 2006) Besides, political mobilizations based on class
and race which enabled Latinos to challenge the historic Anglo hegemony in the
Watsonville earthquake culminating in a new earthquake assistance programme is
documented in the works of Bolin (1994) and Schulte (1991). (Bolin, 2006)
The Hurricane Andrew (1992) in~Miami provided scope to trace people’s varied
experience based on race, ethnicity and class inequalities; the disaster research

focused on

impact related losses to access to assistance, inequities in insurance
settlements, the effects of pre- and post-disaster racial segregation ... on an
already marginalised and impoverished black community. (Bolin, 2006: 122)

Bolin regards the work of Peacock et al. (1997) as one that addressed issues of
" vulnerability; the work situated disaster in historical, spatial, and political economic
processes in urban area and focused on how “social inequalities develop and shape
people’s vulnerability to disaster”. (2006: 123) The work of Oliver Smith (1986)
examines the Peruvian earthquake (1970) in the context of colonialism,
underdevelopment and environmental degradation (Bolin, 2006); highlighting
underdevelopment, chronic poverty and racial and ethnic marginalization as its off-

shoots which rendered people vulnerable to earthquakes.

Poverty, as an indicator of lack of access to resources and income
- opportunities or livelihood, constitutes an important dimension of vulnerability.
(Yodmani, 2001) It should be noted that although “poverty does not equal
vulnerability” (Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe, 2005: 23), poverty and vulnerability
to disasters are linked and mutually reinforcing (Benson: 2002); poverty not only puts
people at the hardship of making a living, but also places them in a vulnerable
position to disaster. There exists, as Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe observes, a

‘cycle of vulnerability’ —

Because they are poor, they become vulnerable. Because they are vulnerable,
they are at great risk in the face of natural hazard — leading to disaster.
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Because they suffer greater losses from a disaster, they become even poorer,
more vulnerable, and are at an even greater risk of another disaster.
(Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe, 2005: 23)

This highlights the fact that unless people are emancipated from poverty to a
better existence, they will continue to be entrapped in the ‘iron cage’ of disaster.
Furthermore, disaster and vulnerability greatly imperils the process of development,
thereby exacerbating the (severity of) poverty. Therefore, disasters are viewed as

turning “back the development clock, destroying years of effort and labour and
perpetuating poverty for those already poor”. (Sanderson, 2000: 50)

The Other Side: Gender and Vulnerability

It is now recognized that people have different experiences of disaster. (Ikeda,

2009) As noted above, these experiences are shaped by numerous factors such as race, 5
class, ethnicity, culture, language, among others. However, often it is found th?@\\
gender does not figure much in the hazard and disaster studies (Fordham a%(ﬂ
Ketteridge, nd); gender as one of the determinants of vulnerability is conspicuous b 9‘9,5,
its absence (Enarson, 2006) which also has a low profile in disaster plans. (Myers,
1994) The gender insensitivity reflects homogenization not only of disaster
experience but also of disaster management in favour of men. As Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe put it, “not being sensitive to gender issues in development planning
and disaster mitigation means that interventions are often only targeted at men”.

(2005: 47) Therefore, disaster management represents, among others, a male

dominated realm which

serves not only to reinforce existing masculine-dominated gender

relationships, but to extend male dominance into traditional female spaces of

authority”. (Fordham and Ketteridge, n. d: 83)

The need of mainstreaming gender dimension in disaster management arises
from the fact that while men “operate from a position of relative power and thus,
arguably, have a lesser case in terms of social equity”, women are pushed to “historic
invisibility” (Fordham, n. d: 1) which makes disaster management lackadaisical one to
the detriment of women. The need is, therefore, to put women’s perspective,
experiences and needs into disaster management policies and practices that will cater

to the needs of women who invariably constitute the most deprived section
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particularly, but not exclusively, in the developing countries. Fordham (n.d.) identifies

a range of factors that contribute to women’s vulnerability. These are:

1) Biological: Factors such as pregnancy, lactation and longer life span play a part in
placing women in vulnerable position than men (Enarson, 2006); in the absence of
adequate care, these may also amplify their vulnerability in pre- and -post disaster

scenarios.

2) Economic: The task of reproductive work — a manifestation of biological factor —
which involves performing arduous daily chores confine women to domestic/private
sphere (while men’s sphere relate to a wider public domain) results in gendered
division of labour that adversely swerve the risks of women, coupled with the extra
responsibility of caring for children and other dependents (Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe 2005; Enarson, 2006); ironically, such roles of women go unnoticed
or are deemed as unproductive and hence ignored in post-disaster relief and
rehabilitation resources distributions. (Fordham, n. d.; Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe, 2005) Lack of opportunity in terms of employment and access to
credit also inhibits women’s access to resources compelling them to remain in a state

of dependency; in turn, such dependency aggravates the vulnerability level of women.

3) Social: The unequal access to educational opportunities, lower levels of literacy,
male- centred customs and traditions, and lack of institutional support, serve to
intensify gender inequalities, diminishing the resilience of women to cope with
disaster in the long term. Further, women are put through stereotyping traits as ‘risk-
avoiders’ in relation to men who are recognized as ‘risk-takers’ (Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe, 2005; Fordham, n.d.) which reflects a deep-rooted gender bias in

mentality.

4) Political: The lack of universal suffrage, limited access to, and occupation of
decision-making power structures, and constraints on opportuniﬁes to participate in
political processes, leads to the invisibility of women in wider policy arenas.
Reflecting on the studies of women’s involvement in emergency management

decisions, Enarson observe that “while women are primary users of emergency help
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systems, male-dominated planning and relief systems typically exclude their voices

and concerns”. (2006: 3)

5) Cultural: Women’s culturally-determined subordinate status to men based on
religion, vulnerability to domestic and sexual violence, dismissal of gendered
knowledge or ‘housewife’s knowledge’ in the domain of decision-making, tend to
worsen the vulnerability of women. In fact, in many developing countries, women
incessantly remain behind the ‘veil of ignorance’ which deeply ingrains the
subordinate position of women in the social and political structures to the

disadvantage of (women) future generation.

6) Environment: The domestic environment of the household, ridden with male
domination, coupled with the above factors, further contributes to women’s

vulnerability.

These factors reflect fundamental social processes (Fordham, n.d.) which not
only make women vulnerable to hazards of different kinds but also constrict their
overall progress, adding to their already vulnerable position. Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe (2005) observe that women are more disadvantaged than men; not
only do women have to bear the brunt of other discriminatory practices based on race,
class and ethnicity that men also experience, but they are also subject to gender-based
discrimination that may be deeply entrenched in the families, kinship structures, and

communities. (Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe, 2005)

Works on gender-related disaster research focus on how women’s needs are
divested or often overlooked in the relief and assistance programmes in the disaster
recovery phase; how gendered division of labour put women more at risk than before
vis-a-vis men; how the patriarchal, male-dominant social structure makes women one
of the most vulnerable groups in the face of hazards. Enarson et al. in a review of
works on gender-related disaster research, observe that the researches on this

dimension

are moving toward a more nuanced, international, and comparative approach
that examines gender relations in the context of other categories of social
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difference and power such as race, ethnicity, nationality, and social class.

(Enarson et al., 2006: 130)

Viewed in this light, the authors regard class status as constituting reposition a
significant difference in the disaster experiences of women. Economically insecure
and poor women reflect difficulty in recovery from disaster, are more dependent on
community-based services, live in poorly maintained public housing or other
temporary arrangements that barely, if at all, protect them from harm. (Enarson et al.,
2006) On the other hand, affluent women displaying more resilience against economic
loss following disaster, still undergo “emotional impacts of evacuation and losing
their homes and belongings, the stress of rebuilding, and the anxiety over health and
safety in general”. (Enarson et al., 2006: 133) Beside class, race/ethnicity also shapes
women’s vulnerability such that women in subordinate ethnic and racial groups
experience hardship and discriminations in relief systems, and take less part in long-
term recovery processes than women from dominant racial groups. (Enarson et al.,
2006) The incidents of gender abuse and violence against women are also accounted
to be on the rise in the aftermath of disaster along with the shortage of counselling and

anti-violence agencies to address these concerns. (Enarson et al., 2006)

The above account of women’s experience and discrimination on the lines of
class, race and ethnicity is also corroborated by the study of Enarson and Fordham
(2001). In their study on race, class, and gender in women’s flood recovery in the US
and UK, Enarson and Fordham (2001) examine how social relations based on
race/ethnicity, social class and gender increase the structural flood vulnerability of
women; and how these patterns affect women’s recovery from major flooding.

. Sketching a framework for women, the study draws attention to the fact that

race/ethnicity, class and gender are inextricably interwoven into the
consciousness, living conditions and social relations of the affected
population, impacting emergency preparedness, relief, recovery and
- mitigation. (Enarson and Fordham, 2001: 44)

The study also explores how these social relations rooted in the axes of
race/ethnicity, class and gender, create significant organisational barriers to resources
vitally needed by women and their families Further, the study identifies common

intersecting patterns, despite diverse geographical and cultural study locations, based
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on race, class and gender which forms an important part of social vulnerability
analysis. The study suggests that addressing population diversity and community

power structure is not an indulgence but a pre requisite in emergency management.

A Brief Survey of Disaster Management Literature

The ever-burgeoning literature on disaster management illustrates the fact that
it has become a major area of concern, both for the policy makers and academicians.
These works represent a wide spectrum of concepts, approaches, paradigms and
analytical frameworks; are based on different assumptions and derive different, and at
times, contradictory conclusions about disaster management. The common theme in
these literatures, however, is their consistent focus on disaster management or at least
aspect of it — mitigation, response or recovery phases. McEntire et al. (2002) in “4
Comparison of Disaster Paradigms: The Search for a Holistic Policy Guide” provides
an examination of different paradigms on disaster management — comprehensive
emergency management, disaster-resistant community, disaster-resilient community,
and sustainable development/sustainable hazards mitigation concepts. Beside, they
also observe that “any future paradigm and policy guide must be built on- yet go

further than- comprehensive emergency management”. (McEntire et al., 2002: 267)

It should be stressed, however, that these paradigms are not exhaustive in that
they do not sufficiently capture the changing trends in disaster management planning
which is marked by a growing focus on community participation ( for example,
Pearce, 2003; Newport and Jawahar, 2003; Kweit and Kweit, 2004). Further, as
~ Britton observes “change in the emergency management sector is both inevitable and
necessary”. (2001: 44) This change is most evident in the growing recognition of
people’s participation .in disaster management, one which sees participation as the
basic requirement towards developing a comprehensive and inclusive disaster
management mechanism. The effort, hence, will be directed towards understanding
the participatory processes in disaster management. To begin, however, we succinctly

survey different paradigms that have evolved over a period of time.
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Comprehensive Emergency Management

Comprehensive emergency management emerged in 1979 and emphasised
inclusive emergency management policies and procedures. (McEntire et al., 2002) It
acknowledges the diverse and cross-cutting nature of different types of disasters;
conceptually incorporating each of the hazards, various phases of disaster
management plan such as mitigation, preparedness, and response and recovery, and
actors pertinent to emergency management. (McEntire et al., 2002) Besides, it also
recognises the role of the different actors involved in disaster-management viz., the
public, private, and non-profit sectors. However, it should be noted that the
comprehensive emergency management concept possesses inherent drawbacks.
(McEntire et al., 2002) By focusing too much on hazards, comprehensive emergency
management represents a technocratic approach towards disaster management, one
which sees disaster as a consequence of environmental factors - geo-tectonic,
climatological or biological — and fails to recognize the many social, political,
economic, cultural, and other variables leading to disaster. (McEntire et al., 2002) To
be sure, disaster is a social phenomenon (Quarantelli, 1999) and a sound disaster
management plan should take cognizance of the context — social cultures, habits and
locations, among other variables, while planning for disaster administration. In fact, in
overlooking these indispensable elements, the Comprehensive Emergency
Management becomes quite reactive and incomplete as a paradigm. (McEntire et al.,
2002) However, it should be acknowledged that in expanding the types of hazards;
categorizing the functional areas of the disaster life cycle; and, in identifying the
important activities involved in various phases of disaster, the Comprehensive

emergency management paradigm expanded the horizons of disaster management

planning which helped in concretising the disaster planning and administration.

The Disaster-Resistant Community

The disaster-resistant commlinity model as propounded by Donald E. Geis
(2000) seeks to assist communities in minimizing their vulnerability to natural
hazards by maximizing the application of mitigation techniques. (McEntire et al.,
2002) Indeed, with increasing losses resulting from natural disasters, it has become

apparent that emergency management must include more proactive measures and
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mitigation activities such as capacity building; assisting the communities vulnerable
to natural hazards by invoking mitigation tools and techniques; invoking long term
measures of disaster management such as hazard and vulnerability analyses, pre-
zoning methods, land-use planning, community education, and more stringent
building codes and regulations .(McEntire et al., 2002) The strength of the model lies

in recognising the centrality of vulnerable community in mitigation measures.

However, the disaster-resistant community paradigm does possess certain
flaws in drawing a sound disaster management plan. (McEntire et al., 2002) The
disaster-resistant community model, for instance, seems to “apply only to extreme
hazardous cover each of the functional areas of emergency management”. (McEntire
et al., 2002: 269) By focussing on the pre-disaster phase of mitigation and
preparedness, it misses the post-disaster stage of recovery which is vital from the
disaster management perspective. Further, it should be noted that by focussing on
such measures as pre-zoning methods, land-use planning, building codes, it overlooks
the cultural aspect of the community which to a great extent influence the
vulnerability scale of the communities. To the extent that it calls upon scientific
solutions (for example, engineering science in building disaster resistant buildings) to
the problems of disasters, Disaster-Resistant Community also represents a

technocratic approach.

The Disaster-Resilient Community

The disaster-resilient community model focus on the ‘resilience’ of the
~community to deal with the threat of disaster. While there is no consensus on what
constitutes ‘resilience’, it is often understood to “imply the ability to recover or
bounce back to normalcy after a disaster occurs”. (McEntire et al., 2002: 269) It is
often held that the ‘resilience’ aspect emerged as a reaction and alternative to the
term ‘resistance’; McEntire et al. is of the opinion that “scholars may have developed
this notion to capture social and othier variables that had been neglected in previous
studies”. (2002: 269) The focus of the model is the post-disaster mechanism which
addresses the need to incorporate, unlike the disaster resistant model, the social
factors related to recovery. (McEntire et al., 2002) McEntire et al. identifies three

strengths of this model: it recognises the vulnerability of the human beings to natural
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disaster; identifies the social factors and recognises the significance of cultural,
psychological and economic variables in disaster management; embraces multi
disciplinarity in its orientation and is able to address the issue of disaster management
more comprehensively. (2002) It should be pointed out that both the disaster-resilient
and disaster resistant community model suffer from the ‘centric’ syndrome and tend
to limit their focus on either of the two aspects of disaster management — disaster-
resilient model is recovery centric, while disaster-resistant model is conspicuously
concerned with mitigation and preparedness. This makes both the models partial and
contradicts the notion of comprehensiveness that is required in drawing a holistic

disaster management plan.

Sustainable Development and Sustainable Hazards Mitigation

The concept of ‘sustainable development’ has gained currency since its
inception in the World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987,
popularly known as Brundtland Report. The Report defines sustainable development

as the

development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. (World Commission on

Environment and Development Report, 1987 quoted in McEntire et al., 2002:

270)

In disaster management literature, the notion of sustainability finds broad
expression in Dennis Mileti’s ‘sustainable-hazards-mitigation’ concept (Mileti, 1999)
defining sustainability as the ability of a locality to tolerate and overcome damage,
_ diminished productivity, and reduced quality of life from an extreme event without
significant outside assistance. (McEntire et al., 2002: 270) Further, McEntire et al.
observe that the focus on the concept of sustainable development has been “to
propose ways to integrate the delivery of aid with development for disaster
reduction”. (2002: 270) The sustainable-hazards-mitigation model acknowledges the
critical interface between the eco'-system and social system and calls for a
comprehensive understanding of natural disaster along with a shift in the culture

towards more sustainable practices to mitigate disasters. (McEntire et al., 2002)
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Comprehensive Vulnerability Management

Against the above models, McEntire et al. put forward the paradigm of

Comprehensive Vulnerability Management (2002) claiming it as being

holistic and integrated activities...reducing the emergencies and disasters by
diminishing risk and susceptibility and building of resistance and resilience.
(McEntire et al., 2002: 273)

The paradigm takes cognizance of the liabilities as well as capabilities from
the physical, social, and organizational environments. Comprehensive vulnerability
management, thus, refers to a concerted effort to identify and reduce all types of
disaster vulnerabilities, both human induced and natural (McEntire et al, 2002).
Central to the comprehensive vulnerability management concept is the idea of
‘invulnerable development’: “the development pursued in such a manner as to address
vulnerabilities” (McEntire et al., 2002: 272); ‘invulnerable’ connotates the efforts
aimed at reducing the liabilities that flow from the physical, social, and organizational
environments, while ‘development’ expresses the idea of capacity building. The goal,
as such, is to reduce the magnitude of risk and susceptibility, and simultaneously raise
the resistance and resilience to disaster. McEntire et al. (2002) point out that the
comprehensive vulnerability management concept represents a holistic approach
towards disaster management in that it incorporates and integrates the findings from
the various disciplines on disaster management and hence contributes towards the

knowledge about disaster vulnerability.

Although the paradigm presented by McEntire et al. (2002) does address the
* gaps in other paradigms, in that it aptly recognises the significance of different phases
of disaster management and its overlapping nature, its claim to being a ‘holistic’
approach to disaster management raises fundamental questions about its
conceptualisation of development. The term development is elusive and is interpreted
differently by scholars. Though devélopment is often interpreted to mean economic
growth or the rationalization of bureaucratic institutions (McEntire et al., 2002), it is
more broadly understood in terms of freedom or capacity-building. (example, Sen,
2000) Defining development as just the capacity to endure the vulnerability of disaster

limits the concept to being weighed only in terms of how safe a society is from
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disasters; such conceptualisation, however, misses the point that a highly disaster-free
society may still have high vulnerability levels owing to biased social processes and

structures that put certain sections such as women at risk even during normal times.

In “Different Strategies — Equal Practice? Risk Assessment and Management
in Municipalities”, Nilsen and Olsen (2005) makes a study of two municipalities —
Klepp and Time, located on the west coast of Norway. In their study, Nilsen and
Olsen (2005) explore the ‘mini risk analysis’ (MRA) and ‘risk and vulnerability
analysis’ (RAV) and highlights the similarity in the risk management practices i
Klepp and Time, although the strategies are strikingly different in two municipalities.
While Klepp adopted ‘mini risk analysis’ (MRA) - a bottom-up strategy based on the
rationale of revealing risks and implementing appropriate measures at the lowest
level, Time undertook the ‘risk and vulnerability analysis’ (RAV) model premised on
rational planning and top-down strategy to prioritise preparedness measures based on
calculations about probabilities and consequences. (Nilsen and Olsen, 2005) The
similarity in risk management practices is attributed to a variety of factors: the
institutional processes which exert more influence on organisational behaviour than
do formal strategies and plans; government laws and formal procedures which reduce
the number of alternative implementation strategies; rules and regulations which
shape a strict framework for safety management; and, professionalism among ‘street-
level bureaucrats’ which plays a more significant role than organisational strategies in

risk assessment and management. (Nilsen and Olsen, 2005)

It should be stressed that despite very different strategies both mitigation and
preparedness practices and measures at the operational level are very similar in both
municipalities which underscores the significance of behaviour and organisational
culture in disaster management, and establishing the context which is imperative from
a crisis-management perspective. Further, Nilsen and Olsen (2005) have aptly
underlined the significance of combining ‘mini risk ‘ analysis’ and ‘risk and
vulnerability analysis’ for a coherent risk management strategy in that while mini risk
provides opportunity to the communities and ‘street-level bureaucrats’ to be active
participants who can provide apposite feedback about the appropriateness of designed
strategy; the ‘risk and vulnerability analysis’ enables the experts at the higher level of

management to design a more robust risk management plan through coordination with
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the bottom level machinery. These suggest that a sound disaster management plan
should have feedback loops and the coordination of various actors for an effective

approach towards disaster.

In “Emergency Risk Management” Alan Hodges examines the approach taken
in the Australian - New Zealand Risk Management Standard. The basic objective of

the risk management standard has been specified as

the systematic application of management policies, procedures-and practices to

the tasks of establishing the context, and to those of identifying, analyzing,

evaluating and treating risks. (Hodges, 2000: 8)

The first step involved in the overall risk management is the setting of context
— strategic, organizational and risk — in the appraisal of risk. In the context of risk
management, it is imperative that a framework is established to assess the risk, so that
a better policy and practices may evolve and put to use to manage the risk in an
optimal manner. The second step relates to identifying the risks which need to be
managed, along with possible causes and effects. The third step involves two key
elements: likelihood and consequences. The analysis of these elements provides an
estimation of the level of risk in the perspective of existing control mechanisms and
correspondingly the risk is evaluated, in terms of “comparison between the level of

risk identified and the previously-established risk criteria”. (Hodges, 2000: 10)

In case of the most vulnerable and impending risk, the options available are
avoiding the risk, reducing the likelihood, reducing the consequences and transferring
the risk. The identification and assessment of the risk is followed by the preparation
~ of plans for an effective implementation (of the selected options) and coordination of
actors involved in risk management. In the context of disaster management, the thrust
is on prevention and mitigation to alleviate the vulnerability of the risk afterwards.
Besides, the strategy also allows for more sustainable disaster management by
involving the vulnerable community to participate in the disaster management. The
most vital component of risk management, however, is the overarching emphasis on
identifying risk as an integral part of the management process and the need for a

multi-disciplinary approach towards risk analysis, a fact which is well acknowledged.
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Disaster Management and Participation

The significance of participation in disaster management has come to be
acknowledged in recent times. (example, Pearce, 2003; Warner et al., 2002; Newport
and Jawahar, 2003; Chen et al.,, 2006; Yodmani, 2001; Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe, 2005) Since disasters have implications for social collectivities — in
that they affect more than one entity, i.e. individual, family, community or even a
country — managing them invariably calls for and necessitates the participation of
various groups and organisations. In other words, disaster management as a system
and an activity requires and hinges upon the participation of various organisations —
government, non-governmental organisations, community-based organisations and
others. Besides, the community as the first respondent and affected unit (of a disaster)
participates in different capacities — in search and rescue activities, recovery as well as
disaster preparedness. The various paradigms, particularly the vulnerability paradigm
and complexity paradigm (discussed below) take participation as their reference point.
However, participation in disaster management like in other fields (for instance,
natural resources and environmental management) has come to be informed and
influenced by the wider discourse on participation in thinking about politics and
development. Hence, participation as articulated and envisaged in the policy and
development discourse will be our focus before turning to participation in disaster

management.

Theorising Participation: Insights from the Political Discourse

Democracy, today, is a near-universal validating principle for political
systems. (Dryzek, 2005) However, defining democracy is not an easy task for, as Post
argues, it is a “notoriously vague and encompassing term”. (2006) Yet democratic
theory has basically followed two main trajectories: liberal-representative and
deliberative-participatory democracy. Democracy — as encapsulated in the liberal-
representative tradition, wherein democracy has been identified with competitive

elections — ts deemed as
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an ineffective mechanism of political representation in accomplishing the
central ideals of democratic politics: facilitating active political involvements
of the citizenry, forging political consensus through dialogue, devising and
implementing public policies that ground a productive economy and healthy
society, and, in more radical egalitarian versions of the democratic ideal,
ensuring that all citizens benefit from the nation’s wealth. (Fung and Wright,

2001: 5)

In other words, liberal representative ‘democracy’ narrows down the role of
the people to voting, while actual governance is undertaken by the politicians (Fung
and Wright, 2001) ~ a manifestation of statist democracy which not only tends to
exclude the vast majority of the peop;le from political power (Fotopoulos, 2006) but
simultaneously also adds to citizens’ increasing distrust of political representation,
their reluctance to participate in such basic democratic practices as voting in the
elections, and scepticism about the effectiveness of the decision-making process.
(Putnam, 1995 in Albrecht, 2006) The fact that representative democracy is based on
the aggregation of individual preferences to “find the decision that will be most
acceptable to all” suggests that it is not conducive to realise the interest and
preference of the minority groups. (Wheatley, 2003: 509) In fact, representative
democracy, it is alleged, is unable to protect citizens’ interests; in particular, the
‘marginalised’ groups in both the North and the South, often do not participate
effectively in representative democracy. (Pimbert and Wakeford, 2001) As a result,
the distance between citizens and the state has grown, as evidenced by the declining

political participation which, in the words of Zittel, reflects the symptom of a “crisis

of democracy”. (2003)

Bridging this distance between the citizens and state, and, hence, an attempt to
resolve the “crisis of democracy”, has involved the transformation of representative
democracy to deliberative-participatory variant of democracy — a move towards, to

use Barber’s terminology, ‘strong’ democracy

Strong democracy is a distinctively modemn form of participatory democracy.
It rests on the idea of self-governing community of citizens who are united less
by homogenous interests than by civic education and who are made capable of
common purpose and mutual action by virtue of their civic attitudes and
participatory institutions rather than their altruism or their good nature. Strong
democracy is consonant with — indeed it depends upon — the politics of
conflict, the sociology of pluralism, and the separation of private and public
realms of action. . . . Yet it challenges the politics of elites and masses that
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masquerades as democracy in the West and in doing so offers a relevant
alternative to what we have called thin democracy - that is, to instrumental,
representative, liberal democracy in its three dispositions. (Barber, 1984: 117
quoted in Powell and Geoghegan, 2005: 129)

Participation is fundamental to political decision-making activities as Arnstein

wrote many years previously.

participation of the governed in their government is, in theory, the cornerstone

of democracy—a revered idea that is vigorously applauded by virtually

everyone. (Ams_tein, 1969: 216)

Democracy, since the early 1990s, is a “matter of deliberation” with
democratic practices too witnessing a range of deliberative innovations. (Dryzek,
2005: 218) It needs to be stressed that while there are many strands to the literature on
deliberative-participatory framework, the point of convergence is their concern with
the limitations of representative democracy and bureaucratic power as the way of
organizing the state. (Heller, 2005) According to Baccaro, there are three fundamental
features of participatory (or in his terminology “associational””) democracy (2002 in
Heller, 2005). First, participatory democracy involves a greater direct role for
ordinary citizens in governance as against centralized, command and control
bureaucratic modes of decision making. Second, participatory democracy promotes
deliberation over bargaining and voting. Third, participatory democracy entails an
affirmative state that uses state power to give greater voice to traditionally under-

-tepresented groups. In terms of practice, participatory governance involves
intermediary spaces that readjust the boundaries between the state and its citizens,
establishing new places in which the participants from both can engage each other in
new ways. (Moote et al,, 1997 and Comwall, 2002) At the heart of deliberative

democracy rests a “reason giving requirement”

the citizens and their representatives are expected to justify the laws they

would impose on one another by giving reasons for their political claims and

responding to others’ reasons in return. (Thompson, 2008: 498)

Under the deliberative democratic process, it is assumed that decisions are
arrived at through the exchange of “reasons and arguments that appeal to shared
objectives or values”. (Fung, 2005: 401) Despite the fact that deliberative theorists

differ on certain central questions such as
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what counts as an adequate reason, how extensive the reason-giving forum

should be, whether procedural norms are sufficient, and the desirability of

consensus as a goal; they, however, believe and agree in rejecting conceptions
of democracy that base politics only on power or interest, aggregation of

preferences, and competitive theories. (Thompson, 2008: 498)

One of the core beliefs of the deliberative theorist, therefore, is that the realm
of politics should extend beyond the aggregation of self-interest through critical
engagement of citizens with each other. (Flynn, 2004; Bohman, 2003) The focus of
the deliberative-democratic framework is on the three elements: process, outcome,
and context. (Rai, 2007b) In terms of process, deliberation connotes the collective

decisions of the participants based on “rationality and impartiality” that are aimed at

public rather than individual or particular interest,

ensuring that the interests of certain participants are not privileged over those

of others and that no individual or group can dictate the outcome of others’

actions, which means that outcomes are not known before deliberations are

conducted and completed. (Rai, 2007b: 67)

As an output, deliberative democracy focuses on the educative and the
“community-generating” power of the process of deliberation as well as the
“knowledge-building outcome” of deliberation. (Rai, 2007b: 67) The ‘context’ is of
particular significance in deliberative framework precisely because in the absence of
“conducive context to open debate”, deliberation based on “rationality and
impartiality” cannot be expected to arise; the conducive context has often been
understood as political equality, a kind of the ‘level playing field’ where the
participants can put forward his/her argument/case as equal members. (Rai, 2007b:
67). This invariably entails the existence of what Habermas regards as the
‘undeformed public sphere, that is the “absence of the state sanctioned hierarchical
relationships, on the one hand, and societal-market sanctioned inequality on the
other”. (Habermas, 1962: 40ff in Zittel, 2003: 9) Button and Mattso (1999) identify

four orientations to deliberation:

1) Educative: The educative aspect of deliberation is believed to act as a means of

encouraging political learning about an issue or problem

the objectives of discussion range from simply providing more information
and knowledge to the greater expectation... [of] citizens making collective
political judgments and participation in decision-making. (1999: 612)
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2) Consensual: The consensus building highlights the “procedures” by which
participants can come to a common agreement on an issue, values, or the direction of

a future course of action by expression of different perspectives.

3) Instrumental: The instrumental aspect stresses “direct political or legislative
results” as the purpose and end of discussion (Button and Mattso, 1999: 612).
Deliberation, in this sense, seeks to achieve particular goals or outcomes with people
participating to achieve things that they cannot get through private efforts (Fischer,
2006).

4) Conflictual: This aspect of deliberation emphasizes giving the “widest possible
space to the expression and development of individual points of view without being
constrained by other demands™; the conflictual conception stresses conflict and
difference over resolution and agreement, however the primary focus is on

“unrestricted deliberation”. (Button and Mattso, 1999: 612-613)

In their seminal paper “Deepening Democracy” Fung and Wright (2001)

propose three important criteria for promoting participatory democracy:
¢ the devolution of public decision authority to empowered local units;

e the creation of formal linkages of responsibility, resource distribution,
and communication that connect these units to each other and to

superordinate, more centralized authorities and;

e the use and generation of new state institutions to support and guide
these decentered problem solving efforts rather than leaving them as

informal or voluntary affairs. (Fung and Wright, 2001: 17)

36



Insights from the Development Discourse

Participation is not a new concept in the development theory. (Kambou, 1999)
In fact, it is commonly held that the ‘world’ of participation is the ‘world of
development’. (Tandon, 2008) However, the dominant and conventional approach to
development — conceived as the Western model of development — in the 1950s and
1960s was based on the ‘extension’ of expertise, knowledge and top-down models
from the developed to the developing countries (Tandon, 2008) with no scope for
people’s participation in the development activities. It was believed that development
in the newly independent developing countries could be achieved by following the
processes of development that were used by the developed countries; that through
economic growth and modernization per se, the associated income and social
inequalities which reflected it, would be eliminated®. (Thorbecke, 2006) This model,
however, failed to accomplish the desired “trickling-down” of the benefits of
development to the marginalised sections (Narayan, 2003), was oblivious to the
subaltern ‘models’ being practised by the communities themselves in the developing
countries and also raised the issues of inappropriateness, sustainability, local
ownership and wastage of resources. (Tandon, 2008) The result was not only
exacerbated poverty but also the destruction of natural resources and the environment

in general by maximizing self-interest utilization. (Taye, 2006)

The top-down approach, it was alleged, protected those with powerful
interests, where the priorities were identified outside the context of the community
(Turner, 2009) and rendered the community into passive recipients of development,
without the ability to conceive their own way to development. The failures of plans
and programmes (such as Official Development Assistance) based on the top-down
model sensitised policy-makers, administrators and donor agencies to the need for
understanding the local realities which saw the gradual emergence of the concepts of
participation and empowerment in the development literature. (Narayan, 2003) The
1970s proved to be a watershed in this regard, which saw a rise in the writings related

to bottom-up, people led participatory development; the seminal work — “Pedagogy of

’ Economic growth (in terms of GNP) through rapid industrialisation was the main policy objective in
the newly independent developing countries in 1950s; however, gradual shift of emphasis took place
regarding the role of agriculture in development in 1960s (Thorbecke, 2006).
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the Oppressed” (1968) — of Paulo Freire in Brazil (Taye, 2006; Perez, 1999; Tandon
2008), Myles Horton in Appalachia (USA) (1975) and Nyerere’s attempts in Tanzania
(1967) provided a new approach and ‘model’ of development based on participation.
(Tandon 2008) While Tanzania’s experiments with ‘Ujama’® put people at the centre
to realise a self-reliant socialist nation, Myles emphasized collective learning and self-
organizing by the agents of change themselves — workers, poor, colored people in
southern USA. Paulo Freire’s philosophy of “humanization through conscientization”

assertively reclaimed space for people’s participation in development,

development is a result of raised consciousness of those who are oppressed or
disempowered as they gain their ability to explore and recognize their
situation and have the desire for transformation. Through a process of
“humanization”, those who are marginalized can become subjects (those who
know and act) and attain the capacity to critically observeand analyze their
own realities in order to act and transform themselves which in turn “creates
the possibilities for fuller and richer life individually or collectively”. (Freire,
2006 in Taye, 2006: 8)
These perspectives and practices became the foundation of the movement of
Participatory Research by the late 1970s which subsequently contributed to the
emergence of PRA (late 1980s) (Tandon 2008) to “incorporate the voices,

perspectives and resources of the underprivileged”. (Perez, 1999)

The Popular Participation Program of UNRISD also stimulated the
development thinking on participation. The Programme, which focused upon the
design of the administrative system of the governments to deliver ‘participatory
development’, highlighted the manifest contradiction between a colonial system
designed on the logic of control of masses and a system meant to facilitate the
| participation of the poor. (Tandon, 2008) As a result of this approach, the mid-1980s
saw several development programs (particularly in the fields of forestry, health,
education and drinking water) experimenting with some local structures of
‘beneficiary’ participation; the representation of hitherto excluded and marginalized
groups, who invariably formed the nucleus of development programs, in such
structures of participation was also promoted on a wider scale, which subsequently

led to the mainstreaming of participation in the large-scale development programs by

® As a philosophy, the central objective of Ujamaa was the attainment of a self-reliant socialist nation;
Nyerere's philosophy of Ujamaa was based on three essentials to development — freedom, equality and
unity (Ibhawoh and Dibua, 2003). '
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late 1980s. (Tandon, 2008) By the early 1990s, many international agencies (example,
USAID) had formally adopted policies and procedures for mainstreaming
participation (and empowerment) in all its development programs worldwide; the
World Bank, which had already been incorporating local participatory structures and
Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) into many of its projects by then, formally
adopted a Participation Policy in 1994. (Tandon, 2008) By the mid 1990s, USAID
was supporting 60 decentralization activities based on participation across the world,
while the United Nation Development Programme assisted over 250 similar activities
in various countries. (Taye, 2006) In recent years, the shift in participatory
development from ‘margins to mainstream’ was focused in the World Bank’s World

Development Report 2000/1: Attacking Poverty.

Exploring Participation in the Policy Landscape: Insights from Natural Resource and

Environmental Management

Largely emanating from the political discourse and development thinking on
participation, public participation in resource and environmental management has also
found fair support. (Arnstein, 1969; Fitzpatrick and Sinclair, 2003; Lemos and
Agrawal, 2006; Ludwig, 2001; Ribot, 2003) According to Lemos and Agrawal, the
move towards the decentralization of environmental governance is justified on three
grounds: greater efficiencies can be achieved as a result of competition among
subnational units; it facilitates in bringing decision-making closer to those affected by
governance, thereby promoting higher participation and accountability; and it can
enable decision-makers to take advantage of more precise time- and place-specific
~knowledge about natural resources (2006). For Ribot (2003: 1), the rationale behind
decentralization and participatory process in environmental and natural resource

management relates to the following factors:
¢ The natural resources serve as a “direct source of wealth as well as a target for

investment”, and, hence, help in financing both development and local

governance.
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o The people in developing countries depend on natural resources for their
livelihoods which require the democratic local governance to incorporate

popular inputs in decisions about natural resources management and use.

o The effective management of diverse natural resources with multiple uses
requires specific local knowledge. Controlling access to natural resources

often generates overlapping claims and conflicts that must be settled locally.

Such a shift in policy orientation is, however, not surprising. Given the fact
that the world is getting more complex by the day, traditional forms of top-down
approaches to governance, as noted above, are not dynamic enough to be efficient and
democratic in the true sense. (Fischer, 2006) To be sure, natural resources and
environmental management involves dealing with factors that are generally non-
linear, complex and uncertain (Capra, 1996) which inevitably calls for involving the
people in decision-making and governance. (Renn et al., 1993) Under the
decentralization and participation framework, power is devolved from higher level
governments to institutions and actors at lower levels of political and/or

administrative authority. (Ribot, 2003) According to Irving and Stansbury,

...the debate swirling around citizen participation is no longer representative
government versus citizen participation, but what type of citizen-participation
process is best. (2001: 56)

The success of public participation in decision-making is understood from two
perspectives: i) success of participatory processes, and, ii) success of the outcomes.
(Irving and Stansbury, 2001) The success of participatory process relates to
participation as a tool to inform and educate the citizens regarding various policy
issues. (Moote et al., 1997) This can lead to participatory processes being a means to
bring about a transformative change in the society. Irving and Stansbury (2001) argue
that a meaningful public participation process helps in transforming citizens into
‘citizen experts’ enabling them to see the issues holistically and derive community-
wide solutions. Further, it has been argued that meaningful public participation allows
the citizens to contribute with their expertise and knowledge regarding local issues

and area. This in turn, helps the decision-makers to incorporate those factors into
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decision-making which the decision-makers might have overlooked or were not even

aware of. (Renn et al., 1993)

The participatory approach in the decision-making process ensures the social
acceptance of administrative policies that would otherwise have remained unpopular
with the masses through a collaborative process that builds community and shared
understanding, and therefore overcomes societal divisiveness and polarization. (Renn
et al., 1993; Moote et al., 1997, Irving and Stansbury, 2001) Beside, it also facilitates
in smooth and effective decision implementation by resolving conflicts during the
planning process, rather than delaying implementation of completed plans while
decisions are reviewed through appeals and adjudication. (Moote et al., 1997) Public
participation is also pivotal for ensuring fairness in the decision-making process
(Renn et al., 1993) that also enhances the legitimacy and stability of the political
system. Meaningful public participation also helps the government to build “strategic
alliances” (Irving and Stansbury, 2001) in that the government can use public
participation in decision-making processes as a tool to build trust, and assuage

people’s anxiety or hostility towards certain issues. (Fung and Wright, 2001)

Empowerment of the masses is another significant contribution of public
participation in decision-making processes. (Fung and Wright, 2001) Regular contact
with key decision-makers enables people from the grassroots level to persuasively
convey their viewpoint in a non-confrontational atmosphere and also helps the
citizens to emerge as legitimate political players. (Irving and Stansbury, 2001)
Further, as Larson and Soto argue, the processes of participatory governance and
decentralization are more likely to have positive social effects when they seek to

| empower local people. (2008)

In addition, meaningful public participation in the decision-making process
contributes directly in the form of successful outcomes. In many instances, political
discourse can lead to a deadlock, bringing decision-making to a halt. In such a

scenario, as Moote et al. observe,

an active and open dialogue allows the needs and concerns of each interested
group or individual to be addressed during the planning process, and permits
the various participants to gain an understanding of each other’s values,
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interests, and concerns, as well as the legal and policy constraints on agency
decision-making. (Moote et al., 1997: 879)

Thus, a participatory framework provides a platform for the citizens to
contribute valuable inputs which can vastly improve social outcomes. Inputs from
citizen participants allow different sections to find a convergence point and find

solutions to hitherto intractable problems. (Irving and Stansbury, 2001)

Participation in Disaster Management

The shift to a participatory approach towards disaster management has been
propelled by a growing realisation in other domains of policy where the failure of
state-only and market-only approaches (Warner et al., 2002) along with, as Lemos

and Agrawal has observed,

the capacity of communities and other small-scale social formations to manage

resources has provided...a shift toward comanagement, community-based

natural resource management, and environmental policy decentralizations.

(Lemos and Agrawal, 2006: 303)

In concert with these changes in the overall policy orientation, the scope of
disaster management has also widened to change from traditional and often exclusive
emergency services to a far wider consortium of agencies, skills and practices
(Britton, 2001); within international organisations such as International Strategy for

Disaster Reduction (ISDR) and others there has been a policy shift towards disaster

preparedness and public participation. (Warner et al., 2002)

The “paradigm shift” from reactive, response-based disaster management to a
more proactive effort aimed at disaster mitigation and risk reduction (Henstra and
McBean, 2005) has also meant “a shift that involves a viable role for public
participation” (Pearce, 2003: 212) involving a more inclusive approach by
encouraging the participation of communities, non-governmental organisations,
environmental groups, educational institutions, and other stakeholders in disaster
mitigation and management. It has been acknowledged that while a top-down policy
is needed, it is the local-level bottom-up policy that provides the impetus for the

implementation of mitigation strategies and a successful disaster management
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process. (Pearce, 2003) In fact, as Warner et al., reflecting on the changing trend in

international disaster management effort has observed,

public and stakeholder participation and local action are deemed necessary for
the new focus on risk reduction, institutional reform and capacity building.
(Warner et al., 2002: 8)

In dealing with participation in disaster management, Warner et al. has

identified four paradigms in which participation is embedded. (2002) (Table 1) These

are:

The technocratic paradigm: Based on the notion that natural hazards cause
disaster with a solution in technology and science, the technocratic paradigm
involves a top-down approach to disaster management; participation did not
figure in disaster management when it was considered as the exclusive domain

of state led bureaucracy.

The behavioural paradigm: The behavioural paradigm was based on two
premises — people have agency and choice (for example, people live in the flood
plain because risk brings opportunity, so they may find it worth their while to
court risk); and, people can be persuaded to make more ‘responsible’ settlement
decisions, (for example through zoning or insurance programs and also by
extension and education moving out of risk areas can be actively promoted).
The participation of the people was to be given effect through education and

training in mitigating the impacts of disaster.

The vulnerability paradigm: Focused on the political “root causes” of disasters,
it posits that the economic and political power differentials led to unequal
distribution of vulnerability and hence differential risk and disaster impacts. The
emphasis was placed on the social, political and economic exclusion of the poor
and powerless. From a participation perspective, the vulnerability paradigm was
“the first to seriously look at stakeholder involvement in addressing disaster”
(Wamer et al., 2002: 10); participation was encouraged to empower the

vulnerable and affect capacity building.
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The complexity paradigm: Unlike the vulnerability paradigm which neglects the
hazard aspect of disaster to concentrate on political-economic dynamics of the
origins of vulnerability, the complexity paradigm focuses on the mutual
constitution of society and environment and their complex interplay; trying to
understand the complex interrelationships of ecology and society. The
complexity paradigm calls for polycentric stakeholder inclusion, negotiation,

social learning approach towards disaster management, beside a shift from

top-down interventionist forms of governance to govemance as a quality of
interacting social-political systems, such as international communities, national
states, cities and localities, as well as in sectors such as agriculture, fisheries and
domestic use

and a shift to adaptive management integrating multitude of users “based on a
negotiated shared value system and on different knowledge domains”. (Warner
et al., 2002: 11)

Disaster Period Implications Implications
Paradigm for management for participation

Top-down control; None
Technocratic Pre — 1960 embankments, physical
paradigm protection from floods

Early warning systems, | Education and training,
Behavioural 1960 — 1970s | flood zoning, change utilitarian perspective
paradigm people’s behaviour

(through education)

Overall development, Empowerment of the
Vulnerability 1980 — 1990s | countering root causes | vulnerable, capacity
paradigm of vulnerability (through | building.

revolutionary change)

Adaptive management | Polycentric stakeholder
Complexity Present of society and inclusion, negotiation,
paradigm ‘ environment, social learning.

collaborative self-

organisation

Table 1. Four disaster paradigms (Warﬂer et al., 2002: 12)

The different disaster paradigms, as noted above, have placed participation at

different levels; while the technocratic paradigm is marked by the absence of
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participatory mechanism, the other three paradigms acknowledge, though in varying
degrees, the significance of participation. It should be stressed that these paradigms
are not “mutually exclusive” (Warmer et al., 2002); rather it helps in understanding
how participation has been conceptualised in these paradigms. It also bears noting that
the different locus on participation does not necessarily mean a shift in the intent of
participation. For instance, a polycentric stakeholder inclusion or social learning
approach may be undertaken to empower the vulnerable sections from the impacts of
disasters. For our purpose, the focus will be more on the participation as envisaged in
the complexity paradigm, yet, without losing sight of the vulnerability paradigm,
precisely because both seek to address disaster management from a wider
participatory standpoint and thus facilitate in understanding the participatory process

in disaster management in a comprehensive manner.

Further, these paradigms also keep abreast with the changes taking place in the
wider policy environment which helps in understanding the relationship that disaster
management has come to forge with its counterparts in other policy spheres. In doing
so, this study will dwell on the participatory mechanisms that have found wider
acceptance in the disaster management literature and which may be taken as
constituting a ‘sub — paradigm’ — paradigm within a paradigm. Hence, community
based disaster management (CBDM hereafter) and collaborative management
(involving participation of community, multi stakeholder, non governmental
organisation, among other actors) will be the prime focus. This does not, however,
mean straitjacketing these notions into distinct specialities of disaster management
approach. The underlying principles and goals are the same; both are grounded in
similar ideology conceiving participation as the fulcrum of disaster management; and
there appear to be several cross-cutting themes making it easier to trace their

commonalities and convergence than differences which inhibits any attempt at uni-

dimensional analysis.

Community Based Disaster Management

According to Warner et al., “public participation in its broadest sense concerns
the inclusion of the people who have a stake in disaster management”. (2002: 13) Itis

believed that to be effective, participation of the vulnerable communities in disaster
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preparedness is a necessary ingredient. (Newport and Jawahar, 2003) Disaster, to be
sure, has differential impacts on the people with the effect that certain sections are
more susceptible to hazards; and in the event of disaster, are rendered even more
vulnerable. The participation of the vulnerable community in the disaster mitigation
process, therefore, constitutes a prime component. (Newport and Jawahar, 2003)
However, often it is found that affected populations are viewed as victims which not
only connotates a state of dependency of affected people, but also overlooks people’s
own capacities and coping strategies. (Warner et al., 2002)

Addressing this lacuna, created by the bureaucratic top-down approach to
disaster, has brought forth the solution in the form of community based disaster
management which takes the ‘vulnerable’ community as the reference point in
disaster management. Building safer communities, after all; hinges upon
understanding the communities and their vulnerability to natural hazards (Chen et al.,
2006); and, as communities are considered “the best judges of their own vulnerability
and can make the best decisions regarding their well being” (Yodmani, 2001: 8), their
participation in the overall disaster management planning and implementation
assumes paramount importance. Further, approaching the problem of disaster through
community is beneficial to government. Depending on the type or size of a disaster,
governments’ emergency services might lack time to act instantly in the immediate
aftermath of disaster when communities can play a significant role in responding to
disaster. (Chen et al., 2006) There is, indeed, a great deal about CBDM approach than
this occasional advantage. Simply stated, Community Based Disaster Management
aims at addressing the vulnerabilities and strengthening “people’s capacity to cope
_with hazards” (Yodmani, 2001: 8); the causes of vulnerability to disaster, within the
CBDM framework, are discussed by the community and action is aimed at the

reduction of disaster risks. (Ikeda, 2009)

The success of disaster management depends, to a great extent, on mitigation
measures; this entails undertaking adequate hazard, risk and vulnerability (HRV)
analyses in the absence of which communities “may neglect to plan for the hazards”,
thereby failing to achieve sustainable hazard mitigation. (Pearce, 2005: 413) The
hazard, impact, risk and vulnerability (HIRV) analysis advanced by Pearce (2005) is

one of the efforts aimed at achieving sustainable hazard mitigation. A community and
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region-based model, HIRV is premised upon local knowledge supplemented by
experts; provides a platform in the form of HIRV Committee which facilitates
community participation involving such participants as emergency manager, local
resident, business community, representatives from industry and environmental
organizations, disaster experts, media, representatives from the third sector
(vulnerable populations), among others; and, entrusted with the task of hazard
identification, risk analysis, vulnerability analysis, impact analysis, and risk
management; HIRV analysis helps in expanding the terrain of disaster mitigation and
management to’ develop sustainable mitigative strategies vis-a-vis hazards by

encouraging community participation.

Within the context of HIRV analysis, the participation of different
stakeholders is essential in providing diverse and critical inputs that are often
overlooked or deemed ‘insignificant’; and, together with the ‘experts’ knowledge,
may enhance and augment disaster mitigation strategies. Further, the HIRV analysis
goes a long way in securing “the political will of the elected officials” that determines
the adoption or otherwise of mitigative strategies in that it can “assist politicians in
determining how the voters will judge their actions regarding whether or not
mitigative strategies are implemented” .(Pearce, 2005: 429) Suffice it to say that
HIRV model encapsulates the significance of community participation in disaster
mitigation mechanism and to the extent it resolves the participation deficit, may
accomplish a comprehensive community-oriented disaster management. Chen et al.
study of Integrated Community-Based Disaster Management (ICBDM) Project in
Taiwan confirms the imperativeness of community participation in disaster
mitigation. (2006) The ICBDM project envisaged not only building a community
Acapable of protecting the lives and property, but more importantly in empowering the
community to take actions in minimizing their risk of loss and improve their quality

of life. (Chen et al., 2006)

Taking Shang-An Village as z'a case in point, Chen et al. examine Taiwan’s
new community-based disaster management program — Integrated Community-Based
Disaster Management (ICBDM) — which has successfully adopted participation,
thereby building. a more robust disaster mechanism to counter the risk and

vulnerability facing Shang-An. (2006) Launched with the vision of -enhancing
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community preparedness and response capabilities, ICBDM focused on promoting
pre-disaster planning, facilitating disaster resistance capability, and supporting
communities with the purpose of moving towards a more resilient and sustainable
future that brought “communities together to take actions that prepare for and protect
themselves against natural disasters in a collaborative effort”. (Chen et al., 2006: 212)

The success of the Shang-An ICBDM project rested on building community
partnerships by including not only traditional participants in the form of government
at different levels but also encouraging the participation of community leaders,
experts in various hazard mitigation fields (e.g. flood, landslide, and public policy),
local emergency management agencies (e.g. the fire brigade), local governments,
public institutions and academia. With such diversity of participants, ICBDM could
avail a huge range of assistance in accordance with each contributor’s specialty or
responsibility. The participatory process of the ICBDM project was given effect by
dividing it into 6 phases:

e Orientation: It aimed at involving the public in the project; to address the
objectives of the project, how to implement it and the expected results thereof.
This was necessary to identify and recruit potential participants; which was
then divided into smaller groups in accordance with the neighborhood to go

deep into discussion and focus on more specific issues.

e Collecting disaster experiences: This phase entailed gathering information
about past disaster events from disaster experiences; the disaster history of the
community; descriptions of emergency conditions by reviewing past disaster
events and personal experiences. Information exchanges enabled the
participants to identify and understand the natural hazards in their community

(e.g., frequency of occurrence, vulnerable areas, magnitude).

e Assessing vulnerabilities: It -related to identifying risk areas, exploring
problems, and putting these areas on a map; by way of conducting a field
survey along with hazard experts via direct observation, the participants
identified the problems of community environment, its risks and identifying its

vulnerabilities to those risks; followed then by highlighting on a detail map the
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areas of past disaster locations, their effects, and potential hazardous areas as

to identify where they should be most concerned.

e Evaluating problems and developing solutions: The focus here was on
problems evaluation, solutions development and mitigation strategies
classification. It was important that community identified its own strategies

using its own reasons and mitigation goals.

e Establishing a commﬁnity—based disaster management organization: This
required developing a framework for a community-based hazard mitigation
organization, which could be either a new form or a combination of existing
community groups. It was important to stress that the framework of the
organization is flexible, so that it could be changed to fit the needs of different

circumstances.

¢ Final presentation: Sharing project results with other community inhabitants
acted as a platform to inform the community about the benefits of hazard
mitigation and the effects it would have on the community in the future so that

they also would be willing to input mitigation efforts.

Besides, ICBDM also trained the members of the community- based disaster
management organization with such basic skills as first-aid, search and rescue, and
others required to respond to the community’s immediate needs in the event of
disaster, when emergency services are not immediately available. (Chen et al., 2006)
.Through these phased processes and trainings, participants in the ICBDM project
were able to identify potential hazards, assess the risks from these hazards, analyse
problems and develop strategies, besides establishing a community database about
rescue equipments, refuge facilities and a list of vulnerable people through
comprehensive surveys. (Chen et ‘al., 2006) ICBDM, in short, relied on the
community participation that enhanced the disaster mitigation and preparedness

mechanism.
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[dentifying vulnerabilities of the community is, however, one facet of disaster
preparedness. It is equally, rather more, important to address their capability to cope
with disaster. Newport and Jawahar holds that building the capacities of community
in coping mechanism can foster a “self-reliant community” which requires all the
possible resource to make it more sustainable. (2003: 33) These capacities are related,
inter alia, to awareness generation among the people at the village level; community
mobilization (for instance, women plays an important role in self help group);
mending weak community structures and individual assets and building task force
trained in both pre- and post disaster management skills. (Newport and Jawahar,
2003) Additionally, the capacity building of the community to protect itself from
disaster is a long term process that cannot have a quick-fix solution; its success will
invariably depend on how well the vulnerabilities (along with the causal factors) of
the marginalised groups are addressed. These may require nothing less than a
structural transformation that will obliterate those social and political processes that

are often the cause of vulnerability.

These may partially, if not wholly, be accomplished by embarking on the
Alternative Perspective that envisions not only a way of dealing with disaster in
isolation, but in looking at disaster as “part and parcel of the ‘normal’ development of
societies — as unresolved problems of development” also identify the ‘root’ causes
that breeds vulnerable conditions in the first place (Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe,
2005: 35); resolving these ‘roof’ causes then may automatically enhance the
capability of the community to respond to disaster. In tune with the changing trend in
disaster management, Alternative Perspective is based on the principle that
participation of the communities in disaster mitigation such as risk reduction, disaster
preparedness, rehabilitation, long term reconstruction and others, beside adopting a
needs-based approaches can facilitate in strengthening the capacities of communities
and individuals to reduce their vulnerability level. (Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe,
2005) What is unique to Alternative Perspective is that it “emphasizes on solutions
that change relationships/structures m society” with the aim of reducing people’s
vulnerability and simultaneously strengthening their capacities; unlike the
technocratic paradigm which regards intervention measures as a return to a situation
of ‘normalcy’, disaster in this perspective is viewed as “opportunities for social

transformation”. (Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe, 2005: 36-37)
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Envisioning the transformative role of communities in dealing with disaster is
compatible with the vision of participation as an empowerment process where the
individuals form an integral part — agents of transformation — in the development
process rather than being passive recipients of the same. Another noteworthy
dimension of the Alternative Perspective, inter alia, relates to accountability and
transparency variables in the implementation process (Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe, 2005); often in the absence of information availability, the
communities at large remain behind, as noted before, the ‘veil of ignorance’ which
may greatly impede the participation process in disaster planning. Interestingly, the
bureaucratic norm of expertise, regularized procedures and the ultimate goal of
efficiency, more often than not, runs counter to the democratic values of
responsiveness, accountability and transparency which obstructs the participation of

the people. (Kweit and Kweit, 2004)

The impasse around the ‘root’ cause may also be resolved, as Ikeda suggests,

" by promoting the linkages/integration of the

disaster risk reduction policy with other social service sectors, such as health,
and other key development agendas, such as local legal system reform, so that
people can more easily understand the root causes of their disaster
vulnerabilities. (Ikeda, 2009: 76)
The need to recognise the relationship between disaster and development has also
been reiterated by international organisations such as UNDP (2004) that views
disaster risk reduction as a challenge for development. (Coate et al., 2006)
Unsurprisingly, the integration of disaster management policy with other development
policies to evolve a sound disaster reduction planning that addresses the ‘root’ causes
of vulnerability has found fair support. (example, Sanderson, 2000; Yodmani 2001;
Ariyabandu and Wickramasinghe 2005; Coate-et al., 2006; Ikeda, 2009; Pearce, 2003)

Since poverty is often vieweci as the cause of vulnerable conditions of the
poor, for Sanderson (2000) and Yodmani (2001) adopting a sustainable livelihood
approach by integrating the poverty and development policies with disaster reduction
programs can be pivotal in vulnerability reduction. Similarly, Coate et al. (2006)

maintain that to ensure long-term economic recovery in the aftermath of a -disaster, it
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is necessary to provide the basis of livelihood support. Ariyabandu and
Wickramasinghe (2005) by way of mainstreaming gender concerns in disaster
management suggests that planning and implementation of development and disaster
management should be gender sensitive at all stages of the disaster cycle;
understanding specific gender concerns in disaster mitigation planning; recognising
women’s capacity as a resource and ensuring their participation in both risk reduction
and in disaster management; and, making disaster risk management an integral part of
development planning. Though not squarely concerned with the ‘root’ causes of
vulnerability, Pearce (2003) considers integrating disaster management planning and
community planning can make an important contribution to community safety;
mitigation activities in disaster management are considered as being conducive to
cooperation and coordination between the disaster management and community
planning. To be sure, these integrations between disaster management and other
development policies are encouraged and centres on participation; reflecting a shift to
multi-dimensional approach to disaster that appreciates the value of public
participation. The above account highlights the following features of CBDM
(Yodmani, 2001):

e The community has a central role in long term and short term disaster
management; the focus of attention in disaster management is the local

community.

e Within CBDM, the primary content of disaster management activities revolves
around reducing vulnerable conditions and the root causes of vulnerability; the
strategy is to reduce vulnerability by increasing a community’s capacities,

their resources and coping strategies.

e CBDM aims at general improvement of the quality of life of the people and
natural environment. It seeks to achieve these objectives by contributing to
people’s empowerment through participation in decision-making and securing

more access and control of resources, among others.
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e Community is the key actor and the primary beneficiary of disaster risk
reduction. It is the community which defines its goals of disaster mitigation
and directs the resources to that effect. Within the community, priority
attention is given to the conditions of the most vulnerable as well as to their
mobilization in the disaster risk reduction. The community participates in the
whole process of disaster risk management from vulnerability analysis to

planning to implementation.

e CBDM is based on participation of diverse community stakeholders for
disaster risk reduction. These enriches not only the input in the form of
resources, it also enhances the legitimacy of CDBM to ensure effective

implementation of its objectives.

e CBDM involves a dynamic framework of sharing experiences, methodologies
and tools by communities to evolve a disaster mitigation measures to respond

to communities needs during emergencies.

Collaborative Management

As the domain of disaster management widens, a variety of new factors and
forces are emerging that mark today’s ‘disaster-scape’, prompting a major paradigm
shift involving new actors. (Gopalakrishnan and Okada, 2007: 368) These include, as

QOkada observes

an emerging role of NGOs; innovative schemes of public—private partnership;
increasing importance of citizen-initiatives; institutionalised participatory
process for multiple-stakeholders; public information as common goods and
its release to society and stakeholders; and growing concerns for public risk
and increasing need for integrated risk management. (Okada, 2003: 6 quoted
in Gopalakrishnan and Okada, 2007: 368)
Ironically, though, Waugh and Streib find modern emergency management as
presenting a paradox. (2006) They believe that “emergency response requires
meticulous organization and planning, but on the other hand, it is spontaneous”.

(Waugh and Streib, 2006: 131) This paradox has led to a growing realisation that no
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agency or organization, public or private, can by itself manage the complexities and
challenges of disaster. The need is therefore to work together around shared goals and
visions. Towards this end, a plethora of agencies — government, non-governmental
organisations, international donor agencies, environmental groups, communities and
other organisations — have directed their efforts to build a common platform that
could be effective in dealing with disasters. The trend is, therefore, towards

collaborative management of disaster.

Singleton identifies three principal sources of collaborative policy movements:
alternative dispute mediation or resolution (ADR), ecosystem management, and
political devolution (2002); ADR seeks to explore mutual common ground acceptable
to the disputing parties without having to involve in the intricacies of judiciary;
ecosystem management undertaking the task of understanding the complex
interrelationships of ecology and society rather than in terms of single resources
(Warner et al., 2002 and Singleton, 2002); while the rationales for political devolution
are grounded on such factors as better informed decision, advantage of place-
knowledge, empowerment of grass roots, among others. Attuned to the changes in the
broad policy movements, disaster management has its own experiences of
collaborative management. (example, Kapucu, 2006; Waugh and Streib, 2006; Weber
and Khademian, 2008; Waugh, 2006; Mitchell, 2006) Although still in its infancy,
collaborative management in disaster has craved a niche for itself in the disaster
management planning, particular after such disasters as 11" September terrorist strike
on Twin Towers, Hurricane Katrina, and Indian Ocean Tsunami, among many others.
As the severity and uncertainty of disasters, with more being added by vexatious
threat of global warming and climate change, put societies increasingly at risk,
collaboration has come to be viewed as a way to a more resilient and adaptive human

society.

It is held that the response to natural disasters is, often, an ad hoc affair
involving nongovernmental actors, governmental actors, and emergent groups that
often become well organized and long lived (Waugh and Streib, 2006; Robinson and
Gaddis, 2007); however, in the absence of collaboration, with each actor operating
within its own jurisdiction, the effectiveness of disaster response either gets

diminished or achieves partial success. Multi-agency collaboration is, - therefore,
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crucial to effective decision-making in all aspects of disaster risk management.
(Gopalakrishnan and Okada, 2007; Kapucu, 2006) Although multi-level governance
encompasses two main dimensions, namely vertical and horizontal (Maldonado at el.,
2009), collaborative management of disaster requires both horizontal (intra-agency)
and vertical (inter-agency) linkages (Gopalakrishnan and Okada, 2007) in that it
facilitates a more entrenched and broad integration of the agencies promoting greater
interaction that is vital from collaborative perspective. It should also take place in multi-
jurisdictional settings Collaborative management involves participation of various
stakeholders in the decision-making and implementation process. The participatory -
platform is intended to, as Warner et al. puts it, “bring together all actors depending
on or taking an interest in the resource”. (2002: 21) It is imperative that collaboration
in disaster management should be based on participation with ‘multiplicity of voices’
as it leads to a more democratic, integrated forms of resource management (Warner et
al., 2002: 21) beside, facilitating the articulation of critical perspectives and insights

that each stakeholder may have to offer, which others may not be aware of.

As deliberation is at the heart of participatory governance, grounded in the
“belief in the power of dialogue and consensus building, breaking down institutional
and power barriers” (Wamer et al., 2002: 21), within a collaborative framework; the
stakeholders are supposed to engage in what Innes and Booher term as, ‘authentic

dialogue’

each speaker must legitimately represent the interest for which he or she

claims to speak, each must speak sincerely, each must make statements that

are comprehensible to the others, and each statement must be accurate. (2003:

38)

The purpose being to find consensus based solutions arrived at through
Habermasian ‘communicative rationality’; taking into account the wider social and
political context where these solutions are ultimately to be implemented; and,
depending on its authenticity will either pass the test of legitimacy or otherwise of the
solutions among the stakeholders. However, the process of deliberation and
collaboration could be impeded when stakeholders hold negative perceptions of one
another or try to co-opt the less powerful by powerful interests. (Schusler et al., 2003)
Given the need for, as noted before, inter-sectoral integrated planning that has come

to mark the disaster management policies, multi-stake holder participation often
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becomes more complex and ‘highly political’ which may result in conflict among the
stakeholders (Thabrew et al., 2009: 68), provoking negation of the rationales that

drive collaborations.

Acknowledging diversity and interdependence among stakeholders, hence, is a
necessary condition; diversity is important in that it promotes creativity “that can
respond to a wide set of competing interests”, while interdependence facilitates in
creating an ‘adaptive learning system’ that is more robust and effective (Innes and
Booher, 2003: 40) mechanism of decision-making, These factors™ ~ authentic
dialogue, diversity, and interdependence — results in reciprocity, relationships,
learning and creativity (Innes and Booher, 2003: 42) that further enhances the
effectiveness of collaborative deliberation and management. Further, effective
collaboration requires taking cognizance of the social, cultural, and, political
environment; the identity of various stakeholders is formed around, inter alia, race,
class, and, gender that shape their orientation and determine their vulnerability to
disaster; respecting these elements and genuinely integrating them in collaborative
policy framework is critical to the success of any disaster management policy. As

Gopalakrishnan and Okada observes,

it is crucial to take into account the cultural context of the affected localities
and regions...customs, traditions, local practices and racial and ethnic
composition of an area should all be factored in when devising an appropriate
user friendly package for effective and easy implementation. (2007: 364)

The problem that continues to plague the management of response to disasters
is the lack of coordination between the various agencies involved in disaster response.
(Smith and Dowell, 2000) The existing disaster management approaches are quite
problematic in that they are unstructured and centralised in nature; based on
hierarchical, ‘command and control’ systems of information flow (Scalem et al.,
2004; Waugh, 2006; Waugh and Streib, 2006) that “generally perform badly in
emergencies, because if any of a «lllierarchy’s top nodes fail, they isolate large
networks from each other”. (Kapucu, 2006: 208) However, given the challenges that
disaster throws by way of its uncertainty, scale, stress and long term effects, along
with the inadequacy of ad hoc response mechanisms and the inability of hierarchical

systems to press into service immediate relief measures in the event of disaster, makes
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it imperative that comprehensive and reliable information is made available and
accessible to the actors; approaches, techniques, policies and institutional mechanisms
are put in place that are sustainable in the long term. (Gopalakrishnan and Okada,
2007) This entails building more collaborative networks (Waugh and Streib, 2006)
that have the capacity to retain its connectivity, are flexible enough to distribute the
information across various agencies, and, minimize the possibility of failure, which is
fundamental for the resilience of the community under emergency conditions.
(Kapucu, 2006) To be sure, the emergency management system involves not only
governmental emergency management agencies but also nongovernmental disaster
relief organizations; private sector organizations; community groups; and volunteers
that have the capacity to deal with disasters. (Waugh, 2006 and, Waugh and Streib,
2006)

The need is to synchronise and coordinate their action towards a common goal
of relief and assistance; network is the mantra that has come ‘to guide various actors
and agencies in the search for an effective, well coordinated, a{hd, responsive disaster
management measures. According to Comfort et al., the efficiency of disaster
response is influenced by such factors as severity of disaster, type and amount of
resources available, number of jurisdictions involved, and complexity of the response
strategies; based on these factors “efficiency in disaster response has a negative
relation to initial disaster severity and a positive relation to initial supply capacity”
(2004: 310); that is, the more efficient the disaster response in terms of resource
availability, number of agents involved and so on, the lesser the severity of disaster
impact. Interestingly, against the generally held observation that “efficiency drops as
the number of jurisdictions involved in response operations increases”, Comfort et al.

‘posits that the greater involvement of agents promotes the efficiency of disaster
response operations. (2004: 310) This implies that critical to the success of response
mechanism is the element of information exchange among various actors; in turn,
how speedily the information is exchanged and acted upon determines the

effectiveness of response mechanisms. As Kapucu so elegantly puts it,

The effective flow of information across organizational boundaries is critical
for an organization’s ability to remain effective in a dynamic disaster
environment... Communication of the current status of the community and of
the actions of participating organizations allow them to make informed
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decisions about how to proceed in concert with others in the networks to

achieve the overall goals of protecting the community and of restoring its

functionality. (2006: 208)

In other words, effective information management systems and sharing vital
information among the actors is significant for successful outcomes of the disaster
management. (Maldonado et al., 2009) Within the collaborative management
framework, dynamic networks underpinned by reciprocity and mutual trust, allow
members to share information, risks, and opportunities with greater ease (Kapucu,
2006), securing what Waugh and Streib calls as ‘unified command’ - ‘more sharing
of information and coordination of effort’ (2006: 134) that facilitates multiple nodes
of information transmission, an effective interorganizational coordination, and
apposite allocation of resource that enhances disaster resilience and the capacity of the
organisations. These processes — cooperation, coordination, and network — help in
developing a more adaptive management that fosters flexibility, organizational
learning, adaptation and improvisation (Waugh and Streib, 2006), while
simultaneously enhancing the capacity of individual actors and disaster managerhent

system.

The above account highlights that collaborative management has several
positive aspects: healthy deliberation among the stakeholders, dynamic network,
efficient information flow and feedback, effective cooperation and coordination
among the agencies. This in fact, contributes to resilient and sustainable hazard
mitigative strategies. However, all this looks simple but is not easy. Beside the factors
noted above, such as the risk of co-option of less powerful by powerful interests,
deliberative arenas are ‘highly political’ making them places of contestation rather
‘than communicative rationality marked by lack of trust, reciprocity, and cooperation
among the stakeholders. Thus, the process of collaborative management is often
inhibited because collaboration among the stakeholders and agencies is hard to bring

about. As King observes,

diverse players...come to a disaster with an equally diverse range of ideas,
approaches, agendas and needs...at times contradict one another, get in the
way of one another and even argue and accuse one another. (2007: 664)
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Innes and Booher holds that collaborative policy dialogue is not suited to all
policy conditions. (2003) Disaster is one, as Weber and Khademian term it, ‘wicked’

problem that is

relentless or persistent; there are no permanent solutions, only temporary and

imperfect resolutions involving multiple government and policy jurisdictions

as well as a broad cross section of societal interests. (2008: 432)

This necessitates a leadership role on part of the emergency managers (Waugh
and Streib, 2006 and, King, 2007) to build collaboration, facilitate its process and

enhance the capacity of the disaster management system.

59



CHAPTER HI
DISASTER MANAGEMENT IN INDIA

The world is no stranger to disasters, which have been a recurrent
phenomenon. The recent earthquakes that struck Haiti (January, 2010) and Chile
(February, 2010) are powerful testimony to the fact that disasters are on the rise, both
in terms of frequency and magnitude. India is not an exception to this phenomenon. In
fact, India has been the epicentre of disaster as is evident from the recent and past
incidents — the Aila cyclone (2009), the Indian Ocean tsunami (2004), Gujarat
earthquake (2001), Orissa super cyclone (1999), to name just a few. According to
Gardner, India is one of the most disaster-prone countries, vulnerable to almost all
natural and man-made disasters. (2002) India figures among the first 10 in the world
in terms of fatalities in a variety of disasters. (Kapur, 2005) Its vulnerability to natural
disasters arises on account of its vast territory, large population and unique geo-
climatic conditions. (Sarkar and Sarma, 2006; Government of India, 2004b; ARC,
2006) Floods, cyclones, droughts, landslides and earthquakes are not unusual and are

experienced almost every year in different parts of the country.

Almost 85% of the country is vulnerable to single or multiple disasters and
about 57% of its area lies in high seismic zones (ARC 2006); about 60% of the
landmass is prone to earthquakes of various intensities; over 40 million hectares is
prone to floods; about 8% of the total area is prone to cyclones and 68% of the area is
susceptible to drought. (Government of India, 2004b) Further, human-induced
disasters in the form of industrial, technological chemical and biological disaster puts
the country high on the world’s disaster map. The Bhopal Gas incident (1984) is
etched in disaster memory as one of the worst industrial disasters in the world that
killed thousands, rendered millions hpmeless, destroyed property and assets worth

billions; and left millions with lingering health impacts that are felt even today.

These have resulted in massive loss of human life, beside loss in terms of
private, community and public assets. According to Sarkar and Sarma, the average

loss of human life every year is 3,600; about 1.42 million hectare crop area is affected
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and 2.36 million houses are damaged annually due to various disasters. (2006)
According to one estimate of the World Bank, during 1996-2000, the loss in terms of
GDP amounted to 2.25% and 12.15% of the revenue of the country due to natural
disasters. (ARC, 2006) Even as the hardship and psychological stress suffered by the
disaster victims is difficult to put into figures, disasters worsen the risk and exposure
of vulnerable communities. In the event of disaster, the victims, children, women, the
elderly, physically and mentally challenged people in particular, become more
vulnerable to future disaster risks. In the context of developing countries, Menon
observes that communities are increasingly exposed to greater numbers of natural and
man-made disasters, resulting in larger numbers of people becoming victims. (2009)
Further, disasters counteract apposite allocation of resources that are already scarce in
these countries and retards their growth and development; in this sense, dealing with
disasters through appropriate disaster management measures can endure development,

besides ensuring a ‘safe’ society to live in.

Policy Initiatives

In pre-Independent India, recurrent crises such as famines and locust invasions
led to the setting up of various famine commissions and Famine Codes were
developed to counter the crises posed by famines. (ARC, 2006) The Great Famine of
1876-1878 led to the constitution of the Famine Commission (1880) and eventual
adoption of Famine Relief Code. (Gupta, undated) The ‘crisis’ management, however,
was primarily oriented at dealing with droughts and famines rather than the whole
gamut of crisis situations as understood today. According to ARC, “The entire crisis
management exercise was confined to fighting natural calamities, particularly severe
-droughts causing famines”. (2006: 26) These could, of course, be attributed to a
lackadaisical and ‘distorted’ account of disaster which was often related to natural

hazards, and, within it, confined only to droughts and famines.

Disaster management in the pést-[ndependence era also suffered from similar
handicaps as before: disaster was still understood in terms of natural calamities and
hazards; disaster management occupied a low profile among policy priorities and
figured only in passing in various policies; and always replete with the traditional

approach of rescue, relief and response, disaster management was still technocratic,

61



with little or no scope for people’s participation. Reflecting this dismal state of

disaster management, it is observed that

For far too long disaster management in India was marginalized as an issue of
providing relief and rehabilitation to the people affected by natural
calamities. .. issues of disaster risk reduction in the policies and programming
of various plan schemes on poverty alleviation, environment, micro-credit,
social and economic vulnerabilities, etc., have hardly ever been deliberated in
the apex planning body of the country. (Government of India-United Nations
Development Programme, 2007: 30)
The threat of disaster and mounting loss in terms of life and property brought
about by events, both natural and man-made, such as Bhopal Gas incident (1984),
Latur earthquake (1993), the super cyclone in Orissa in October, 1999 and the Bhuj
earthquake in Gujarat in January, 2001 exposed the fallacies in disaster management

system of the country; underscoring the acute need to adopt

a multi dimensional endeavour involving diverse scientific, engineering,

financial and social processes; the need to adopt multi disciplinary and multi

sectoral approach and incorporation of risk reduction in the developmental
plans and strategies. (Government of India, 2004a:3)

These have led to a steady change in the rationale and understanding of
disaster management; the legal and institutional framework have been well
established; specific agencies have been created that deal solely with disaster
management rather than as a subsidiary function; the cross cutting nature of disaster
management is being recognised by mainstreaming it in wider developmental
policies; and, strategies have moved from bureaucratic control to those that hinge
upon the participation of various actors, in particular the community. Accordingly, the

government has adopted a series of measures to deal with disasters, including the

enactment of the Disaster Management Act 2005.

In 1999, the Government of India constituted a High Powered Committee on
Disaster Management (HPC) to develop disaster management plans at the national,
state and district levels. (Menon, 2009) The HPC in its final report submitted in
October 2001 outlined a vision to create a “disaster-free India through adherence to

the culture of preparedness, quick response, strategic thinking and prevention”. (ARC,
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2006: 31) The HPC made several recommendations, dealing with the constitutional
and legal framework, organizational structures and institutional mechanism in the
overall disaster management system of the country (ARC, 2006); inter alia, its
recommendations included a draft of the Disaster Management Act, a National
Response Plan, a move from disaster response to disaster preparedness, and the
establishment of a National Disaster Management Authority. (Gupta, undated) The
draft of the disaster management act, according to ARC, aimed at ensuring efficiency
and effective management of natural and other calamities; achieving greater
coordination and responsiveness with respect to prevention and mitigation of disasters
so as to provide better relief and rehabilitation of victims of disaster. (2006) The
disaster management function, hitherto under the supervision of Ministry of
Agriculture was also transferred to the Ministry of Home Affairs by the National
Committee on Disaster Management following the HPC’s recommendations. (Menon,
2009; Gupta, undated) According to Kaur, the High Powered Committee Report
(2001) presents a “strong case for ushering in a new culture of disaster management”.

(2006: 555)

The National Disaster Management Framework (2002-2003) provided a
roadmap covering, inter alia, such aspects as institutional mechanisms, disaster
prevention strategy, disaster mitigation, preparedness and response and human
resource development; identifying expected inputs, areas of intervention and agencies
to be involved at the national, state and district levels. (Government of India, 2004b;
Government of India-United Nations Development Programme, 2007) The State
Governments and Union Territory Administrations, Ministries and Departments of the
Government of India, were encouraged to develop their respective roadmaps taking
Vthe national roadmap as a broad guideline; putting in place a common strategy
underpinning the action being taken by all the participating organisations/stakeholders
(Government of India-United Nations Development Programme, 2007; Government
of India, 2004b) The National Policy on Disaster Management (2009) outlined its

vision to

build a safe and disaster resilient India by developing a holistic, proactive,
multi-disaster oriented and technology driven strategy through a culture of
prevention, mitigation, preparedness and response. (Government of India,
2009a: 7)
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The central theme of the National Policy (2009) is the belief that a “disaster intelligent
and resilient community, duly empowered by a newly created DM Structure, working
in cohesion multi-sectorally, will help realise the national vision”. (Government of
India, 2009a: 39) The National Policy (2009) aims, inter alia, at: promoting a culture
of prevention, preparedness and resilience at all levels through knowledge, innovation
and education; encouraging mitigation measures based on technology, traditional
wisdom and environmental sustainability; mainstreaming disaster management into
the developmental planning process; establishing institutional and techno-legal
frameworks to create an enabling regulatory environment and a compliance regime;
ensuring efficient mechanism for identification, assessment and monitoring of disaster
risks; ensuring efficient response and relief with a caring approach towards the needs
of the vulnerable sections of the society; undertaking reconstruction as an opportunity
to build disaster resilient structures and habitat for ensuring safer living; promoting a
productive and proactive partnership with the media for disaster management.

(Government of India, 2009a)

The National Policy (2009) seeks to achieve these objectives by undertaking a
holistic and integrated approach with emphasis on building strategic partnerships at
various levels. The broad themes underpinning the policy are: Community-based
Disaster Management, through integration of the policy, plans and execution; capacity
development in all spheres; consolidation of past initiatives and best practices;
‘cooperation with agencies at National and International levels; multi-sectoral synergy.
The National Policy (2009) keeps pace with the changing trends in international
disaster management system; an improvement over previous policies in so far as it
‘spells out and attempts at establishing community based disaster management;
building strategic partnership with other institutions at various levels will strengthen
the disaster management system; and, in promoting multi-sectoral synergy, a better
synchronisation of policies addressing both disaster and development concerns can be
achieved.
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Legal and Institutional Framework

Within the Indian federal system of governance, the subject relating to disaster
management has not been directly covered under Union, State and Concurrent List of
the Constitution of India. Under Seventh Schedule of the Constitution, the Parliament
and State legislatures has jurisdiction over the items provided in the Union and State
List respectively; while under the Concurrent List, both Parliament and State
legislatures has the jurisdiction to make laws. It should, however, be noted that
‘Disaster Management’ as a subject is not mentioned in any of these lists. In such a
context, Parliament is supposed to possess the jurisdiction under residuary powers of
the Union under entry 97 of the Union List. (ARC, 2006) The enactment of the
Disaster Management Act, 2005 (Act hereafter) puts the subject under the ‘Social
Security and Social Insurance, Employment and Unemployment’ in the Concurrent
List. Subsequently, both the Union and State Governments share a concurrent
jurisdiction over disaster management. In view of the subject of disaster management

not finding specific mention in any of the three List, ARC recommends that

a new entry, “Management of Disasters and Emergencies, natural or
manmade”, may be included in List III (Concurrent List) of the Seventh
Schedule of the Constitution. (2006: 35)

This, according to ARC, will enable State Governments to legislate on the

subject without any ambiguity. (2006)

The Act seeks to build a disaster-free India; steer disaster management to a
new direction of safety, resilience, development and participation; and, provides a
‘mechanism to build a robust institutional and policy framework. The Act highlights

government’s

resolve to bring about change in orientation from relief-centric approach to a
holistic ~multi-disciplinary and multi-sectoral approach with greater
involvement of Panchayati Raj Institutions and Municipalities. (Government
of India-United Nations Development Programme, 2007: 26)

The Act thus encapsulates a paradigm shift in Disaster Management from the
carlier relief-centric approach to a proactive regime with a greater emphasis on

preparedness, prevention and mitigation; putting in place the requisite institutional,
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legal, financial and coordination mechanisms at the national, state, district and local

levels .(Government of India, 2009a) The salient features of the Act are as follows:

1) The Act defines disaster as:

a catastrophe, mishap, calamity or grave occurrence in any area, arising from
natural or man made causes, or by accident or negligence which results in
substantial loss of life or human suffering or damage to, and destruction of,
property, or damage to, or degradation of, environment, and is of such a nature
or magnitude as to be beyond the coping capacity of the community of the
affected area.

2) The Act mandates the setting up of a National Disaster Management Authority
(NDMA) under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister. The functions of NDMA are
to: lay down policies on disaster management; approve the National Plan; approve
plans prepared by the Ministries or Departments of the Government of India in
accordance with the National Plan; lay down guidelines to be followed by the State
Authorities in drawing up the State Plan; lay down guidelines to be followed by the
different Ministries or Departments of the Government of India for the purpose of
integrating the measures for prevention of disaster or the mitigation of its effects in
their development plans and projects; coordinate the enforcement and implementation
of the policy and plan for disaster management; recommend provision of funds for the
purpose of mitigation; provide support to other countries affected by major disasters
as may be determined by the Government of India; take such other measures for the
prevention of disaster, or its mitigation, or for preparedness and capacity building for
dealing with threatening disaster situation or disaster as it may consider necessary;
and, to lay down broad policies and guidelines for the functioning of the National

Institute of Disaster Management.

3) The Act provides for the constitution of a National Executive Committee (NEC)
with the Union Home Secretary as its Chairperson, and the Secretaries to the
Government of India in the Ministriés/Departments of Agriculture, Atomic Energy,
Defence, Drinking Water Supply, Environment and Forests, Finance (Expenditure),
Health, Power, Rural Development, Science & Technology, Space,
Telecommunications, Urban Development, Water Resources and the Chief of the

Integrated Defence Staff of the Chiefs of Staff Committee as members. The NEC is
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the executive committee of the NDMA, and is mandated to assist the NDMA in the
discharge of its functions and also ensure compliance with the directions issued by the

Central Government.

4) The important functions of NEC, inter alia, are: to act as the coordinating and
monitoring body for disaster management; prepare the National Plan to be approved
by the National Authority; coordinate and monitor the implémentation of the National
Policy; lay down guidelines for preparing disaster management plans by different
Ministries or Departments of the Government of India and the State Authorities;
provide necessary technical assistance to the State Governments and the State
Authorities for preparing their disaster management plans in accordance with the
guidelines laid down by the National Authority; monitor the implementation of the
National Plan and the plans prepared by the Ministries or Departments of the
Government of India; monitor the implementation of the guidelines laid down by the
National Authority for integrating of measures for prevention of disasters and
mitigation by the Ministries or Departments in their development plans and projects;
monitor, coordinate and give directions regarding the mitigation and preparedness
measures to be taken by different Ministries or Departments and agencies of the
Government; evaluate the preparedness at all governmental levels for the purpose of
responding to any threatening disaster situation or disaster and give directions, where
necessary, for enhancing such preparedness; plan and coordinate specialized training
programme for disaster management for different levels of officers, employees and

voluntary rescue workers.

5) The Act establishes a State Disaster Management Authority (SDMA) in each
State/UT under the Chairmanship of Chief Minister/Lt-Governor/Administrator. The
SDMA is responsible for laying down the policies and plans for disaster management
in the respective states in accordance with the guidelines laid down by the NDMA.
The State Executive Committee constituted by the State Government and headed by
the Chief Secretary assists the SDMA in the performance of its functions.

6) The Act provides for constituting a District Disaster Management Authority
(DDMA) with District Magistrate as the Chairperson and President, Zila Parishad or

Chief Executive Member, District Autonomous Council as Co-Chairperson. The
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DDMA acts as the planning, coordinatfng and implementing body for District
Management at the District level and takes necessary measures for the purposes of
DM in accordance with the guidelines laid down by the NDMA and SDMA. 1t, inter
alia, prepares the District Disaster Management plan for the District and monitors the
implementation of the National Policy, the State Policy, the National Plan, the State
Plan and the District Plan; ensures that the guidelines for prevention, mitigation,
preparedness and response measures laid down by the NDMA and the SDMA are
followed by all the Departments of the State Government at the District level and the

local authorities in the District. ol

7) Local authorities such as Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRI), Municipalities, District
and Cantonment Boards, and Town Planning Authorities which control and manage
civic services have been assigned a key role. These bodies are responsible for
preparing Disaster Management Plans in consonance with the guidelines of the
NDMA, SDMAs and DDMAs; carrying out relief, rehabilitationv and re-construction
activities in the affected areas; ensuring training and capacity building of its officers
and employees; maintenance of resources so that these are readily available for use in
the event of a disaster and ensuring that all construction projects in their area of

jurisdiction conform to the prescribed standards and specifications.

8) The Act envisages the creation of a National Institute of Disaster Management
(NIDM) as the apex training institute for disaster management. NIDM plans and
promotes training and research in disaster management, documentation and
development of national-level information base relating to disaster management

policies, prevention mechanism and mitigation measures.

9) A National Disaster Response Force (NDRF) has been constituted, under the Act,
with personnel from the para-military forces for strengthening the preparedness and

emergency response.

10) The Act seeks to constitute Disaster Response Fund and Disaster Mitigation Fund
at the National, State and District level. It mandates that there shall be no
discrimination on the ground of sex, caste, community, descent or religion while

providing compensation and relief to the victims. The powers to issue directions to the
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Government authorities, organization and statutory bodies to facilitate and assist in
disaster management have been vested in the Government of India. The Act seeks to
make provision for punishment for obstructing response, making false claims,
misappropriation of money or materials and issue of false warning. However, it
provides immunity to Government organizations and officers for action taken in good
faith. The Central Government shall constitute a National Disaster Response Fund for
emergency response. (ARC, 2006; Menon, 2009; Government of India-United
‘Nations Development Programme, 2007; Government of India, 2009a)

Analysis of the Act

The Act defines disaster as a natural or man-made event that causes substantial
loss to life, property and environment. It should be noted that the Act possess certain
lacunae relating to the conceptualisation of disaster. (ARC 2006; Sarkar and Sarma,
2006).\ In this regard, ARC observes that the scope of this definition “does not cover
a variety of other crisis situations that may or may not culminate in a disaster”. (2006:
38) For instance, a region reeling under severe water shortage may not result in
immediate loss of life or destruction of property; nevertheless, it may disrupt normal
and essential functions of the society and over a period of time, the water crisis may
culminate in disaster. Besides, in defining disasters as sudden acts, the Act overlooks
the fact that in many cases it is progressive. (Sarkar and Sarma, 2006: 3761) For
instance, epidemics or diseases like tuberculosis and dengue are progressive in nature
and results in massive loss of life every year. Viewing disaster only as sudden acts
may result in lethargic disaster management system that responds only when disaster

strikes.

The Act does not contain provision for declaration of a disaster or disaster-
prone zones and classification of disaster (national, regional or local). In the absence
of these provisions, necessary assistance may not reach the disaster-struck region,
thereby furthering enlarging the imp'act of disaster. As Sarkar and Sarma put it,
“Without an area being declared as “disaster prone”, a pro-active role by the state
cannot be expected”. (2006: 3761) Classification of disaster is important in assessing
the extent of damages and determining the responsibility of various concerned

agencies. In this respect, the ARC recommends that the Act should provide .
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categorization of disasters (say, local, district, state or national level). This

categorization along with intensity of each type of disaster will help in

determining the level of authority primarily responsible for dealing with the

disaster as well as the scale of response and relief. (2006: 41)

The Act concentrates very comprehensive powers and functions at the national
level for dealing with disasters. (ARC, 2006) The National Disaster Management
Authority (NDMA), as a nodal agency, is responsible for not only laying down
policies, plans and guidelines, but also has executive functions. It should be noted that
local authorities such as Panchayati Raj Institutions can play an effective and valuable
role in disasters management at the grassroots level. Corresponding to 73" and 74%
Constitutional Amendment Act (1993-94) which confers wide ranging power to PRIs
in the governance system, the Disaster Management Act does not provide much scope
to local authorities in disaster management. To fill up this gap, ARC recommends that

“the role of the local governments should be brought to the forefront for crisis/disaster

management”. (2006: 42)

The Act, in setting up a unified disaster management structure with extensive
powers vested in NDMA and NEC, poses vexing problems in the context of the
existing constitutional, legal and administrative framework of the country. (ARC,
2006) To be sure, the basic responsibility to undertake rescue, relief and rehabilitation
measures rests with the State Governments. (Sarkar and Sarma, 2006) Instead of
strengthening the front-end functionaries in the implementation of disaster
management plans, the Act confers both plan formulations and executive powers to
NDMA; thereby curtailing the authority of the State which is in a better position to
provide timely and effective response. (ARC, 2006) To restore the authority of the

State in disaster management, ARC recommends that

Disaster/Crisis Management should continue to be the primary responsibility
of the State Governments and the Union Government should play a supportive
role. [Further ARC recommends]... mitigation/prevention and response
measures may be left to the State Governments and the district and local
authorities with the line ministries/departments of Government of India,
playing a supportive role. (2006: 41)

Further, the creation of several agencies at different levels with a strong

command and control mechanism may underplay the effectiveness of disaster
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response; information flow is of paramount significance which would be hindered by

strict bureaucratic set up as provided in the Act.

The Act provides minimal in terms of community participation. Of course, the
Act mandates District Disaster Management Authority (DDMA) to “facilitate
community training and awareness programmes for prevention of disaster or
mitigation with the support of local authorities, governmental and non-governmental
organisations” (ARC, 2006: 158), and it concentrates extensive powers with
governmental departments/functionaries that may debilitate a prompt response
mechanism in the event of disaster. The fact that the community is the first respondent
to any kind of disaster signifies their role from plan formulation to its execution; in
this sense, the trend of involving the community in disaster management is not
properly addressed by the Act. As Sarkar and Sarma observe, “No disaster can be ever
dealt with effectively only through administrative set-up, alienating the community as
a whole”. (2006: 3762) Community participation in disaster management is being
actively promoted not only for its effectiveness in disaster reduction but also because
it addresses the core problem that creates vulnerability. Approaches like sustainable
livelihood framework that centres on community participation enhance community
capacity and resilience to disaster, besides facilitating the overall development of
society, particularly the vulnerable sections. The Act, in short, is highly technocratic

and fails to institutionalise community participation.

Mainstreaming Disaster Management in Development Planning: A Shift to Disaster

Risk Rea’uction Approach

In concert with the changing dynamics in the international disaster
management practices, the Indian disaster management system has also embraced
disaster risk reduction approach by mainstreaming disaster management concerns in
the overall development planning. As disaster management in India rapidly moves
from a traditional approach — rescue'z'md relief — to proactive measures incorporating
prevention, mitigation and preparedness processes, the thrust has been on Disaster
Risk Reduction. The Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for Safer World in May,
1994, observed:
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Disaster prevention, mitigation, and preparedness are better than disaster
response in achieving [disaster reduction] goals. Disaster response alone is not
sufficient, as it yields only temporary results at a very high cost... Prevention
contributes to lasting improvement in safety and is essential to integrated
disaster management. (Coppola, undated: 6)

The Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 reiterates the
significance of Disaster Risk Reduction. Both the Yokohama Strategy and the Hyogo
Framework have informed the Indian disaster management approach, stimulating the
process for an emphatic shift in the strategy for disaster mitigation. (ARC, 2006) The
belief that disaster can overturn years of development; that development cannot be
sustainable unless disaster mitigation is built into the development process; and that

investments in mitigation are much more cost-effective than expenditure on relief and

rehabilitation, has motivated disaster risk-reduction strategy in India. (Government of
India, 2004a) According to Kaur,

There has been a considerable improvement in the quality and outreach of
disaster management in the past few decades. From rescue and relief in the
earlier days, a visible transformation has occurred to disaster preparedness,

mitigation, robust response reconstruction and sustainable development.
(2006: 555)

Disaster risk reduction (disaster reduction) has been defined as the ¢

systematic development and application of policies, strategies and practices to
minimise vulnerabilities, hazards and the unfolding of disaster impacts
throughout a society, in the broad context of sustainable development.

(Reducing Disaster Risk, UNDP, 2004 in ARC, 2006)

Disaster Risk Reduction is considered important in that it helps in reducing the
exposure of society to the damaging effects of hazards and simultaneously use scarce
‘resources for development needs of the poor and vulnerable. (Government of India—
United Nations Development Programme, 2007) The DRR framework encompasses
all phases of Disaster Management ~ prevention; mitigation and preparedness; relief
and response; recovery; rehabilitation and reconstruction and associated activities;
viewing disasters as an “opportuﬁity for risk reduction and development”.
(Government of India—United Nations Development Programme, 2007: 8) Disaster
reduction include such strategies as appraisal of likelihood and intensity of hazards

and analysis of vulnerabilities of the community; building institutional capabilities
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and community preparedness; encouraging a ‘safety culture’ in societies. (ARC,

2006)

The DRR framework is embedded in the belief that disaster and development
are intrinsically linked and mutually reinforcing: development activities may reduce
or increase the vulnerabilities of the communities. Development, therefore, has both
positive and negative connotations. In its positive manifestation, development reduces
vulnerability and promotes resilience of the communities to deal with future disaster
risks. Similarly, development can increase vulnerability and negate the capacity and
resilience of the communities to cope with risks and disasters. In order to promote
sustainable development, disaster risk reduction measures need to be mainstreamed in

development planning and implementation. According to Kumar,

mainstreaming is the process of assessing the implications of disaster risk in
any planned development action... enables the incorporation of risk reduction
concerns and experiences as an integral dimension of the design
implementation, monitoring and evaluation. When disaster risk considerations
are not factored into development...countries invest in constructing risks and
reconstructing risks which perpetuate the conditions for unsustainable human

development. (2009: 25)

Disaster risk reduction, thus, encourages development that takes into account
the risk and vulnerability factors in development planning; sustainable development
can be achieved when vulnerability concerns are properly addressed. These entail
enunciating policy towards risk management; undertaking adequate assessment of risk
including hazard and vulnerability analysis; risk awareness and preparation of plans
for risk mitigation; implementation of the plan; early warning systems; building
community resilience; and research and use of knowledge. (ARC, 2006) The Hyogo
‘Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 outlines five priorities to put DRR into
action: ensuring that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a
strong institutional basis for implementation; identifying, assessing and monitoring
disaster risks and enhance early warning; using knowledge, innovation and education
to build a culture of safety and resilience at all levels; reduce the underlying risk

factors; and, strengthening disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels.

(Gupta, undated)
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In India, .the process of mainstreaming disaster management in development
planning emerged with the Tenth Five Year Plan document (2002-2007). The Plan
recognized disaster management as a development issue and for the first time in the
history of Five Year Plans included a separate chapter on “Disaster Management: The
Development Perspective”. The Tenth Plan’s premise is that while hazards, both
natural or otherwise, are inevitable, the disasters that follow need not be so and the
society can be prepared to cope with them effectively whenever they occur;

sustainable development efforts require a

multi-pronged strategy for total risk management, comprising prevention,
preparedness, response and recovery on the one hand, and initiate
development efforts aimed towards risk reduction and mitigation, on the other.
(Government of India, 2004c: 13)

The Plan further observed that

in order to move towards safer national development, development projects
should be sensitive towards disaster mitigation... The design of development
projects and the process of development should take the aspect of disaster
reduction and mitigation within its ambit; otherwise, the development ceases
to be sustainable and eventually causes more hardship and loss to the nation.
(Government of India, 2004c: 18)

The Tenth Plan prescriptions on disaster management can be divided into
three categories: (a) policy guidelines at the macro level that would inform and guide
the preparation and implementation of development plans across sectors, (b)
operational guidelines of integrating disaster management practices into development,

and (c) specific developmental schemes for prevention and mitigation of disasters.

(Government of India—United Nations Development Programme, 2007)

The process of mainstreaming disaster management in development planning
was carried forward in the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-2012). (Menon, 2009) The

Eleventh Five Year Plan document observed that

the Tenth Plan has set into motion the process of shift in focus from response-
centric disaster management covering rescue, relief, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction laying greater emphasis on the other elements of disaster
management cycle — prevention, mitigation, and preparedness — as a means to
avert or soften the impact of future emergencies. The Eleventh Plan aims at
consolidating the process by giving impetus to projects and programs that
develop and nurture the culture of safety and the integration of disaster
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prevention and mitigation into the development process. (Eleventh Five Year

Plan in Menon, 2009: 12)

The National Policy on Disaster Management (2009) also seeks to mainstream
disaster management in developmental plans by mandating NDMA to ensure
mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction in the developmental agenda of all existing
and new developmental programmes and projects and calling upon the Planning
Commission to give due weightage to these factors while allocating resources.

(Government of India, 20092a)

Community Based Disaster Management: Indian Scenario

Community is at the centre of any disaster management practice. Whether in
the immediate aftermath of a disaster or a long term rehabilitation process,
community is the basic unit of disaster management. A glance at various disaster
management policy documents suggests that community participation in disaster
management has been encouraged in India as well. The National Disaster
Management Framework (2002-2003) encourages community based mitigation,
preparedness and response plans by enhancing community capacity in multi-hazard
prone regions, empowering and capacity building of vulnerable communities and
groups including women. The National Policy framework sought to centre-stage the
community through Community-based disaster management and capacity
development. In the area of disaster risk reduction, the ARC Report recommends
community participation in hazard and vulnerability analysis, formulating disaster
management plans, building community resilience, and capacity building, among
others. (2006) However, it should be emphasized that though CBDM in India has
“been widely recognised, it is not yet institutionalised. According to Gupta and
Chavda,

Community Based Disaster Management is sustainable only if it is
institutionalised... The Disaster Management Act, 2005 does recognise in
spirit the need for disaster management planning at national, state and local
levels, however the process of implementing a framework whereby
community efforts are recognised and incorporated in development and
disaster management planning is yet to be put in place. (2009: 34)
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Nevertheless, over the past few years, CBDM in India is gaining acceptance
and significance in disaster management practices. In collaboration with international
agencies, particularly United Nation, the government is engaging in promoting °
CBDM at the grassroots level. In the back drop of the Super Cyclone in Orissa
(November 1999) and the devastating earthquake in Gujarat (January 2001), the
UNDP and Government of India entered into a formidable partnership in the area of
vulnerability reduction and disaster management with a focus on integrating
community-based disaster preparedness and mitigation planning process into the
development plans prepared by local government; and, to promote and augment local
capacities and institutions. (Government of India—United Nations Development
Programme, 2007) This effort culminated in a joint initiative — Disaster Risk
Management Programme — under Government of India-UNDP" Country Programme

(2002-2007) with an emphasis on

sustainable disaster risk reduction through capacity building at all levels using
community based and gender sensitive approaches to institutionalize the
disaster risk management system in India. (Government of India—United
Nations Development Programme, 2007: 41)

The broad Programme objectives are:

¢ Capacity building to institutionalise systems for DRM in the Government.

e Awareness generation and education programme in disaster reduction and

recovery.

e Multi-hazard preparedness and mitigation plans for DRM at State, district,

block, village and ward levels.

e Networking, knowledge on effective approaches, methods and tools for DRM,
developing and promoting policy frameworks at State and National levels.

(Government of India, 2004d)
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Community Based Disaster Preparedness

Within CBDM framework, Community Based Disaster Preparedness (CBDP)

constitutes most important means for disaster response, management and risk

reduction. (Government of India—United Nations Development Programme, 2007)

The basic aim of CBDP is to reduce the vulnerability of the concerned community

and strengthen its existing capacity to cope with ‘disasters; people’s participation in

disaster management facilitates coordinated action by the communities in mitigating

disasters and also brings the community togetlier to address the issue collectively.
(Government of India, 2004d) The basic components of CBDP, under Disaster Risk

Management Programme, include the following:

Disaster Management Committee: Village Disaster Management Committee

(VDMC) is responsible for initiating disaster preparedness activities and

“mobilising the community for the preparation of the CBDP plans; and consists

local elected representatives, grass root level government functionaries, local
Non-Government Organisations (NGOs)/Community Based Organizations
(CBOs), members of youth groups such as Nehru Yuva Kendra, women

groups and others.

Review & Analysis of Past Disasters: Prioritizing disasters based on
frequency and analysis of the estimated losses is an important activity as it

forms the basis for preparedness and mitigation plans.

Seasonality Calendar of Disasters: Communities develop the seasonality

calendar based on the occurrence of past disaster events.

Mapping Exercises: Mapping of risk, vulnerabilities and capacities of the
Village is done by the community itself through Participatory Rural Appraisal
(PRA) exercise. It ensures maximum community involvement across gender,
caste and other divides; raises awareness among the community, thereby
enhancing their participation in problem identification; the strategy is to use

locally available resources rather than depending on the external agencies for
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help and support. The types of maps used in mapping exercises include

resource map, risk and vulnerability map, safe and alternate route map.

Disaster Management Team (DMT): Village level DMTs perform coordinated
response during crisis situations and have a sectoral focus such as, inter alia
early warning, shelter management, evacuation & rescue, medical and first
aid, counselling, damage assessment and relief and coordination. DMT
members are provided specialised training and are linked to the existing
service providers for continuous training and discharging of their

responsibilities effectively.

Mock Drill: Mock drill is performed to activate the DMTs and helps in

improving the cohesiveness of the community during an emergency.

Identification of Hazard Specific Mitigation Activities: For long term
planning, a mitigation plan for each hazard is developed by the villagers; it
helps in minimizing the loss, and prevents the impact of various natural
disasters. The community mitigation plans are consolidated at Gram
Panchayat (GP) level and become the part of the respective GP developmental
plan. The mitigation plans is funded under the on-going development
programmes in the district, for which the District Magistrate/Collector is the

nodal officer.

Community Contingency Fund (CCF): Each household in the village is
motivated to contribute resources to grain bank for the village; nominal
amount based on the affording capacity of the households is collected and kept
as the Community Contingency Fund or village emergency fund. (Government
of India—-United Nations Deyelopment Programme, 2007; Government of

India, 2004d)
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Community-Based Disaster Preparedness Plan-Process

The Community-Based Disaster Preparedness (CBDP) is based on and works

through a participatory approach. The aim is to promote a sense of ownership and

ensure reflection of local conditions and sensitiveness. To facilitate a Participatory

Rural Appraisal (PRA) exercise, community based organizations and the NGOs

working with communities are identified and involved in CDBP. The CBDP involves

the following processes:

Awareness Campaign: The CBDP focus on awareness campaign through
various means like rallies, street plays, competitions in schools, wall paintings;
key persons of a village such as the village head, health worker, school
teachers, elected representatives and women are involved to motivate the

villagers to carry forward the plans for a safer living.

Training of Gram Panchayat/Block Members: The functionaries at gram
panchayat and block levels play important roles in ensuring risk reduction as a
part of the development programme; the district level master trainers are
responsible to train the functionaries of GP and blocks before initiation of the

activities at the village level.

Identification of Village Volunteers and Training: In order to develop a cadre
of trained human resources at community level to carry out all disaster
management initiatives, training is imparted to volunteers who, after being
trained support the community in developing village disaster management
plan. The volunteers are from local youth clubs, women self help groups or
from CBOs; selected by the representatives of local self-government, block

functionaries and CBOs.

Training of Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) Members: The PRIs are vital
players in the disaster reduction programme and helps to sustain the
programme. To help PRIs’ members play an effective role, they are giving

orientation and training in disaster risk management initiatives and encouraged
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to be involved in reducing the impact of the disaster. These PRIs would, in
turn, help the trained volunteers and community with disaster preparedness

and management.

e Sensitization Meeting at Village/ Community Level: Sensitising community
about various hazards and measures required thereof is important in CBDP.
The sensitisation meetings are organized with help of the representative of

local self-government, trained volunteers, local NGOs etc.

e Specialized Training of Disaster Management Teams (DMTs): The DMTs
comprise groups of women and men volunteers and are provided specialised
training on such aspects of disaster management as search and rescue, first aid,
trauma counselling and others. DMTs are linked with existing government

service providers and training institutions for continuous training.

e Women’s Participation in Community Based Disaster Preparedness:
Participation of women in CBDP is very important as they are most vulnerable
to disasters. The process of mainstreaming the gender concerns of women in
disaster reduction has been promoted by fostering awareness about gender
equity and equality; in preparing the preparedness and response plan, gender
analysis in disaster management and risk reduction is given due significance.
The capacities of women for effective response and sustainable recovery in
disaster situations, is enhanced by ensuring their participation in training
programmes and upgrading their skills. Women also constitute the members of
shelter management, search & rescue and first aid and water and sanitation
DMTs. CBDP, in short, ensures their presence and participation in disaster
management by empowering them. (Government of India—United Nations

Development Programme, 2007; Government of India, 2004d)

Role of Panchayati Raj Institutions in Disaster Risk Management Programme

Disaster Risk Management Programme also envisages a model concept to

foster and augment the role of PRIs in disaster management. (Government of India—
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United Nations Development Programme, 2007) The empowerment of PRIs through
73" Constitutional Amendment Act (1992) has changed the Indian governance
structure; however, in the area of disaster management, PRIs is still in its infancy. A
need is, therefore, felt to institutionalise PRIs in the disaster management system of
the country. The model concept is an effort in that direction. Under the model
concept, the PRIs at different levels are encouraged to actively involve in disaster
reduction process. At village level, the elected members help in forming and leading
the Village disaster management Committee (VDMC) and Village Disaster
Management Team (VDMT). The elected members along with the village volunteérs
participate in preparing the multi-hazard preparedness, management and mitigation
plan. At the gram panchayat level, the Sarpanch or Pradhan and Samiti members form
a part of the Gram panchayat Disaster Management Committee (GPDMC). The
Pradhan as the chairperson of the GPDMC helps the Nodal officer (extension officer
from block) and the Secretary of GP in preparing the Multi hazard Gram Panchayat
Disaster Management Plan and assigning the roles and responsibilities to the various
members of the GPDMC; Pradhan and the PS Member is also encouraged to assist in
preparing the Gram Panchayat plan and approval of all plans in Gram Sabha;
coordinating relief, rescue operation, shelter management, first aid and health, among

others are the major activities envisaged for them in the event of disaster.

At the block level, the Chairperson/Sabhapati of Panchayat Samiti is
envisioned to play a key role in forming the Block Disaster Management Committee
[BDMC] and preparing the multi hazard preparedness and mitigation plan. As the
chairperson of the BDMC, the Chairperson/Sabhapati along with Block Development
.Ofﬁcer (BDO) helps in providing training at the Gram Panchayat level and carrying
out the preparedness activities. Panchayat Samiti is responsible to approve the block
disaster preparedness and mitigation plan and make it a regular programme of the
block. At District/Zilla parishad level, the Zilla Parishad President / Sabhadhipati and
other elected members of district form part of the District Disaster Management
Committee (DDMC). Their tasks involve monitoring and coordinating the
preparedness programme of the district; coordinate with the District Disaster
Management Team (DDMT) for supporting the other DMTs in training activities. The
Zilla Parishad President/Sabhadhipati as the chairperson of DDMC along with District
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Magistrate as its convener is supposed to play a lead role in carrying out the

preparedness and mitigation activities in the blocks.

The Programme initiated in 2002 under Government of India -UNDP Country
Cooperation Framework was initially undertaken in 28 districts of Bihar, Gujarat and
Orissa through community-based preparedness approaches; in its phase II, the
programme was further extended to cover 148 additional most multi hazard prone
districts spread across 14 selected states like Tamil Nadu, West Bengal, Maharashtra,
Delhi, Uttar Pradesh, Uttaranchal, Assam, Meghalaya, Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh,
Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland and Tripura. In its appraisal of the Programme, a

compilation of best practices across the 17 states observes

The institutionalization process of the DRM Programme has generated many

new concepts, initiatives and innovative practices benefiting the community in

adopting new approaches to DRM... are all useful milestones on the roadmap

towards a safer, more prosperous India (Government of India- United Nations

Development Programme, 2009b: ix).

The Disaster Risk Management Programme promoted by the Government of
India in collaboration with UNDP is one of the initiatives towards institutionalising
community participation in disaster management. Community Based Disaster
Management is being actively undertaken and put into practice across India; beside
government at various levels, NGOs, donor agencies, CBOs, along with the
communities have embarked on th