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     1 
 The Role of Regional 
Organizations in Disaster 
Risk Management   

   On 6 November 2013, one of the strongest typhoons ever recorded 
struck the Philippine archipelago. The resulting damage was immense. 
Flying debris, flattened houses, damaged buildings and the loss of basic 
infrastructures caused copious deaths, displaced over 4 million people 
and affected roughly 14 million lives (UNOCHA, 2013). Blocked roads 
and a damaged airport only compounded the hardship felt by the survi-
vors, many of whom were in need of basic necessities such as shelter, 
fresh water, food and medicine. 

 Three months later, a cyclone of similar strength passed through 
the Ha’apai group of Tongan islands. Intense winds and storm surges 
destroyed homes, damaged public buildings, schools and plantation 
crops, disrupted roads and ports, and impaired critical communication 
links. Logistical problems of sending relief aid were hampered by the 
loss of communication to affected islands and by limited transport infra-
structure. It is estimated that recovering from the destruction will take a 
good number of years (IFRC, 2014; BBC, 2014). 

 These weather-related disasters clearly overwhelmed national capaci-
ties to effectively manage the disasters. In response, the Association 
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) deployed an ASEAN-Emergency 
Rapid Assessment Team (ASEAN-ERAT) to Manila and Tacloban City to 
coordinate with local authorities and assess possible relief support. In 
an expression of solidarity, ASEAN Secretary-General Lê Lu’o’ng Minh 
noted: ‘ASEAN stands shoulder-to-shoulder with the Philippines in these 
difficult times and we are ready to show the ASEAN spirit of a caring 
community to affected population in the country’ (2013). Tonga did not 
receive a similar regional response. This is largely due to a general lack 
of capacity to facilitate responses to disasters by the two main regional 
organizations in the Pacific: the Pacific Islands Forum (PIF) and the 
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Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC). However, the SPC has been 
active in supporting Tonga and other Pacific island countries to establish 
Joint National Action Plans on climate change adaptation and disaster 
risk management (UNISDR, 2013c). 

 These regional activities on Disaster Risk Management (DRM) repre-
sent a fairly new development that is not specific to Southeast Asia or the 
Pacific. The European Union, for example, has been increasingly active in 
supporting prevention and preparedness measures by conducting simu-
lation exercises, courses and exchanges as well as facilitating responses 
to disasters through what is now called the European Commission’s 
Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERRC). Other examples of 
regional programmes on DRM include the Central American Integration 
System (SICA), the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), the Southern 
Common Market (Mercosur), the Organization of American States 
(OAS), the Southern African Development Community (SADC), the 
African Union (AU), the League of Arab States (LAS) and the Economic 
Cooperation Organization (ECO). 

 Since the last quarter of the 20th century, over 30 regional programmes 
on DRM have emerged across the world, 18 of which were formed within 
a seven-year period from 2000 to 2006. Regional organizations appear 
set to provide increased resilience to their member states, a strategy 
encouraged by the global community of states, non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs) and international organizations that advocate the 
importance of reducing disaster risk. This rise in international attention 
is clearly reflected in the high participation of states in world confer-
ences on disaster reduction that have contributed to elevating DRM as a 
global priority (see UN, 1994b, 2000a; UNISDR, 2005). Despite this global 
activity and the emphasis placed on the important role of regional organ-
izations, DRM has received relatively little attention from international 
relations scholars.  1   The development of these DRM programmes is a 
global phenomenon that may be changing the way in which disasters are 
perceived and how states respond to them.  2   This important policy space 
must be analyzed more succinctly and understood more thoroughly. 

 We currently know very little about regional DRM activities and how, 
or even if, they reduce the vulnerability of states and their citizens from 
natural hazards. What role do these and other regional organizations 
actually play in managing disaster risk and what do they aim to achieve? 
Does ASEAN-ERAT provide a value added beyond existing state capaci-
ties? Do regional organizations reflect an emerging global strategy for 
increasing the resilience of communities? Gaining a more fine-tuned and 
holistic understanding on the current functions and future possibilities of 
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regional DRM can provide important insights for increasing the resilience 
of states from natural hazards. Knowing the strengths and weaknesses 
of regional organizations and how they operate globally and locally is 
crucial for expanding our knowledge on, and capabilities for, the most 
effective means of mitigating and responding to transboundary disasters. 

 This book addresses these issues by examining why states have chosen 
to cooperate on DRM through regional organizations. Understanding 
what motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM provides us with 
important insights on the  anticipated  role of regional organizations.  3   
That is, what states aim to collectively achieve as reflected in regional 
framework agreements and strategies on risk management. 

 At first glance it would seem that states are motivated by a clear, 
rational-based logic. In a highly interdependent and globalized world, a 
major flood, volcanic eruption or earthquake can easily transgress polit-
ical boundaries, disrupt important trade routes and damage tightly knit 
economies. The continual increase in the frequency of weather-related 
disasters – a phenomenon that is increasingly connected to the effects 
of climate change (Stern, 2006; Field et al., 2012) – only increases the 
urgency for forming collective insurance regimes against the disruptive 
forces produced by natural hazards. States presumably cooperate through 
regional organizations to produce a common public good to reduce the 
loss of social and economic capital (see Rhinard, Hollis and Boin, 2012). 
Indeed, many regional DRM agreements legitimize collective coopera-
tion on this very basis (see ASEAN, 2005a; PIF, 2005; LAS, 2011) and often 
emphasize the general rise in economic damages incurred through disas-
ters (OAS, 2005c; SADC, 2009; Georgieva, 2010a). These are standard, 
rational and logical motivations that provide important insights into 
why states would cooperate through regional organizations. The role of 
regional organizations is clear: it provides an additional layer of protec-
tion for the state. A role that is predominantly formed from functional 
demand in a set of geographically defined states. 

 Yet, this is only one side of the coin. Motivations to cooperate on 
regional DRM also come from dominant norms that are reified through 
global discourse (Meyer, 2010), deliberation (Boli and Thomas, 1999) or 
argumentation (Risse, 2000). A dense network of humanitarian and relief 
organizations, that have a particularly strong influence on developing 
states, advocates specific ‘recipes’ used to strengthen the resilience of 
states from natural hazards. This argument suggests a different role for 
regional organizations: they are used as legitimate conduits to transfer 
ideas from the global to the local level. A role that is predominantly 
formed from the global supply of DRM-related norms. 
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 These two arguments are pursued and developed in this book. It begins 
with a rationally orientated approach (Chapter 3) based on neoliberal 
institutionalism. This approach emphasizes the usefulness of collective 
cooperation, citing the importance of interdependence, ‘regional pay-
masters’, and financial flows in affecting cost-benefit calculations for 
improving the safety of individuals, states and regions. A concentrated 
study and comparison of ten regional organizations located across the 
globe reveals fractures in these rational arguments. There is no parsimo-
nious explanation based solely on the logic of interdependence or trans-
action costs. Instead, a complex set of variables helps to partly explain 
the role of regional organizations as providers of a complementary layer 
of protection for the state. While limited, this explanation provides an 
important contribution that can be seen to work in parallel to an addi-
tional cultural argument. 

 The second line of thought based on world society theory claims 
that states have created regional capacities in DRM through the emula-
tion of dominant norms that make up today’s global culture of protec-
tion (Chapters 4, 5 and 6). States are institutionalized through a global 
cultural system of images, myths and rituals. This, in turn, has produced 
endemic decoupling between official aspirations and operational prac-
tices. Appropriate behaviour trumps rational concerns. The empirical 
outcome of this exercise provides much support for the argument that 
there is a standardized world model on DRM that states have largely 
emulated, albeit, to differing degrees. This has certainly had the effect of 
increasing knowledge and awareness on disaster management, but it has 
arguably done little else in providing an additional layer of protection 
for vulnerable states. Indeed, it predicts that even when states agree to 
cooperate on DRM, in reality, little will be achieved. It is more important 
for states to conform to global standards on DRM rather than imple-
ment them. This means that it is crucial not only to analyze anticipated 
cooperation but also to examine what states have actually achieved. 

 Does the self-conceived role of regional organizations as disaster 
managers translate into practice? Chapter 7 provides a survey of what 
is actually happening on the ground which is compared against what 
states aim to achieve (Chapter 2). In line with the argument made by 
world society theory, the outcome of this comparison reveals significant 
gaps between expectations and capabilities for a majority of the exam-
ined regional organizations. The standing capacities of many regional 
organizations remain low. The ambitious goals of regional agreements 
on DRM often go far beyond the commitments of member states. Yet, 
the added value of protection that the rational approach anticipates 
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remains promising even if not fulfilled. It is argued that regional organi-
zations stand to play a vital role in today’s complex and interdependent 
environment where crises can easily cross over political borders or over-
whelm the capacities of a single state. However, until states match their 
words with political will and financial backing, they run the risk of dele-
gitimizing this new and vital role for regional organizations that they so 
emphatically endorse. 

 This book is a comparative study of ten regional organizations, which 
provides for a holistic view and general understanding of regional 
DRM. While there is now a healthy number of studies that compare 
regions (Haas and Schmitter, 1964; Etzioni, 1965; Nye, 1965; Dell, 1966; 
Schmitter, 1970; Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995; Katzenstein, 1996; Boås, 
Marchand and Shaw, 1999; Hettne, Inotai and Sunkel, 2000; Hettne 
and Söderbaum, 2000; Acharya and Johnston, 2007; De Lombaerde 
et al., 2010; Börzel, 2012b), few comparative studies have systematically 
compared particular policy spaces across more than two or three regional 
organizations. As most of these studies are interested in forming gener-
alizations about regional processes and outcomes, it is surprising that 
the number of cases has been so low. Of course, careful case selection 
can reveal highly useful and important results. However, this means 
that complexity is commonly given precedence over generalizability. In 
order to contribute to this deficit, a total of ten organizations have been 
selected to produce reliable generalizations and to sketch out the ‘big 
picture’. This helps to reveal, for example, whether there is a common 
model that states adopt into their regional organizations, it provides an 
indication of what one can expect from regional organizations and it 
reveals whether regional diversity is important for resilience.  4   The cases 
include ASEAN, PIF, Mercosur, CARICOM, the OAS, SADC, the AU, the 
EU, LAS, and ECO. These organizations are selected because they are 
different from each other in most regards except for their participation 
in DRM.  5   The cases have also been purposefully chosen to provide vari-
ation from low-to-high levels of cooperation on DRM for the purpose of 
avoiding selection bias. Other scope conditions include regional organi-
zations that are geographically diverse, are multi-dimensional and have 
existed for more than 20 years. The following section introduces the 
reader to regional DRM as a modern and global phenomenon.  

  Regional disaster risk management 

 The following defines and briefly discusses central terms used in this 
book. This is important for not only delineating the main subject of 
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concern, but also providing important standards to measure and 
compare regional organizations as risk managers. Regional DRM is the 
process by which an association of states agrees to cooperate on reducing 
the vulnerability of its regional community from natural hazards. This 
often materializes through DRM programmes that include anything 
from an official statement on the awareness and need for regional solu-
tions to regional problems, to legally binding documents designed to 
streamline national DRM efforts, establish regional centres for the facili-
tation of response to disasters and the pooling of resources. Mercosur, 
for example, has produced an agreement establishing a committee 
on DRM that caters for preparedness (Mercosur, 2009). On the other 
hand, ASEAN has established a legally binding document that includes 
preparedness, prevention and response to, and recovery from, disasters 
(ASEAN, 2005a). Table 1.1 lists these and 34 other regional organiza-
tions that cooperate on DRM. The dates in parentheses indicate when 
the regional organization signed an agreement or produced a particular 
programme on DRM.  6   The table illustrates not only the global spread of 
regional DRM but also highlights the short time in which a majority of 
cooperation on DRM began. Indeed, the timing is somewhat peculiar. 
Note that the table is not exhaustive but designed to provide a reflection 
of the global rise of regional disaster risk management cooperation. The 
following section unpacks the laden term – Regional – Disaster – Risk – 
Management – in order to gain some clarity on this global activity.      

 Regional organizations are an association of states. They are ‘non-
sovereign governance systems with (partial) statehood properties’ that 
intersect the national and global level (De Lombaerde et al., 2010: 740).  7   
These organizations are furthermore multi-dimensional (Hettne and 
Söderbaum, 2000) and are usually united by at least one commonality, 
such as community (Deutsch et al., 1957), cultural homogeneity (Russet, 
1967), territory (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000), mutual interdependence 
(Nye, 1965) and common ideas (Katzenstein, 1996).  8   To be clear, region-
alism – the general phenomenon of regional organizations or ‘ideology 
of regionalism’ (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000: 457) – is not the prin-
ciple unit of analysis. It rather constructs the scope conditions around 
which DRM is analyzed. This study is more interested in regionalization: 
an empirical ‘process that leads to patterns of cooperation, integration, 
complementarity and convergence within a particular cross-national 
geographical space’ (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000: 457–458). 

 A disaster is a negatively ‘perceived disruption’ from the normal func-
tioning of society (Boin, 2005a: 163).  9   This definition folds neatly into 
the standard UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) 
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definition as a ‘serious disruption of the functioning of a community 
or a society involving widespread human, material, economic or envi-
ronmental losses and impacts, which exceeds the ability of the affected 
community or society to cope using its own resources’ (UNISDR, 2009g). 
This more elaborate definition emphasizes the social dimension of a 
disaster that is inextricably tied to the natural. The corollary of this is 
that the naturalness of a disaster is a myth (Wisner et al., 2004). Thus a 
‘natural disaster’ is understood as the combination of vulnerability and a 
natural hazard that produces a disruption to the functioning of a society. 
Natural hazards or natural triggers can come in the form of astronomical, 
geophysical, hydrological, meteorological, climatological, and biological 
events. These can include, for example, earthquakes, volcano eruptions, 
epidemics, insect infestations, drought, wildfire, floods, and (solar) storms. 
When a natural hazard disrupts a number of critical infrastructures (trans-
functional crisis) and/or when its effects cross political boundaries (trans-
geographical crisis) it is classified as a transboundary disaster (Boin and 
Rhinard, 2008: 4).  10   It is often when these transboundary disasters occur 
that a regional organization can provide an important role in facilitating 
response efforts. A good example of this is the EU’s responses to disas-
ters. In 2012, the ERRC monitored or facilitated 37 requests for assistance 
from 25 countries, such as tropical Cyclone Sandy in the United States, 
forest fires in Portugal, floods in Nigeria and tropical Cyclone Evan in Fiji 
(ECHO, 2012). The very definition of a (transboundary) disaster in the 
regional context thus speaks to why states would want to cooperate on 
preventing future risks from natural hazards. 

 Risk is the vulnerability of a social system to natural hazards. 
Vulnerability thus brings to light the human side of disasters: a transgeo-
graphic flood occurring in multiple riparian countries is not a disaster 
if it does not affect any social system or individual. It is only when 
humans get in the way of a natural hazard that it becomes a disaster. 
Vulnerability is thus defined as: ‘ the characteristics of a person or group and 
their situation that influence their capacity to anticipate, cope with, resist and 
recover from the impact of a natural hazard  (an extreme natural event of 
process)’ (Wisner et al., 2004: 11, original emphasis; see also Kasperson 
et al., 2003).  11   Thus, understood as additional social structures, regional 
organizations will have a positive, negative or zero effect on the level of 
vulnerability of its member states. 

 The connection risk has to vulnerability ushers in and gives meaning 
to the term management. The more effective an association of states is 
in preparing, preventing and responding to, and recovering from, disas-
ters, the less vulnerable it will be in the future. These four categories of 
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risk management are commonly known as the ‘disaster cycle’ (Jaques, 
2007). Preparedness is concerned with mitigating harmful effects from 
natural hazards through planning, training and the use of manuals. 
Prevention is concerned with reducing the probability of a disaster 
through establishing early warning mechanisms, identifying risks and 
understanding their potential impact. Response entails inter alia acti-
vating operational units, strategy selection, media response and damage 

 Table 1.1     Regional organizations cooperating on DRM 

 Region  Regional organization 

Africa The Intergovernmental Authority for Development (IGAD, 
2000) – Southern African Development Community (SADC, 
2001a) – Indian Ocean Commission (IOC, 2002) – African Union 
(AU, 2004) – Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS, 2006) – Economic Community of Central African 
States (ECCAS, [2009] 2010) – East African Community (EAC, 
2012)

Americas Caribbean Community (CARICOM, 1991) – Coordination 
Centre for Natural Disaster Prevention in Central America 
(CEPREDENAC, 1993) – Organization of American States (OAS, 
1994) – Latin American and Caribbean Economic System (SELA, 
[1975] 2008) – Andean Community of Nations (CAN, 2004) – 
Southern Common Market (Mercosur, 2009) – Association of 
Caribbean States (ACS, 2010) – Central American Integration 
System (SICA, 2010)

Asia Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN, 2004) – South 
Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC, 2006) – 
Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO, 2008a) – League of 
Arab States (LAS, 2011) – Gulf Cooperation Council (UNISDR, 
2013a); Regional Organization for the Conservation of the 
Environment of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden (PERSGA, 2009)

Europe Council of Europe (CoE, 1987) – Central European Initiative (CEI, 
1996) – Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP, 2010) – European 
Union (Council, 1997) – North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO, 1998) – Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS, [2000] 
2012) – Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Initiative for 
South-Eastern Europe (DPPI SEE, 2000) – Nordic Council (2002) – 
International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC, 2002) – 
International Commission for the protection of the Danube 
River (ICPDR, 2004) – Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC, [2010] 
2012) – Arctic Council (EPPR, 2010)

Pacific Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC, 2005) – Pacific 
Islands Forum (PIF, 2005) – Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC, 2005) – Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment 
Programme (SPREP, 2011)
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mitigation. Recovery includes but is not limited to operational recovery, 
market retention, share-price protection, judicial inquiries, litigation 
and management assessment (Jaques, 2007; see also Crondstedt, 2002). 
It should be noted that the ‘disaster cycle’ is understood here as an 
analytical categorization of the different aspects of DRM. Operational 
aspects of DRM are clearly much more complicated where each aspect 
folds into the other and does not always follow a progressive and cyclical 
movement. Understanding the different aspects related to management 
helps to define important benchmarks for measuring the role of regional 
DRM, which is outlined in more depth in Chapters 2 and 7. 

 One should also note that the term Disaster Risk Management (DRM), 
rather than Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR), is predominantly used in this 
book. The latter is considered a sub-field of DRM, as it usually covers 
disaster mitigation, prevention and preparedness rather than response 
and recovery. 

 As one of the aims of this book is to understand if regional organiza-
tions provide the means for greater global resilience, it is important to 
also define what I mean by this highly contested term. Often referred 
to as the ‘flip side’ of vulnerability, resilience has traditionally been 
understood in the form of ‘jumping back’ from a disaster (Alexander, 
2013).  12   However, this immediately raises problems in a development 
context, whereby going back to pre-disaster standards in not a desir-
able option as it will most likely produce similar levels of social and 
financial dishevelment in the future (Manyena, 2006). An alternative 
definition of resilience when applied to organizations and states is ‘the 
ability to resist disorder’ (Fiksel, 2003, cited in De Bruijne, Boin and van 
Eaten, 2010: 13). This general definition is adopted in this book, and 
conjoined with the word global, to mean the global spread of regional 
DRM capacities that are  designed to resist and effectively respond  to natural 
hazards. It should be noted that this definition tends to emphasize the 
consequences of a disaster rather than its causes (Lewis and Kelman, 
2010: 202). The natural inclination to view resilience as the opposite of 
vulnerability thus risks forming blind spots for comprehensive DRM. 
The two terms are arguably mutually constitutive – revealing either the 
causes or consequences of a disaster – rather than being diametrically 
opposed. Keeping this in mind, resilience is nevertheless understood as 
a useful, albeit general, concept for the purpose of this book in under-
standing the role of regional DRM in providing the means for resisting 
and responding to natural hazards. 

 The various concepts and categories summarized above define a signif-
icant global policy field that has been rarely analyzed, discussed and 
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debated.  13   Studies on comparative regional studies have tended to focus 
on economic and legal issues, such as dispute settlements, trade agree-
ments and judicial integration (Crawford and Fiorentino, 2005; Börzel, 
2012b; Fioramonti, 2012). Of course, important contributions have been 
made on regional and global security studies (see Buzan, 1991; Beck, 
1999; Buzan and Weaver, 2003; Bailes and Cottey, 2006; Williams, 2006; 
Hough, 2008; Haacke and Williams, 2009). However, as an important 
issue area within the broad spectrum of security, and despite its clear 
connection to the responsibility of the state to protect its citizens, it is 
surprising that very few comprehensive comparative studies on regional 
DRM have been made. By focusing on DRM, this book attempts to fill a 
gap by researching an empirically neglected field that can offer insights 
into broader social and political processes such as the ‘state of the state’ 
in a globalized era and regional organizational development.  

  Chapter outline 

 This book begins with a qualitative overview and quantitative measure-
ment of ten regional organizations and their historic profile on DRM 
cooperation. The description and measurement of each regional organi-
zation provides a helpful resource for gaining a comprehensive overview 
of a new and important global policy space. Principally based on an 
analysis on the various declarations and agreements made by member 
states of a given regional organization, this survey reflects the  anticipated  
role of the regional organizations. That is, their projected aims on DRM 
as defined on paper (see Chapter 7 for a similar review on actual coop-
eration). Two identifiable periods of regional DRM cooperation can be 
identified. The first is from the 1970s to late 1990s, which is defined by 
a low level of activity. The second is from the late 1990s to 2011, which 
is defined by a high level of global activity. 

 Chapter 3 provides an alternative explanation for the role of regional 
organizations in DRM. Through the application of neoliberal institu-
tionalism it argues that the role of regional organizations is based on 
improving the economic capacity of a region and protecting member 
states’ economic well-being. The main findings suggest that states are 
motivated by a rational concern to decrease financial costs in the future. 
However, this can only be achieved if there is a favourable cost-benefit 
ratio. This ratio is improved when the apparent knowledge that the costs 
of disasters are increasing is spread, when intra-regional trade interde-
pendence increases and when there are consistently high asymmetrical 
risks. However, even when these conditions are present the capacity 
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of regional organizations – which often have small budgets – to create 
advanced forms of cooperation will be limited without assistance from 
the international community. 

 Chapter 4 provides an alternative perspective on the role of regional 
DRM. It begins by linking into and developing an empirical observation 
gleaned from a comparison of regional organizations in Chapter 2. That 
is, there is a remarkable similarity in the goals, language and structure 
of the DRM programmes despite the different threat perceptions, local 
customs, traditions and political systems that define regional organiza-
tions. This standardization is difficult to explain if regional DRM policies 
are defined by local geographical and social demand. Why would highly 
diverse regional organizations establish highly similar forms of coopera-
tion on DRM? The threat perception of the PIF, for example, is centred on 
rising water levels and hurricanes while the threat perception of the AU is 
centred on drought and food security. The organizational cultures of these 
regional organizations are also different in terms of their membership, 
political cultures, and the level and breadth of the regional institutions 
and budgets. Yet, their DRM programmes are structured in a strikingly 
similar fashion, using similar language, goals and definitions (see AU, 
2004; PIF, 2005). It is argued that these striking similarities are illustrative 
of a global model on DRM that can be largely traced to the international 
community’s involvement in the global advocacy of DRM in the last two 
decades. Standardization is illustrative of the presence and influence of the 
international community in shaping particular roles for regional DRM. 

 If the fourth chapter describes the global standardization of DRM, then 
Chapter 5 explains how the international community has influenced 
regional DRM capacities. Based on world society theory’s emphasis on 
relational and cultural mechanisms of diffusion, this chapter explains 
how the global DRM model has been successfully diffused through a 
variety of diffusion mechanisms. Relational diffusion tactics include tech-
nical, operational, information and policy intervention, agenda setting, 
and the publication of best practices on DRM legislation, education, 
technical standard and terminology. Cultural diffusion tactics include 
the layering of additional ‘global models’ that legitimate DRM-based 
activity, such as the use of rational, scientific and rights-based discourse. 
Relational and cultural diffusion are furthermore understood to be 
mutually constitutive in promoting the successful diffusion of DRM. 
However, it is also argued that effective diffusion can also limit effective 
implementation. The role of regional organizations, as expressed in this 
chapter, is understood as a conduit of ideas that enacts a global model 
DRM. 
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 Chapter 6 examines how the DRM model, once diffused, is reified or 
reproduced through defined roles between the international commu-
nity and regional organizations. This ‘norm reproduction’ thus comple-
ments the previous chapters by focusing on how the global DRM model 
is duplicated through the intersubjective roles of international organi-
zations. Drawing on world society concepts of ‘actorhood’ and the 
‘disinterested other’, this section analyses the extent to which regional 
organizations are ‘students’ of norms and international organizations 
are ‘teachers of norms’. It is shown that these ideal types do not accu-
rately describe all regional organizations. The EU, in particular, stands 
out as a regional organization that is increasingly taking on the role 
of an international advocate of DRM. This chapter thus looks at the 
changing roles of regional organizations in DRM. 

 Chapter 7 analyses the extent to which DRM aims of regional organi-
zations are expressed through action. Do regional expectations turn into 
quantifiable capabilities? The analyses based on world culture expect a 
high amount of decoupling between pen and practice, which is largely 
confirmed through an empirical investigation of the regional organiza-
tions. However, this view should be seen in light of the practical value 
regional DRM holds, which is emphasized by a more rational outlook on 
the role of regional organizations. Preparedness and prevention support 
are being administered through some regional organizations, research is 
being funded, risk maps are being created, and some regional organiza-
tions have even begun to facilitate responses to transboundary disas-
ters. A discussion centring on these empirical observations in light of 
theoretical expectations informs the latter part of this chapter, leading 
towards the concluding chapter. 

 The final chapter provides an assessment and reflection on the main 
theme of this book: what role do regional organizations play as disaster 
managers? The short answer is that their current role is limited and 
their potential role in reducing risk from natural hazards is promising. 
These issues are explicated according to the two theoretical lenses used 
throughout this book with a particular focus on the role of the state 
in these intergovernmental organizations. This chapter also assesses 
the added value of regional DRM, pointing to a number of potential 
issues that will help to narrow the existing expectations-capability gap 
to ensure a more resilient world of regions.  
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     2 
 Regional Disaster 
Risk Management   

   Regional cooperation on DRM is now a global phenomenon. From the 
isolated islands in the South Pacific to landlocked countries in central 
Asia, regional DRM is in vogue. This is a fairly recent phenomenon that 
has only become evident in the last two to three decades. Before the 
1970s, regional organizations did not prioritize, and in some cases did 
not even consider, DRM to be a policy space under its jurisdiction. Yet, 
from the mid-1970s, regional organizations such as the EU, ASEAN, LAS, 
OAU and the PIF either presented declarations of intent or acknowl-
edged the importance of regional cooperation on natural disasters. While 
these declarations were rarely followed by any precise agreements or any 
substantial cooperation that exceeded information sharing, it did mark a 
period of nascent regional DRM cooperation.  1   This period was followed 
by a significant and global increase in cooperation. From the late 1990s, 
regional organizations produced more sophisticated agreements on 
DRM. The EU created legal competencies in the area of civil protection 
in 1997, NATO created a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Coordination Centre in 
1998, and SADC and ASEAN began working in earnest on frameworks for 
DRM cooperation that were established between 2001 and 2005, respec-
tively. During this short period, from 2000–2006, at least 16 regional 
organizations began or updated cooperation in DRM. These include the 
OAS, the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) the Disaster Preparedness and Prevention 
Initiative for South Eastern Europe (DPPI-SEE), the Andean Community 
(CAN), the AU, and the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation 
(SAARC). By 2012, most regional organizations held well-stipulated and 
concise agreements on disaster risk management. 

 This chapter provides an empirical description on a representative 
sample of these organizations, which reflects an emerging global policy 
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space on the protection of individuals. A comparison of these agree-
ments surfaces some interesting questions on the perceived role of 
regional organizations as a useful tool for increasing the resiliency of its 
member states from natural hazards. It becomes clear, for example, that 
a majority of the examined cases have highly standardized goals despite 
diverse historical, political and cultural histories. This accordingly raises 
the likelihood of a much more limited role for regional organizations 
as decoupling is likely to occur between the anticipated goals and their 
implementation in a local context. In alphabetical order, the repre-
sentative sample of regional organizations include the African Union, 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, Economic Cooperation 
Organization, European Union, Caribbean Community, Common 
Southern Market, League of Arab States, Organization of American 
States, Pacific Islands Forum, and the Southern African Development 
Community.  2    

  Measuring regional DRM 

 The following review uses a method known as fuzzy-set Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) to systemically compare the regional 
organizations under review.  3   This tool moves beyond simple co-varia-
tions by employing the concept of set-variation. A set is defined as a 
‘collection of items of individuals ... that can be distinguished from one 
another as individuals and that share some property’ (Klir et al., 1997: 
48). In crisp-set QCA, cases are arranged according to whether they are in 
or out of a theoretically determined set where 1 is equivalent to member-
ship of a set and 0 is equivalent to non-membership. Arranging empirics 
according to this system provides a useful tool for uncovering necessary 
and sufficient combinations of explanatory conditions, which provides 
for parsimonious formulations of causal properties. This study applies a 
fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA) technique, which provides for a more nuanced 
depiction of collating and interpreting data. Fuzzy-set QCA extends 
the classical QCA analysis based on crisp sets – simple dichotomizing 
conditions between 0 and 1 – by allowing for variation in the distance 
between the two figures. This means that conditions are not forced into 
a particular category, but can be fully, mostly, or more or less, in or out 
of a set (Ragin, 2009).  4   This means that fsQCA can allow for differences 
in the level of regional DRM cooperation and its corresponding explana-
tory conditions. For example, a regional organization can be totally out, 
partially in, more in than out or a full member of the set of advanced 
DRM. Instead of either being nascent or advanced, partial membership 
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is allowed that is represented by an interval scale between 0 (completely 
out of the set) to 1 (completely in the set, or highly advanced) with 0.5 
as the crossover point. This can then be compared to other causal condi-
tions, such as whether regional organizations are in or out of the set of 
interdependence (see Chapter 3). 

 In order to establish the extent to which a case has a high or low 
membership in a set is based on substantive and theoretical reasons 
rather than a simple ordinal scale. For the purposes of this study five 
categories, or ‘qualitative anchors’, of cooperation are constructed 
according to a cost-benefit calculus and substantive knowledge of the 
issue area. This produces a range from nascent to advanced forms of 
regional DRM cooperation (Table 2.1). It is assumed that an increase in 
the level of cooperation will incur greater costs to the state. These costs 
are principally financial but may also be connected to the political costs 
of relieving a part of state sovereignty in a particular issue area. Based on 
this formula the following stages of cooperation (qualitative anchors) 
are briefly explained and expanded upon in the following pages.      

 The qualitative anchors are depicted in Table 2.1. The first two levels 
(0.0–0.4) are based on the amount of information member states are 
willing to share (DeSombre, 2009: 152). The next level (0.4–0.6) is 
defined through the proposed operational output stated in the agree-
ment, which is understood to involve higher costs than sharing infor-
mation. Finally, the last two indicators (0.6–1.0) reflect a push towards 
supranational capacity, where member states are required to standardize 
procedures and practices. This can also include the establishment of 
operational assets at the regional level that can be used in the event of 
a major disaster. For a more fine-tuned categorization of the qualitative 
anchors, see the ‘scorecard’ used for systemically measuring each vari-
able in Appendix A1. 

 As most organizations have produced a series of official documents 
in DRM the above-mentioned indicators of cooperation are assessed 
across time, beginning with the first official statement of cooperation 
in the 1970s and ending with the current status of a regional organiza-
tion’s DRM activities in the year 2011. By using these indicators as a 
guide for determining the level of cooperation, a scale can be estab-
lished that plots the selected regional organizations between the two 
ideal types of cooperation. This scale can then be used to establish the 
degree of membership in each case of regional DRM cooperation (see 
Table 2.1). The following describes how these levels are distinguished 
and how different values can be given for each level.  5   The label ‘nascent’ 
is representative of any regional organization that is more out than in 
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the set of regional DRM (<0.5). The label ‘advanced’ is representative of 
any regional organization that is more in than out of the set of regional 
DRM (>0.5). 

  Justifying the qualitative anchors 

 Beginning with the most important classification, regional commit-
ment to operational capacity determines whether a regional organiza-
tion crosses the threshold between being in, or out of, the set of regional 
DRM. In other words, when a regional organization collectively decides 
to facilitate, manage, or directly respond to future crises with a speci-
fied set of capacities, its membership crosses the threshold in the set of 
DRM cooperation. Regional organizations that hold a total value of more 
than 0.5 are considered to have established regional DRM as it is more 
advanced than nascent. The justification for using operational capacity as 
the main determinant for the threshold indicator is built on the following 
propositions. First, agreeing to cooperate on an operational basis means 
a significant deepening and widening of regional integration, an increase 
in collective responsibility, and overall commitment to engage in coop-
eration. Operational activity, for example, can increase the possibility 
of unintended policy spill-over effects: introducing more sophisticated 
coordination mechanisms in the area of flood response necessitates flood 
preparedness mechanisms in each country that can lead to structural 
changes in city planning and the harmonization of flood monitoring 
standards.  6   Furthermore, response will often entail the establishment of 
a coordination office that can facilitate requests for assistance, such as 
the EU’s Emergency Response Coordinating Centre (ERCC) or the ASEAN 
coordinating centre for Humanitarian Assistance (AHA centre). The estab-
lishment of such mechanisms ought to increase its visibility, and in turn, 
heighten member state commitment and responsibility to protect. 

 Second, the costs will also significantly increase with the response 
phase. This can include increased administrative, technical, and 

 Table 2.1     Qualitative anchors for determining the calibration of membership in 
the set of regional cooperation on DRM 

Nascent Advanced

Qualitative 
anchors

 A  I  OP  S  AP 

Values 0.0–0.2 0.2–0.4 0.4–0.6 0.6–0.8 0.8–1.0

  Note: Awareness (A); Information (I); Operational Capacity (OP); Standardization (S); Asset-
Pooling (AP)  
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educational costs, as well as the cost of increased member state commit-
ment as mentioned above. For example, the indicative 2012 budget set 
for tenders on civil protection modules and support teams in the EU 
amounts to 2.2 million euros (Commission, 2012a). This creeps towards 
regional asset ownership and certainly requires an increase in financial 
and human capital. Third, agreeing to operational activity presupposes 
cooperation on preparedness. As the response phase of the generally 
accepted components of DRM – prevention, preparedness, response, 
and recovery (Altay and Green, 2006: 480) – also include these other 
features, it is consequently at a more advanced stage. 

 Locating operational capacity in regional DRM agreements is prem-
ised on the following indicators. In order to receive a value of 0.2 – the 
maximum value for a qualitative anchor – the strategy not only must 
make a reference to all four dimensions of DRM (prevention, prepared-
ness, response and recovery) but also must state specific provisions for the 
accomplishment of the task. This can include, for example: the establish-
ment of simulation or desktop exercises; a centre for research; or a hub 
for the management of transboundary crises that can include inter- and 
intra-regional requests for assistance. When operational capacities are 
limited or when these capacities are affiliated to a regional organization 
(such as the White Helmets to OAS), a value of 0.15 is given. Finally, when 
operational capacities are limited to low-cost preparedness and preven-
tion initiatives (such as data analysis centre) a value of 0.10 is awarded. 

 The two qualitative anchors that determine the extent to which a 
regional organization is more out than in the set of regional DRM – and 
thus classified as more nascent than advanced – is the level of aware-
ness and information. To be sure, a value below 0.5 does not mean that 
cooperation is not taking place, as this would be indicated by a value of 
0.0; it rather means that the level of cooperation requires relatively little 
costs to each member state of a regional organization. Thus, a value of 
0.20 will be given to any regional organization that formally acknowl-
edges the need to cooperate on DRM. A formal agreement is an official 
statement, agreement, or declaration that is signed at the executive level 
(heads of state). If an agreement is formulated below the executive level, 
a value of 0.15 is awarded. When there is no explicit regional coopera-
tion on DRM, but related cooperation is being conducted within the 
regional organizations, such as SADC’s drought mitigation cooperation 
in the early 1990s, a value of 0.10 is awarded. 

 When these acknowledgements are complemented by specific and 
numerous instances of information exchange a further value of 0.2 
can be added. Examples of information sharing include the formation 
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of a network of national emergency management practitioners (see 
Council, 1994), regular DRM conferences, the exchange of experts, as 
well as commissioned studies, surveys and risk mapping. When infor-
mation exchange is limited to inter-organizational cooperation (such as 
a UNISDR-based regional platform) or institutionalized regional coop-
eration (such as the establishment of national emergency management 
meetings) a value of 0.15 is awarded. When only one or two means of 
information exchange and cooperation is made, such as a conference or 
workshop a value of 0.10 is awarded. 

 The two qualitative anchors that determine the extent to which a 
regional organization is more in than out of the set of regional DRM – 
and thus classified as more advanced than nascent – is the level of 
standardization and asset pooling. The principal reason for standard-
izing DRM-related activity is to increase the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of prevention, preparedness, response and recovery. However, 
standardizing information exchanges, national emergency manage-
ment agencies, or catering for the interoperability of collective opera-
tional projects, heaps more commitment and costs on each member 
state.  7   The value of harmonization is divided into three components 
according to the perceived level of costs to the member state. First, a 
value of 0.1 is awarded to regional organizations that address the need 
to harmonize information, such as creating common transboundary 
risk maps for flooding or workshops on harmonizing national emer-
gency response institutions (see ASEAN, 2005a; CARICOM, 2007). 
The agreements ought to be specific on standardizing practices across 
countries. A value of 0.15 is awarded when efforts are made to insti-
gate transboundary operational harmonization, such as simulation 
exercises. A full value of 0.20 is awarded to regional organizations 
that engage in institutionalized interoperability at the operational 
level, which requires a higher degree of coordination and cooperation 
between countries, such as the European Commission’s module system 
(see Council, 2007b). 

 The main reason for pooling assets is to provide a faster response time 
and overcome potential collective action problems. However, the costs 
are also particularly high as this transfers the national responsibility to 
protect towards a collective responsibility. These costs are again divided 
into three separate indicators. A value of 0.10 is given if states agree 
to pre-register national capacities that can be used in the event of a 
transboundary disaster (see Council, 2007b). A value of 0.15 is provided 
when states agree to stockpile emergency response assets for immediate 
use. A full value of 0.20 is awarded to organizations that have regionally 
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owned and operated response-based assets such as aeroplanes, boats, 
and search and rescue teams.      

 The outcome of the values is displayed in Table 2.2. The primary docu-
ments used to calculate the values for the outcome condition come from 
official regional agreements, declarations and framework strategies on 
DRM. The following review of each regional organization explicates the 
documents used to assess these final values. References are also provided 
for each document to promote code reliability and the possibility for 
replication of the results. The final figure that determines the level of 
DRM cooperation is based on a logical OR statement where the highest 
value for each category is cumulatively calculated over the 40-year 
period.  8   Values that are below the threshold of 0.50 represent regional 
organizations that are more out than in the set of regional DRM and 
values above 0.50 represent regional organization that are more in than 
out of the set. If these values are divided across the last four decades one 
can also observe a definite rise in the number of regional organizations 
that are now in the set of advanced regional DRM: from no regional 
organizations in the 1980s, three in the 1990s, and nine in the 2000s.   

  African Union 

 The intellectual seeds of pan-Africanism can be traced back to at least the 
1930s with the writings of W.E.B. Du Bois. The sentiments espoused by 
Du Bois found fertile soil in the political actions of a number of African 
leaders in the 1960s such as Kwame Nkrumah and Haile Selassie (Badejo, 
2008: 25–26). Amidst a period of political independence from colonial 

 Table 2.2     Set values for regional expectations 

A I OC S AP
Total 

(2009)

ASEAN 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.90
AU 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65
CARICOM 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.90
ECO 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.40
EU 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.90
LAS 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.80
Mercosur 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35
OAS 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.10 0.75
PIF 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65
SADC 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.70

     Note : Awareness (A); Information (I); Operational Capacity (OP); Standardization (S); Asset-
Pooling (AP)    



20 Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Management

rule in the 1960s, the Organization of African Union (OAU) was created 
in May 1963 to form a common front against apartheid, foreign influ-
ence and colonialism (Ibid: 12). The idea of eradicating political borders 
created by colonial masters certainly reinforced the vision of a single 
government for the continent (Murithi and Ndinga-Muvumba, 2008: 2). 
However, the goal of a common union was resisted by a number of states 
that preferred to proceed at a more gradual pace (Badejo, 2008: 30). The 
pan-African vision was also grafted onto the power and strategic inter-
ests of Ethiopia that may have seen the OAU as a vehicle to legitimate its 
newly acquired territories as well as to prevent a possible invasion from 
Italy (Ibid). A united Africa never came; instead, the OAU slowly lost 
its legitimacy over a period of 30 years as it was increasingly seen as an 
‘elite club of dictators’ and was accused of ‘bureaucratic paralysis’ (Engel 
and Fomes Porto, 2010: 1; original emphasis). With the end of the Cold 
War, African leaders began to reassess the status of the OAU that even-
tually led to the creation of the African Union (AU) in 2002. The norm 
of non-interference was replaced with non-indifference (Mwanasali, 
2008: 41) along with an emphasis on economic development and 
democracy promotion. These and other principles are reflected in the 
AU Constitutive Act and are supported by the Assembly, the Executive 
Council of Ministers, and the Commission. Other institutional bodies 
have also emerged under the AU’s new architecture, including a pan-
African Parliament, a Political Security Council (PSC), the African Court 
of Human and People’s Rights, an African Central Bank, the African 
Monetary Fund, and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD). The AU also emphasizes the importance of cooperation and 
coordination with its Regional Economic Communities (RECs), which 
include CEN-SAD, ECCAS, COMESA, ECOWAS, IGAD, SADC and UMA. 
The membership of the AU currently includes 54 African nations. 

 The vulnerability of the African continent to natural disasters has been 
a continual source of economic and social loss. Some examples include: 
the harsh droughts and associated famines in the early 1970s and 1980s 
in the Horn of Africa and Ghana, which prompted the OAU to develop 
an emergency Priority Programme for Economic Recovery (APPER); the 
2000 flood in Mozambique that caused an equivalent economic loss of 
12 per cent of national GDP; the 2002 famine in Zambia and Zimbabwe 
producing a loss of approximately 9 per cent of national GDPs (AU, 
2004: 5); and the 2011 drought and famine in Somalia, Ethiopia and 
Kenya. While the economic interdependencies of some African coun-
tries may not be equivalent to the US or Europe, the impact of globaliza-
tion has nevertheless had a significant impact producing unanticipated 
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backlashes to social and economic vulnerabilities. A good example of 
this is the increase in the value of pastoral lands as the price for beef has 
increased over the years. This has depleted resources and created larger 
costs for communities when large floods and droughts occur (Rotberg, 
2003: 11).  9   Despite the repeating nature of many of these natural disas-
ters and the impact they have on national economies, little regional 
efforts have been coordinated to mitigate future disasters. Nonetheless, 
the OAU was not entirely absent from this area. As a result of the critical 
economic shocks experienced from prolonged droughts in the African 
continent, the OAU and the UN established a Special Emergency 
Assistance Fund for Drought and Famine in Africa (SEAF) in 1985 (UN, 
1989: 501) which is still in function today (AU, 2011b). Pan-African 
cooperation on DRM otherwise remained dormant until 2003. 

 Emerging from the AU’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD), a series of workshops, meetings and conferences on DRM were 
held in 2003 and 2004. These initiatives produced the Disaster Risk 
Reduction (DRR) Strategy that was adopted at the African Ministerial 
Conference on Environment (AMCEN) in June 2004 and passed through 
the AU’s 3rd Ordinary Session in the following month (AU, 2004: 3). The 
strategy prioritizes three focal points. First, it aims to enhance and facili-
tate cooperation with sub-regional organizations within the AU, such 
as ECOWAS, SADC, or IGAD. In this sense, the document is designed 
as a master copy on which other regional organizations ought to base 
their own ‘unique’ DRM policies. Second, the strategy aims to change 
current DRM norms by transforming ‘the basic mind-set and practices 
of national authorities; the disaster management community; the public 
and development partners’ (Ibid: 4). Third, the strategy tentatively aims 
to link political conflict resolution with disaster relief through regular 
communications with the DRM programme and the AU Commission 
on Peace and Security. 

 The strategy is based on a baseline study conducted in 2003 according 
to the UNISDR framework. It identifies a number of DRM issues that 
ought to be prioritized, such as increased public awareness, enhanced 
knowledge management, and political commitment. An Africa Working 
group on DRR was then formed in 2004 to facilitate the strategy’s 
primary goals. To this end, a 2006–2010 programme of action for the 
implementation of the strategy, and a recast programme of action for the 
period 2006–2015 were created. These frameworks are complemented 
by related agreements that link into DRM, such as the Humanitarian 
Framework for Africa, the legally binding Kampala Convention on the 
Protection and Assistance of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), and 
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the Africa Monitoring of the Environment for Sustainable Development 
(AMESD) (see Ferris and Petz, 2013: 37–39). 

 Both of these programmes provide specific measures to implement 
the strategy. The latter also emphasizes the importance of the UNISDR’s 
Africa Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction as the ‘primary regional 
mechanism to support the implementation of disaster risk reduction 
strategies and programmes at regional, sub-regional and national levels’ 
(AU, 2009: 5). The role of the sub-regional level as a facilitator of the 
strategy’s objectives to its member states is also specified in the recast 
programme. In addition to these initiatives, ministerial conferences on 
DRR have been held in 2006 and 2010, a proposal for an African Centre 
of Excellence for Capacity Development has been tabled (Ibid: 7) and 
an official request to perform a feasibility study on an ‘African owned 
Pan-African Disaster Risk Pool’ has been made. In a similar approach to 
a recent EU Commission proposal (Commission, 2010b), this risk pool 
would aid African governments with contingent funding to respond to 
food insecurity and droughts by providing member states with imme-
diate access to funds in the event of a crisis (AU, 2011a, 2010a: VIII). An 
African Risk Capacity Secretariat has been established as a result of these 
proposals. The Secretariat not only aims to develop a legal agreement on 
pooled risk insurance but to also act as the main facilitator of funds to 
future natural disasters (ARC, 2013). Unlike other regions, such as the 
EU or ASEAN, the AU’s DRM anticipated capacity has developed at a fast 
pace in the late 2000s. The AU has the potential to play a significant 
role as a leader for sub-regional organizations in providing a blueprint of 
DRM cooperation providing that these are adjusted to local situations. 

 The AU has a total value of 0.65, which correlated to an advanced 
level of anticipated cooperation. Until 2009 the AU exhibited a nascent 
level of regional DRM cooperation. Cooperation was limited to official 
acknowledgements of the need to cooperate (0.2), as well as information 
sharing initiatives (0.2) (see UN, 1985; AU, 2004). This was later changed 
with the encouragement of funding for emergency response, prepared-
ness and recovery activities (0.15) and the introduction of ‘harmonizing 
DRR policies and strategies at regional and national levels’ (AU, 2009, 
12–13) (0.1).  10    

  Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

 In 1967, the spectre of communism was hovering over North Asia, the 
economic power of China was growing, and the prospect of Indonesia 
as a rising hegemon in Southeast Asia seemed real. Against this backdrop 
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Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand agreed 
to cooperate together to stimulate their economies and provide secu-
rity against perceived threats from both inside and outside the nascent 
community. This agreement was solidified in the Bangkok Declaration 
establishing ASEAN. Brunei Darussalam, Vietnam, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic (PDR), Myanmar, and Cambodia would eventually 
join this association in the period 1984–1999. 

 The Bangkok Declaration (ASEAN, 1967), and a series of other declara-
tions and treaties that followed, placed a strong emphasis on the ‘[m]
utual respect for the independence, sovereignty, equality, territorial 
integrity, and national identity of all nations’ and the ‘right of every 
State to lead its national existence free from external interference, 
subversion or coercion’ (ASEAN, 1976b: (1)). These founding principles 
reflect the so-called ASEAN way (see Haacke, 2003) that not only under-
lines the importance of non-interference but also encourages informal 
dialogue. This may be one reason why the ‘formal’ structure of ASEAN 
remains limited. According to a UN regional survey conducted in 2008, 
ASEAN has a permanent staff of approximately 600 with 30 dedicated 
to security and defence issues (UNU-CRIS, 2008: 27–34) and reflects an 
eclectic set of political systems ranging from partial democracies to mili-
tary dictatorships as well as an Islamic monarchy. 

 The Disaster Risk Index, based on figures collected in the period 
1980–2000, rates Southeast Asia as one of the most at-risk regions in 
the world (Peduzzi et al., 2009: supplement).  11   Given the geographical 
and meteorological instability of the region, it is not surprising that 
attention to natural disasters was first mentioned in the Declaration 
of ASEAN Concord: ‘Natural disasters and other major calamities can 
retard the pace of development of member states. They shall extend, 
within their capabilities, assistance for relief of member states in distress’ 
(ASEAN, 1976b: §4). Only four months after the signing of the Concord, 
the ASEAN Declaration on Mutual Assistance on Natural Disasters was 
signed. This emphasized the need to increase communication, training, 
and relief assistance, and to disseminate assets and designate national 
government agencies (ASEAN, 1976a: §I–III), although it was condi-
tional upon the ‘respective capabilities’ of member countries (ASEAN, 
1976a: preamble) that were particularly limited.  12   

 Gradual developments, nonetheless, emerged. A committee entitled 
the ‘Experts for the Establishment of ASEAN Combined Operation 
against Natural Disasters [Sic]’ (ASEAN, 2004, 2011a) was established 
in 1971 through the ASEAN Committee on Social Development.  13   This 
committee then evolved into the ASEAN Experts’ Group on Disaster 
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Management (AEGDM) in 1993. A proposal for a regional programme 
on disaster management was then raised and mooted in the AEGDM 
in 1996. Despite this setback, a working group was formed with close 
assistance from the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC), the 
European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO), national 
emergency agencies, and the Mekong River Commission. The outcome 
of the working group was a draft framework that developed into the 
ASEAN Regional Programme on Disaster Management (ARPDM), 
endorsed by the ASEAN standing committee in 2003.  14   This 79-page 
programme outlines five principal objectives (out of 29) to be carried 
out in the period 2004–2010: the establishment of a regional disaster 
management framework; capacity building; sharing information 
and resources; promoting collaboration and strengthening partner-
ships; and public education, awareness and advocacy (ASEAN, 2004: 
10). The first objective was fulfilled in 2005 when a legally binding 
ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency Response 
(AADMER) was signed and later ratified in 2009. The document 
requires member states to establish a ‘conference of the parties’, an 
ASEAN disaster management and emergency fund, an ASEAN coor-
dinating centre for humanitarian assistance (AHA centre) to coordi-
nate and facilitate cooperation and response to disasters, and national 
focal points to implement the agreement in each member state and 
provide a contact point for the AHA centre (ASEAN, 2005a: Art. 20). 
The agreement also provides for the participation of an annual simu-
lation exercise, increased joint scientific research, and the provision 
of training, education and public awareness. Additionally, so-called 
standby arrangements have also been agreed upon, albeit on a volun-
tary basis, whereby national assets and capabilities are registered on a 
common database that is accessible to national disaster management 
authorities. The agreement also aims to establish an ASEAN emergency 
rapid assessment team for response to disasters. The AHA centre, the 
secretariat and the conference of the parties and the national focal 
points are given the mandate to see that all of these aims are imple-
mented, which includes periodic reviews.  15   Three years after AADMER 
was agreed, a detailed document on Standard Operating Procedures 
was published in 2008 (ASEAN, 2009) that provides clarification of 
procedures and some preliminary standardization measures in terms 
of national and regional DRM cooperation. A Disaster Monitoring and 
Response System (DMRS) has also been established within the AHA 
centre, which is designed to collate hazard data from ASEAN member 
states (Ferris and Petz, 2013: 73). 
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 The AADMER agreement has not steered away from the original 1976 
declaration. What has changed, however, is the development of its insti-
tutional design. Even though there remains a continual insistence on 
non-interference and the upholding of the ASEAN way, the latest DRM 
agreement expresses a greater need to cooperate more closely on disaster 
relief and response. Indeed, this tension only increases with the goal of 
establishing supranational assets (an ASEAN emergency rapid assessment 
team and the AHA centre). The level of obligation has also increased 
as AADMER legally binds its signatories to fulfil the stated obligations. 
Monitoring and evaluation are also provided for through the annual 
ACDM meetings where evaluation reports are requested (ASEAN, 2004: 
15). However, such monitoring is weak; the fulfilment of the aims of 
the agreement remains in the hands of the member states that are not 
subject to any direct or coercive measures. 

 Seven major documents on DRM in ASEAN can be identified over its 
36-year history. Using these as the main sources for establishing values 
on the level of cooperation, each document was graded according to 
the five qualitative anchors as noted in the previous section.  16   The first 
four documents – such as the 1976 Declaration on Mutual Assistance on 
Natural Disasters and the 2003 ASEAN Concord II – are formalized at the 
executive level, acknowledge the importance of collective cooperation 
and recommend some preliminary knowledge-sharing initiatives and 
operational practices (ASEAN, 1976b: Art. I; ASEAN, 2004). However, 
there is a general lack of specific measures for operational capacity, 
standardization or the pooling of national assets. ASEAN crossed the 
threshold in 2005 with the publication of AADMER (ASEAN, 2005a) 
and Standard Operating Procedures (ASEAN, 2009). Here, not only was 
an operational capacity developed (0.2) but official acknowledgement 
(0.2), knowledge sharing (0.2) and standardization procedures were also 
put in place (0.15), as well as the establishment of emergency stockpiles 
of emergency response equipment (0.15). The accumulated value for 
ASEAN DRM after 2005 is thus highly advanced with a value of 0.90.  

  Economic Cooperation Organization 

 Through trilateral cooperation between Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey, the 
Regional Cooperation for Development (RCD) emerged in 1964 in order 
to strengthen economic ties. In 1985 this organization was given a new 
lease of life as the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO). This 
development also ushered in seven more members in 1992: Afghanistan, 
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and 
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Uzbekistan. The founding Treaty of Izmir, originally signed through the 
RCD in 1977, has gone through two main revisions in 1991 and again in 
1996. According to the current treaty, its main objectives are to promote 
sustainable economic development, cooperate in social, cultural, tech-
nical and scientific fields, promote integration of the public and private 
sectors, increase cooperation on transport and communication infrastruc-
tures, develop cooperation on drug abuse and control, facilitate coopera-
tion on environmental protection, and increase cultural ties among its 
member states (ECO, 1996: Art. II(a–n)). Based on these goals, ECO has 
developed its capacities by creating educational and scientific institutes 
and an ECO Trade and Development Bank. More recently, a programme 
for food security and seed supply has been set up to support regional agri-
culture; and in the area of health, ECO is currently working on an ECO 
Blood Safety Network and Drug Regulatory Network (Maroofi, 2011). 

 The South-Central Asian region has not been immune to natural calami-
ties. The 1947 earthquake in Ashgabat has been listed as one of the deadliest 
earthquakes recorded with a death toll of 110,000 people (USGS, 2011). A 
series of other earthquakes followed this tragedy such as Uzbekistan in 
1966, Tajikistan in 1989, Kyrgyzstan in 1992, Azerbaijan in 2000, Iran in 
2003, and Pakistan in 2005. Other natural disasters that have pervaded 
the region include the 1970 Bhola cyclone in former East Pakistan and 
the flash floods in Turkey in 2009, causing an estimated economic loss 
of USD 70–80 million (Reuters, 2009). Despite the terrific economic and 
social costs these and other disasters have had on the region – which tends 
to be exacerbated by the low level of development in some of these coun-
tries – little regional cooperation has emerged until recently. 

 ECO held its first annual conference on DRM in 2007 which also 
coincided with the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
on DRM cooperation with the UNISDR. This document addresses areas 
of cooperation, including enhancing local capacities (ECO, 2007: 2.1), 
promoting inter-regional, regional and sub-regional cooperation (Ibid: 
2.3), and the exchange of information (Ibid: 3.2). Although the confer-
ences are not at the ministerial level, the participants do produce a list of 
recommendations for submission to the ECO ministerial conferences by 
the ECO secretariat. Considering the short time within which this policy 
space has emerged, the recommendations are fairly robust. Not only is 
attention placed on the exchange of knowledge but also on proposals 
for a Regional Trust Fund for Disaster Risk Management, regional 
relief storage, databanks, DRM networks, and training (ECO, 2008a). A 
number of declarations have also been issued at the ministerial level as 
a result of the annual ECO ministerial conferences. These declarations 
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demonstrate an awareness of the cost of natural disasters and specify the 
importance of increasing cooperation on emergency management. 

 The 2006 Baku Declaration endorsed the Regional Centre for Risk 
Management of Natural Disasters (ECO-RCRM) with the aim of enhancing 
DRM capacities in the member states of ECO. The origins of the centre began 
with a proposal to ECO in 2004 from the Meteorological Organization 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran for establishing a regional centre for risk 
management (ECO, 2008b). This proposal then materialized in the first 
ECO meeting of the heads of meteorological organizations, whose partici-
pants prepared and agreed to a draft MoU on the establishment of the 
ECO-RCRM in 2007. A working group emerged from this meeting which 
established the statutes of the centre. It was officially established in the 
same year at the National Centre of Climatology in Mashad, Iran. The 
main functions of ECO-RCRM include disaster and risk assessment, 
drought monitoring and seasonal predictions, workshops, and training. 
Presently, this centre is only affiliated with ECO, with the goal of incorpo-
rating it into a specialized agency at a later date (ECO, 2010b).  17   

 Despite a long history of devastating natural disasters, the ECO region 
has not cooperated on DRM until recently. Since 2007, however, coop-
eration has developed steadily to a point where an operational arm 
of ECO DRM exists. This centre does not yet facilitate member states’ 
responses to disasters but does provide a focal point of disaster relief 
initiatives, information gathering and knowledge sharing, which is 
complemented by the ECO conferences on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) 
and meetings between the heads of national meteorological organiza-
tions. Cooperation on DRM through ECO consequently remains at a 
nascent level. Official declarations on the importance of cooperating 
on DRM (0.20), sharing information (0.10) and the establishment of 
ECO-RCRM (0.10) define the milestones of cooperation for ECO. The 
cumulative value of these initiatives is equal to 0.40. While there have 
been proposals for pooling assets and other more advanced forms of 
cooperation, they are not included because they have not been officially 
agreed upon by ECO officials.  18    

  European Union 

 The successful European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951 and 
the failed European Defence Community (EDC) in 1954 were directed 
towards providing political and financial stability for a safer Europe. The 
continent would have to wait another 20 years before cooperation on the 
protection of its citizens would be first mentioned, and another decade 
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before any legal framework would be established. A little over a decade 
after the Declaration of ASEAN Concord and in the same year as the LAS 
agreement on relief operations, the European Council produced a resolu-
tion in 1987 that encouraged cooperation among member states in the 
field of civil protection with an emphasis on the exchange of informa-
tion, simulation exercises, and the establishment of ‘liaison officers’ to 
transmit information from the Commission to member states.  19   Regular 
meetings were also proposed to monitor compliance of the agreement 
(Council, 1987). This declaration was followed by a series of Council 
resolutions and decisions as well as Commission communications that 
were framed around the Maastricht Treaty (Ekengren, 2008: 48; see also 
Council, 1992: Art. 103(a)). This burgeoning cooperation led to the first 
legal text establishing a community action programme in the field of 
civil protection in 1997 (Council, 1997). Even though this agreement 
was not designed to harmonize any laws or regulation of member states 
(Ibid: Art. 2, §3), it does provide for specific measures for ‘supporting’ 
member states’ civil protection frameworks by organizing training, the 
exchange of experts, simulation exercises, and improving public infor-
mation and education. This two-year programme was then updated in 
1999 to a five-year action programme, providing a backdrop for the crea-
tion of a ‘Community Mechanism to facilitate reinforced cooperation in 
civil protection assistance interventions’ (Council, 1999, 2001a).  20   

 The community mechanism sets out a number of ‘tools’ to facilitate 
cooperation in the event of a transboundary disaster affecting member 
states inside the EU or outside the EU. The tools include a training 
programme, a Monitoring and Information Centre (MIC), a Common 
Emergency Communication and Information System (CECIS), and the 
establishment of assessment and coordination teams (Council, 2001a: 
Art. 1(3)). Member states are also required to notify the EU on what 
intervention teams could be made available in advance of a disaster 
(Ibid: Art. 3(a)).  21   Such requirements have increased with the recast of 
the mechanism in 2007 where, inter alia, a module system was intro-
duced that requires the listing of 17 specialized teams and assets from 
member states, such as ‘aerial forest fire fighting module using helicop-
ters’, ‘heavy urban search and rescue’ or an ‘advanced medical post’ 
(Commission, 2010a). It is worth pointing out that the requirement to 
list a set of DRM competencies before a crisis occurs – and made avail-
able to all member states through the CECIS – places larger expecta-
tions on those member states that list their DRM competencies at the 
community level. In other words, these agreements provide conditions 
that make it harder for member states to say no, thus tampering with 
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national sovereignty in exchange for tacitly enforced solidarity. As part 
of the evolution to pre-committed capacity, the MIC was updated and 
renamed in May 2013 as the Emergency Response Centre that aims to 
map available assets from member states that can be incorporated in 
‘pre-planned response’ efforts (ERC, 2013). 

 The Commission also has a number of specialized DRM cooperative 
endeavours within many Directorates General, such as DG SANCO 
and DG RELEX. A Commission official within the Secretariat-General 
noted that there are as many as 18 to 19 DGs with a crisis response unit 
(Personal Correspondence, 2008, Commission; see also Missiroli, 2006: 
433). Many DGs also host so-called Rapid Alert Systems (RAS) that allow 
member states to rapidly share information with each other and the 
Commission when critical emergencies, such as biological and chemical 
attacks and accidents, nuclear emergencies or disruptions, in critical infra-
structure occur including transport or energy networks. The various RAS 
are then coordinated through a central node in the Commission called 
ARGUS that is located in the Secretariat-General of the Commission.  22   
The Humanitarian Aid Department (ECHO), where the MIC has been 
relocated to since 2010, within the Commission also holds a specific 
mandate to provide assistance to countries outside of the EU who have 
suffered from a major crisis. It is involved in promoting disaster preven-
tion measures through technical assistance, training and public aware-
ness (Commission, 2011a). The EU’s capacity in DRM was also enhanced 
in 2007 with the adoption of a civil protection financial instrument that 
provides for 189.8 million euros to support the mechanism in the period 
2007–2013 (Council, 2007a). This instrument complements the EU soli-
darity fund established in 2002 which has provided relief aid to 47 disas-
ters in 22 member states with a total payment of around 2.4 million 
euros (Commission, 2012c). 

 In addition to the community mechanism, the Council established 
Emergency and Crisis Coordination Arrangements (CCA) in 2005. These 
arrangements allow for effective decision-making in the event of a large 
political crisis requiring political response at the EU level, such as the 
ash cloud caused by the eruption of the Eyjafjallajökull Volcano in 2010. 
Since June 2013, the CCA has been reformed into the EU Integrated 
Political Crisis Response arrangements (IPCR). The IPCR is led by the 
EU Presidency and supported by the General Secretariat of the Council 
(GCS), the Commission, and the European External Action Service (EEAS). 
Member state ambassadors (Coreper II), the Council Secretariat, and the 
Crisis Steering Group (an ad hoc grouping of relevant ambassadors and 
crisis managers) also provide support and advice to the IPCR (Larsson, 
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2009: 134). An Integrated Situational Awareness and Analysis (ISAA) 
capability and the IPCR Web Platform form the main operational arm of 
the IPCR. The ISAA provides an overview of an unfolding crisis, issues 
early warning alerts and conducts situation monitoring through open-
source analyses and information received from relevant Directorates 
General in the Commission. The Web Platform provides the possibility 
for information sharing before and during a crisis (Council, 2013). The 
IPCR mandate is principally directed towards political issues and limited 
to gathering and sending the ‘right’ information at the ‘right’ time 
(Personal Correspondence, 2008, Council). It is a platform for politically 
strategic decision-making and intra-institutional coordination.  23   

 The Treaty of Lisbon has also sharpened the EU’s competencies in 
the field of civil protection (Council, 2007d: Art. 2(e) and Art. 176(c)).  24   
First, it introduces qualified majority voting, which means that a more 
efficient mode of decision-making on DRM is now possible. Second, the 
Treaty established the Solidarity Clause that increases the obligation of 
member states to cooperate on DRM: ‘[t]he Union shall mobilise all the 
instruments at its disposal, including the military resources made avail-
able by the Member States, to ... assist a Member State in its territory, at the 
request of its political authorities, in the event of a natural or man-made 
disaster’ (Council, 2007d: Art. 188(r); Council, 2008: Art. 222). Through 
a process stretching throughout a five-year period the establishment of 
this clause introduces a highly specific and legally binding agreement at 
the regional level that makes a cautious step over the traditional safety 
grounds of intergovernmental cooperation.  25   Indeed, as paragraph 2 
clearly states, member states are now obliged to assist ‘at the request of 
its political authorities’, albeit, with little suggestions over how or what 
this assistance would look like.  26   The clause also opens up a number of 
critical questions such as: ‘what type of threats’, ‘what is the scope of the 
clause’, or ‘what are the legal implications’ (Myrdal and Rhinard, 2010: 
8)? These and other questions may act as a catalyst in creating more 
specific regional capacities for DRM in the future and certainly marks, at 
least on paper, the beginning of a supranational capacity. 

 The EU has certainly developed from its original declaration in 1987 
to a point where supranational and national capacities are beginning to 
emerge in the area of prevention, preparedness, response and recovery. 
Council resolutions on DRM cooperation in the late 1980s and early 1990s 
contain references to the importance of cooperation (0.2) and informa-
tion sharing initiatives (0.2), yet do not include references to operational 
capacity or standardization procedures. This period of nascent cooperation 
is represented by a value of 0.40. However, the threshold into the set of 
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regional DRM cooperation was soon passed in 1994, when a Council reso-
lution issued preliminary operational measures in the form of a 24-hour 
standby service run by the Commission and supported by the Commission 
initiative to maintain an operational manual listing, inter alia, a register of 
national resources that can be used in times of crises (Council, 1994). This 
was later developed into the (recast) community mechanism (Council, 
2001a, 2007b). These and other documents produced in the last decade 
focused on the full disaster management cycle (0.2), promoted informa-
tion sharing through simulation exercises and exchanges (0.2), established 
an operational centre (0.2), standardized procedures (0.2) and a list of 
national resources to use, as well as preliminary pooling of resources such 
as specialized resources and teams (0.1). A value of 0.9 is consequently 
established reflecting highly advanced cooperation.  27    

  Caribbean Community 

 Volcano eruptions, earthquakes, hurricanes and floods reflect some of the 
multi-dimensional risks that challenge the economic and social stability 
of the Caribbean region. In an effort to create a regional capacity in the 
area of prevention and response against the detrimental effects of these 
and other crises, the leaders of the Caribbean countries first met in the 
aftermath of two deadly hurricanes in 1979 (Jones, Bisek and Ornstein, 
2001: 32). From these discussions, and with the support of the United 
Nations Disaster Relief Organization (UNDRO), a Pan Caribbean Disaster 
Preparedness and Prevention Project (PCDPPP) was established in the 
period 1981–1991 to increase DRM coordination between Caribbean 
countries (CDB, 1998: §1.08).  28   This project was then succeeded by 
the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency (CDERA) in 1991, 
18 years after the signing of the Chaguaramas Treaty establishing the 
Caribbean Community.  29   

 Emerging out of the 1990 Kingston Declaration, CDERA, inter alia, 
facilitates member state requests for assistance in the event of a major 
disaster, encourages coordination between emergency management agen-
cies, and cooperates with other relevant actors and donors (CARICOM, 
1990: §13; CARICOM, 1991: Art. 4). Unlike its predecessor, CDERA 
has been proactive in developing training initiatives and enhancing 
contact between various sectors within the CARICOM community such 
as national emergency management agencies and telecommunication 
engineers (Bellers and McKemey, 2000: 13; see Aguaconsult, 2009: 33). 

 CDERA’s focus on response and lack of attention to prevention and 
resilience was a driving factor for the creation of a new agency in 2009 
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(CARICOM, 2010). The agreement establishing the Caribbean Disaster 
Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA) thus aims to carry on the 
objectives of CDERA, promote a ‘culture of disaster loss reduction’ and to 
implement policies at the regional and local levels in the area of prepar-
edness, preparation, response and recovery (CARICOM, 2010: 9). Like 
the EU’s Emergency Response Centre and ASEAN’s HFA centre, CDEMA 
is also tasked with facilitating assistance from member states and coor-
dinating relevant equipment and supplies both within and outside the 
region (Ferris and Petz, 2013: 54–56). The Caribbean Disaster Relief Unit 
(CDRU) is the main operational arm of CDEMA which can be activated 
in the event of a major disaster. It provides logistical support for the 
transport of relief supplies (CDEMA, 2013). 

 CDEMA is supported by the 2001 Strategy and Results Framework for 
Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) that was recast in 2006. 
CDM includes an all-hazards approach, with a focus on prevention, miti-
gation, preparedness and response. It also aims to include the private 
sector, civil society and the local community level in DRM (CARICOM, 
2001: 16). In order to implement the CDM mandate a Comprehensive 
Disaster Management Coordination and Harmonization Council 
(CDMCHC) was created in 2007. 

 During the period between the creation of CDERA in 1991 and CDEMA 
in 2009, a number of other relevant agreements were made that touch on 
regional DRM. First, the Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre 
(CCCCC) was created in 2005 to coordinate CARICOM’s activity on 
climate change. Ongoing projects from the centre include disaster risk-
related initiatives – such as the regional framework for achieving devel-
opment resilience to climate change – that provide an additional layer 
of awareness advocacy by connecting climate change to natural disasters 
(CCCCC, 2012). Second, in 2006, a Treaty on Security Assistance among 
CARICOM Member States was signed establishing a Security Assistance 
Mechanism. The first objective of this mechanism is the ‘efficient and 
timely response to and management of natural and man-made disaster 
in order to reduce and eliminate the harmful consequences thereof’ 
(CARICOM, 2006: Art. 3(a)). This is coordinated by a joint strategic coor-
dination and planning committee comprised on the coordinator of the 
Regional Security System (RSS) and military officials (CARICOM, 2006: 
Art. 5(1)). The planning committee organizes and sends appropriate 
personnel and assets – such as transport vessels – to a requesting country 
within CARICOM, such as search and rescue missions. Third, the 2007–
2012 enhanced strategy and framework on DRM was presented in 2007 
as an update of the 2001 document introducing CDM. This document 
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differs in its ambition in terms of more precise goals such as creating 
a regional disaster risk reduction network and strengthening national 
disaster management offices (CARICOM, 2007: Art. 5.5). 

 Regional cooperation in the Caribbean began, unlike most other 
regions, with a high level of institutional design. The 1991 CDEMA 
agreement, for example, notes that participating countries ought to 
‘identify, maintain in a state of readiness and make available imme-
diately on request by the Coordinator relevant material and human 
resources in the event of disaster’ (CARICOM, 1991: Art. 13(s)). Not only 
was a functioning agency established to coordinate disaster prevention 
and response, but member states are also obligated to provide assistance 
if requested. If these obligations are ‘persistently violated’ a member 
state can be suspended from the Council (Ibid: Art. 29). With the excep-
tion of a slight increase on efforts for standardization, CDERA reflects 
a similar and impressive level of cooperation in DRM that tentatively 
stretches beyond intergovernmental cooperation. The overall, cumula-
tive value for DRM cooperation through CARICOM is 0.90.  30   Emerging 
out of the Pan-Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency, CDERA 
was established at the executive level, acknowledging the need for coop-
eration (0.20); it emphasizes information sharing (0.20); it has a clear 
operational component (0.20); it conducts simulation exercises and has 
standardization procedures (0.15) (CARICOM, 2007); and it provides 
provisional asset-pooling initiatives (0.15) (CARICOM, 1991: Art. 12).  

  Common Southern Market 

 Orchestrated by Simón Bolívar, the Congress of Panama of 1826 aimed 
to integrate South America into a regional whole with the purpose of 
preventing Spanish re-colonization and resolving internal disputes 
over territory (Mace, 1988: 405). Bolívar’s dream was to ‘convene there 
[Isthmus of Panama] an august assembly of representatives of republics, 
kingdoms, and empires to deliberate upon the high interests of peace and 
war with the nations of the other three-quarters of the globe’ (Bolivar, 
1951, cited in Thomas and Thomas, 1963: 5). These endeavours, as well 
as 50 others from the period 1820–1870, resulted in failures despite 
small glimmers of hope, such as the Republic of Great Colombia from 
1822–1830 and the Peruvian-Bolivian Confederation from 1835–1839 
(Ibid: 405–406). The tint of a colonial past and the myth of regional 
integration have thus set the scene for contemporary regional integra-
tion projects since the end of the Second World War. Many of these 
attempts, such as the Latin American Free Trade Association in 1951, its 
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reformation into the Latin American Integration Association in 1980, 
the Latin American Economic System in 1975, the Rio Group in 1986 
and the Latin American parliament in 1987, were all overshadowed by 
 Mercado Común del   Sur  (Mercosur) or the Southern Common Market. In 
an attempt to create a more cohesive economic agreement that would 
balance the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Baldwin, 
1997: 8), Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay signed the Treaty of 
Asunción in 1991. This has been considered the most successful inte-
gration scheme in the region (Malamud, 2005: 422). More recently, 
Mercosur has joined forces with the Andean Community of Nations to 
form a Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) in 2008 as well as 
the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States in 2010. The 
success of Mercosur, however, has been more in images and words than 
in action and practice. While small advances may have been made, the 
member states have not yet reached the level of customs union or a free 
trade area (Sbragia, 2010). The political centre is also meagre due to a 
small administrational budget, the lack of effective enforcement mecha-
nisms and the general rejection of supranationality (Ibid: 272). 

 In comparison to South and Southeast Asia, South America is not 
as prone to major natural disasters. Disasters, nevertheless, can occur 
with significant transboundary effects such as the 1987 earthquake 
in Ecuador. The numbers are not insignificant either: from the period 
1970–1999, approximately 32 disasters occurred each year in the region, 
which incurred 75,000 deaths per year and an annual economic loss 
between USD 700 million to 3.3 billion (Charvériat, 2000: 9; Simonelli 
and Duran, 2006). Perhaps this is why, in November 2008, the first 
meeting on DRM was held under Mercosur’s Common Market Group, 
which became thereafter institutionalized as the Special Meeting on 
Disaster Risk Reduction Socio-Natural, Civil Defence, Civil Protection 
and Humanitarian Assistance MERCOSUR (REHU). According to this 
founding document, member states aim to enhance coordination 
and cooperation between member states’ risk management systems 
(Mercosur, 2009: Art. 2) through regular meetings by competent authori-
ties from the member states (Art. 1). The agreement also makes clear that 
it is not legally binding on the member states (Art. 4). Although Latin 
America does not lack regional initiatives on DRM – such as the Andean 
Committee for Disaster Prevention and Attention (CAPRADE) and the 
OAS Inter-American team of consultants on natural disaster counterac-
tion (OAS, 2011d) – Mercosur remains one of the less developed in terms 
of its institutional design and degree of institutionalization on DRM. 
Although the REHU was only established in 2009, it nevertheless has 
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given very little attention to the protection of its citizens from natural 
disasters. 

 As Mercosur has only recently established the REHU, it remains at a 
nascent level of DRM cooperation. Its full value is set at 0.35 and is based 
on the official acknowledgement of the need to cooperate on regional 
DRM (0.20) and institutionalized regional cooperation through the 
REHU (0.15).  

  League of Arab States 

 For different reasons both the occupied and occupiers sought regional 
stability in the Middle East after the Second World War. With strong 
backing from Britain, a sense of security was achieved through the Pact of 
the League of Arab States, signed by Egypt, Iraq, Trans-Jordan, Lebanon, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria and Yemen in 1945. This pact was soon comple-
mented by the Treaty for Joint Defence and Economic Cooperation, 
signed in 1950. Over a period of almost 50 years this original group, 
united by a common language, history, culture and religion, would 
eventually include a total of 22 members as the colonial shackles rusted 
away.  31   The general trajectory of the organization has ostensibly been 
guided by an unwavering value of national sovereignty and fluctuating 
Arab solidarity culminating in a general decline in collective political 
and security cooperation (Murden, 2009: 121–130). It would seem that 
geopolitical and economic concerns have outweighed any focus on 
citizen protection for the first four decades of the Arab League. 

 Cooperation on DRM emerged in the 1990s, albeit, at a fairly slow 
pace despite a number of high-profile disasters that affected the region. 
In the period 1980–2008, natural disasters in the region affected approxi-
mately 37 million Arab people and incurred USD 20 billion in economic 
damages (LAS, 2011: 6). Recent examples include the 2003 earthquake in 
Algeria, the 2007 cyclone in Oman, the 2009 floods in Morocco, and the 
2007–2010 droughts in Jordan and Syria. Except for the Arab Cooperation 
Agreement in organization and facilitation of relief operations, approved 
in 1987, few efforts were made to mitigate and respond to these and 
other disasters (LAS, 1987). This state of affairs has recently changed. 

 Within a seven-year period, from 2004–2011, LAS established statutes 
for an Arab Centre for Earthquakes and Other Natural Disasters Risks (El 
Mallah, 2011a); it produced the Arab Ministerial Declaration on Climate 
Change (LAS, 2007: §19) and a draft ‘Arab Protocol on cooperation for 
speedy and immediate response ... in cases of disasters, crisis and emer-
gencies’; it signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the 
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UNISDR to implement Hyogo Framework Programme for Action (HFA) 
goals in the region; and it established an Arab Coordination Mechanism 
between Arab countries and Arab agencies in charge of disasters and 
emergencies (El Mallah, 2011a).  32   With the aid of the UNISDR these 
initiatives were followed by the establishment of a centre for disaster risk 
reduction training and research in 2009 (LAS, 2011: 8). In the same year, 
the Arab League compiled a report on member countries’ capacity on 
DRM with the support of the UN Secretariat, the Islamic Development 
Bank and other UN agencies (Turki Bin Nasser Bin Abdulaziz, 2009: §4). 
The outcome of this report depicted a general lack of capacity in many of 
the member countries combined with a growing realization of the impor-
tance of disaster prevention and response, and it allegedly provided the 
impetus to prepare an Arab Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) 
that was released in 2011 (Ibid: §5). Approved by the Council of Arab 
Ministers responsible for the Environment in December 2010, this 
strategy presents five key priorities: (1) the strengthening of cooperation 
across different sectors on disaster reduction, such as civil society; (2) the 
development of DRM capacities in identifying, assessing and monitoring 
risks; (3) promoting training, information exchange, standardization and 
public education; (4) improving the links between the sub-national and 
national levels of DRM; and (5) including emergency response, prepar-
edness and recovery (LAS, 2011: 15–16). The fulfilment of these initia-
tives is monitored by the LAS, which requests situation reports from the 
member states (Ibid: 20).  33   

 Despite its long history as an organization and short history in the 
field of DRM, the Arab League has taken significant steps in producing a 
regional response to regional disasters. The framework agreement demon-
strates an emerging design that includes attention to standardizing DRM 
information according to global standards, as well as attention to prepar-
edness, prevention, response and recovery (LAS, 2011: 5, 17; see IASC, 
2011). Furthermore, the establishment of a research centre for disaster risk 
reduction depicts the resolve of the organization to establish an informa-
tion base from which an efficient regional DRM regime can emerge. 

 As LAS has a relatively short history in the area of DRM coopera-
tion, only two major documents are used to assess the values of coop-
eration. The first period of nascent cooperation is defined by the Arab 
Cooperation Agreement Regulating and Facilitating Relief Operations 
(LAS, 1987) that not only acknowledged the need for cooperation (0.20) 
and recommends preliminary knowledge-sharing initiatives (0.10), 
but also established an Arab Supreme Relief Committee to coordinate 
relief action between Arab States (0.15). Its lack of attention to the full 
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disaster management cycle, however, means that this agreement does 
not cross the threshold in the set of regional DRM cooperation. The 
2011 Strategy on DRR effectively passed the threshold by including 
prevention, preparedness, response and recovery aspects of DRM and an 
operational unit (0.20). It officially recognizes the importance of coop-
eration (0.20), and it promotes knowledge-sharing practices (0.20) and 
imposes standardization measures on operational activity (0.20). A total 
value of 0.80 consequently defines LAS current level of cooperation as 
‘advanced’ according to official agreements.  34    

  Organization of American States 

 The Monroe Doctrine and the newly independent states of South America 
clearly signalled the political will of the Americas against any further 
European or foreign interference in the early 19th century. This may have 
encouraged self-preservation and ‘continental solidarity’ that would lie out 
the foundations for an American community (Thomas and Thomas, 1963: 
4–5). Such sentiments were clearly expressed in South America, but the resil-
ience of the US to participate in these endeavours, such as the Congress of 
Panama, stifled any dreams of Pan-American unity. Nevertheless, Hispanic 
American conferences and treaties were periodically held throughout the 
19th and early 20th centuries that upheld organizational characteristics 
and values that can be seen in the OAS. These included, although not 
always honoured, non-interference, peace and conflict mediation, dispute 
resolution, and even the imposition of sanctions (Ibid: 10). At the time 
of the end of the Second World War, there was growing frustration over 
the lack of South American representation on the newly established UN 
Security Council, fear of an aggressive Russia, and the need for economic 
support (Ibid: 31). These factors provided a powerful mix that saw the crea-
tion of an Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (Treaty of Rio de 
Janeiro) signed in 1947.  35   

 The OAS has 36 members comprising North, Central, and South 
American countries.  36   Its organizational structure is principally made up 
of annual meetings of the General Assembly (held since 1971) that acts 
as the highest decision-making body. The Permanent Council consists 
of member state representatives who meet regularly to discuss a range 
of issues, including administration, the OAS budget and inter-organiza-
tional cooperation.  37   Other central institutional bodies include the Inter-
American Council for Integral Development (CIDI); the Inter-American 
Juridical Committee (IAJC); the Inter-American Commission on Human 
Rights; the General Secretariat; and Inter-American committees and 
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commissions (OAS, 2011a). Its main activities centre around democ-
racy promotion, social and economic development, ‘multi-dimen-
sional security’, tourism, and culture. The principal OAS institutional 
body working on DRM issues is the Risk Management and Adaptation 
to Climate Change department (RISK-MACC). This body is under the 
auspices of the Executive Secretariat for Integral Development and the 
General Secretariat. Cooperation on DRM through these organs has 
become increasingly active in the last two decades. 

 In 1991, the OAS formed an agreement on the Inter-American 
Convention to Facilitate Disaster Assistance that held similar provisions 
to ASEAN’s AADMER or CARICOM’s CDERA, albeit with no regional 
operational capacity. That is, it provided clear specifications for the facili-
tation of disaster responses between states. The agreement has, however, 
remained dormant as it requires the signatures and ratification of all 35 
member states. Presently, only four have signed and five have ratified 
the agreement.  38   A more successful proposal arose in the first Summit of 
the Americas in 1994, which produced the Miami Plan of Action where 
cooperation with the Argentinean White Helmets Initiative (WHI) – a 
peacekeeping force focused on response and mitigation of humani-
tarian and natural disasters – was recommended. This plan of action 
encourages, albeit on a voluntary basis, national selection and training 
of volunteer corps that can assist in the event of national and regional 
disasters (SOA, 1994: Art. 111(20)). The following year also saw a signifi-
cant cooperation agreement passed: the OAS Inter-American Emergency 
Aid Fund (FONDEM). This is designed to aid any member state in the 
event of a natural disaster through technical, social, humanitarian, mate-
rial and financial support (OAS, 1995a: Art. III). Funds are sourced from 
voluntary contributions or unused appropriations from the previous 
biennia (Ibid: Art. IV). The Secretary General is then able to use these 
funds to grant emergency aid up to USD 25,000 per case. Recent exam-
ples include the granting of a total of USD 176,700 of emergency funds 
to Belize, Costa Rica, Haiti, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and Saint 
Lucia in 2010, as well as satellite telephones to Chile after the earth-
quake in February (OAS, 2010a: 22). The Secretary General holds the 
general mandate for receiving and distributing requests as well as facili-
tating resources and emergency plans with other international organi-
zations such as the United Nations Emergency Fund, the World Food 
Programme, the Pan American Health Organization and the League of 
Red Cross Societies (OAS, 1995a: Art. VII–VIII).  39   

 The Inter-American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction 
(IACNDR) was created in 1999 as the principal body in the OAS to 



Regional Disaster Risk Management 39

lead cooperation on DRM. The main task of the IACNDR is to provide 
the Permanent Council with advice and recommendations (OAS, 
1999: Art. 4). Interestingly, the members of this committee include 
representatives from the IDB, PAHO, the Pan-American Institute of 
Geography and History (PAIGH), the Inter-American Institute for 
Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA) and the Executive Secretary of the 
Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI). This inter-
organizational complexity is also reflected in creation of an Inter-
American Network for Disaster Mitigation through the RISK-MACC 
department. This network is designed to improve inter-institutional 
cooperation on DRM, analyse issues surrounding prevention and miti-
gation, and coordinate and implement the Inter-American Strategic 
Plan for Policy on Vulnerability Reduction, Risk Management and 
Disaster Response (IASP). This document, in turn, aims to reduce 
the loss of life and property, improve emergency preparedness and 
response, improve financial protection from natural disasters, and 
increase the resilience of critical economic and social infrastructures 
(OAS, 2003b, 2003c). In the same year, the Declaration on Security in 
the Americas noted the importance of natural disasters in its widened 
security vision (OAS, 2003a).  40   

 Attention to increasing coordination amongst the numerous institu-
tional bodies that deal with DRM was the principal focus of the OAS 
2005 declaration on Natural Disaster Reduction and Risk Management. 
In a similar vein to the EU’s ARGUS system, the General Assembly agreed 
to review the FONDEM and the IACNDR for the purpose of creating 
a ‘single permanent inter-American committee to address natural and 
other disasters’ (OAS, 2005b; Art.4(b); 2007a: 109). The following year 
witnessed the first inter-American ministerial conference on sustainable 
management of which DRM was raised as a significant issue. The outcome 
of this conference was the creation of an Inter-American Program for 
Sustainable Development for the period 2006–2009, with a particular 
focus on strengthening national DRM capacities (OAS, 2006b: §3.3). 
More recently, the OAS has created a forum where other regional organ-
izations working on DRM can coordinate their efforts and discuss best 
practices. Members of this forum include CDEMA, REHU, the Andean 
Community’s  Comité   Andino para la   Prevención y   Atención de   Desastres  
(CAPRADE) and the Central American Integration System’s  Centro 
de   Coordinación para la   Prevención de los   Desastres Naturales en   América  
 Central  (CEPREDENAC) (OAS, 2010b). A working group comprising the 
Permanent Council and the Permanent Executive Committee of the 
Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CEPCIDI) has also 
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convened to discuss and prepare a plan of action for an increased coor-
dination role of the OAS in DRM (Ibid). 

 In terms of operational capacity, Argentina’s White Helmets Initiative 
(WHI) and the Simón Bolívar Humanitarian Task Force have continued 
their close cooperation with the OAS (1995b, 2008b). The OAS has 
increasingly used the WHI and the Regional Humanitarian Volunteer 
Corps Network as the primary vehicles for the OAS to remain active in 
responses to natural disasters (see OAS, 2008a, 2008b). The reciprocal 
relationship that the OAS shares with the WHI also promotes other 
member states to become more involved through various OAS declara-
tions encouraging, for example, member states to set up focal points or 
contribute to WHI funds (Ibid: Art. 4, 6). The OAS permanent missions to 
member states are also called on to ‘play an active role in the provision of 
technical expertise in disaster coordination’ (OAS, 2002: Art. 5(c)). Given 
the critical role of first-time response to natural disasters, these missions 
should not to be underestimated in their capacity to provide assistance. 

 The OAS cooperation on DRM was already at an advanced state in the 
mid-1990s, where it not only acknowledged the need for cooperation 
(0.2), but also provided preliminary information sharing (0.1), opera-
tional capacity through the White Helmets Initiative (0.15) and prelimi-
nary asset pooling (OAS, 1991). However, unlike many other regional 
organizations examined in this book, the OAS has not dramatically 
increased from sitting just over the threshold of the set of regional DRM 
cooperation. This is possibly due to its dependence on inter-regional 
DRM cooperation, such as its reliance on the WHI, instead of forming 
a central operational hub within the OAS secretariat. Indeed, it is only 
because greater attention has been directed toward standardization 
procedures recently (see OAS, 2011b, 2011c, 2012) that its cumulative 
value has increased to 0.75.  41    

  Pacific Islands Forum 

 Emerging from a general dissatisfaction with the current regional struc-
ture under the South Pacific Commission (formed in 1947), the Cook 
Islands, Niue, the Federated States of Micronesia, Palau, the Marshall 
Islands, New Zealand and Australia agreed to establish the South Pacific 
Forum (SPF) in 1971 (Urwin, 2005: 13) that became the Pacific Islands 
Forum (PIF) in 2000. Reflecting similarities to the ASEAN way, the PIF 
is guided by the ‘Pacific way’ that places emphasis on non-interference, 
consensus and the respect for sovereignty. Based on these values – which 
are also infused with a colonial  zeitgeist  – it is not hard to understand 
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the general aversion by many Pacific Islands to cooperate at the regional 
level (Koloamatangi, 2005: 189). Integration has nevertheless progressed, 
albeit with a principal focus on the regional economy. Little attention 
has been placed on DRM in spite of the pressing economic and social 
vulnerabilities of small island states that are threatened by increasing 
sea levels, flooding and hurricanes. 

 Regional activity on DRM can be traced back to 1975, when the SPF 
established a regional natural disaster relief fund (PIF, 1975). However, 
regional attention to this issue seems to have remained dormant until 
the leaders of the Forum issued a vision statement through the fourth 
Pacific Regional Disaster Meeting in Madang in 1995, acknowledging 
the need to reduce vulnerability to natural disasters (Bettencourt et al., 
2006: iv). This was followed by the Aitutaki Declaration on Regional 
Security Cooperation, signed in 1997. Similarly, this document recog-
nizes the region’s vulnerability to natural disasters, noting that members 
of the Regional Security Commission would convene in the event of an 
emergency (PIF, 1997: Art. 2, 13).  42   The capabilities of the PIF member 
states have, nevertheless, remained particularly limited; DRM efforts 
were ‘under-resourced and operated outside mainstream government 
processes’ (Bettencourt et al., 2006: iv). Since the early 2000s, the Forum 
has passed on its mandate to ‘coordinate disaster management capacity 
building’ to the South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC), 
which has now become a division of the Secretariat of the Pacific 
Community (SPC) (Pratt, 2005: 7). 

 Under the guidance of SOPAC, concrete measures on DRM have devel-
oped, culminating in the release of the Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction 
and Disaster Management Framework for Action 2006–2015. Also 
known as the Madang Framework, this Action Plan closely follows the 
guidelines set out in the 2005 UN Hyogo Framework Programme for 
Action (HFA).  43   This includes recognizing the need for training at the 
local, national and regional level, increasing coordination between 
stakeholders and NGOs, and creating good practices (PIF, 2005).  44   In 
addition to this framework, the PIF Economic Ministers meetings have 
periodically assessed the issue and importance of the costs of natural 
disasters with the support of SOPAC (PIF, 2003, 2009a, 2009b). 

 The Madang framework agreement shows clear signs of ascending 
cooperation on DRM that aims to, inter alia, ‘mainstream’ DRM into 
member states emergency planning policies (18(a)), promote ‘best prac-
tices’ to be adopted by member states (38(c)), establish regional early 
warning systems (45(a)), and harmonize them with ‘global networks’ 
(45(c)) (PIF, 2005). These and other expected capacities are mirrored by 
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a low level of institutionalization where procedures for implementation 
and degree of obligation are severely limited. 

 The Regional Disaster Relief Fund (PIF, 1975, 2009b) and the Aitutaki 
Declaration both acknowledge the importance of cooperating on DRM 
(0.20) and the former also provides for preliminary operational capacity 
in the form of relief funding (0.15). This nascent level of cooperation 
continued until the Madang Framework was finalized in 2005. This 
marks the point when PIF crosses the threshold of the set of regional 
DRM cooperation. Here, an operational capacity in terms of funding is 
mentioned (0.15) as well as preliminary standardization measures such 
as regional design of ‘best practices’ on DRM to be disseminated to all 
member states (PIF, 2005: 38(c)). The cumulative total for PIF DRM is 
0.65, reflecting advanced regional DRM cooperation.  45    

  Southern African Development Community 

 In 1980, the Southern African frontline states (Angola, Botswana, 
Mozambique, Tanzania and Zimbabwe) decided to integrate their econo-
mies through the establishment of the Southern African Development 
Coordination Conference (SADCC). The main aim of SADCC was to 
reduce economic dependence on South Africa, protect against apartheid 
instability and coordinate foreign aid (Hwang, 2007: 67). As animosity 
gave way to amity at the end of the Cold War, SADCC became the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC) through the Windhoek Treaty 
in 1992, which included South Africa as a full member two years later in 
1994. Although the principal focus was on economic coordination, the 
expanding organization soon headed into deeper waters by cooperating 
on security issues. This led to the creation of a SADC strategic indicative 
plan on politics, defence and security cooperation in 2004. 

 The low level of development combined with a vulnerable hydro-
logical environment in many southern African countries means that 
regular droughts and floods can easily create food scarcity and health 
risks. It is understandable that within such a context the first SADC 
summit recommended development and collective cooperation in food 
security (Costea and Felicio, 2005: 18).  46   This awareness gradually grew 
into a number of initiatives, programmes and agreements, such as the 
1997 Food Security Strategy Framework (SADC, 2002: §1.3.2), the 1999 
Regional Drought Management Strategy, the 1999 Regional Vulnerability 
Assessment Committee (RVAC) and the 2004 Strategy for Floods and 
Drought. Cooperation on these particular issues was complemented by 
building cooperation on DRM, which first began through the ad hoc 
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meeting on DRM in 1997 (Borton et al., 2001: 6) that was later institu-
tionalized as the Disaster Management Steering Committee in 2000. In 
1999, the SADC Protocol on Health was also signed, which mentioned 
the importance of disaster management by emphasizing the need for 
increased coordination, collaboration and the development of a mecha-
nism for assistance (SADC, 1999: Art. 25). This need was reverberated 
in the protocol on politics, defence and security cooperation signed in 
2001, which noted the need to ‘enhance regional capacity in respect of 
disaster management and coordination of international humanitarian 
assistance’ (SADC, 2001b: Art. 2). 

 Significantly, the SADC multi-sectoral Disaster Management Strategy 
was also agreed upon in 2001. This document sets out an ambitious 
number of goals, such as risk mapping, early warning, public educa-
tion and contingency planning (Borton et al., 2001: 40). This strategy 
was later revised in 2006 as the SADC Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) 
Strategic Plan 2006–2010, which placed more emphasis on preparation 
and prevention than just response.  47   Other initiatives from the agree-
ment include a SADC Disaster Risk Reduction Unit (DRRU) that, with 
the support of the SADC DRR Technical Committee, aims to coordi-
nate DRM activities (SADC, 2011), and a proposed Disaster Management 
Trust Fund (SDMTF) (UNISDR, 2009a: 19). 

 The institutional design features of SADC DRM cooperation boasts 
a number of initiatives that are mostly developed in the area of infor-
mation management with some emerging operational capacities. The 
institutionalization of DRM cooperation is comparatively low; little 
obligation and few procedures for implementation are apparent. This 
general pattern is reflected in the lack of cooperation by member states 
in the 2001 DRM framework, which motivated a second revised attempt 
in 2006 (SADC, 2006). Indeed, the lack of motivation is also reflected in 
the creation of the original 2001 framework that was outsourced to the 
UNDP (2001) instead of regional deliberation. 

 Until 1999 the SADC region had no formal cooperation on DRM. 
However, in a matter of only two years it went from no cooperation 
to passing the threshold of advanced regional DRM cooperation. That 
is, from preliminary information sharing initiatives (0.10) and the offi-
cial acknowledgement of the need to cooperate (0.2), to the creation 
of operational capacities (0.15) under the SADC Disaster Management 
Strategy (SADC, 2001a). This strategy was then recast in 2006 with the 
formation of a Regional Disaster Management Unit to perform opera-
tional activities (0.2) and the introduction of standardization measures 
in terms of disseminating common standard terminology (0.1) (SADC, 
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2006: Ob. 3(c); Ob. 5). The cumulative total for SADC DRM cooperation 
is 0.70, indicating that it is well over the threshold of regional DRM 
cooperation.  48    

  Summary: the global rise of regional disaster risk 
management 

 This chapter clearly highlights the global aspect of regional DRM coop-
eration that slowly emerged from the 1970s, and which has since prolif-
erated from the late 1990s. Unlike some comparative regional studies 
that implicitly or explicitly elevate the EU as a model for other regions 
to emulate, this review finds that the earliest known regional agreements 
emerged in Southeast Asia, the Caribbean and the Pacific in the early 
1970s. The genesis of regional DRM cooperation in the South should at 
least give the West pause to think and reflect on the evolution of other 
regional organizations’ DRM profiles. As southern regions typically have 
a medium-to-low level of development, and are geographically situ-
ated in high-risk areas from natural disasters, it is not surprising that 
regional cooperation on mitigating and responding to natural disasters 
quickly found their way on to regional agendas. What is surprising is 
the standardized and dramatic expansion of DRM cooperation over the 
last 15 years. 

 Notwithstanding the early efforts from the South, regional DRM coop-
eration generally held a low level of activity from the 1970s to the late 
1990s. This first and distinct period of regional DRM cooperation was 
chiefly defined by declarations that acknowledged the need to coop-
erate in order to reduce the risks involved with future natural disasters. 
This can be seen in agreements produced by the European Economic 
Community (EEC), the Organization for African Union (OAU) and LAS 
in the 1980s and early 1990s. These organizations placed little obligation 
on their member states and were imprecise in terms of how cooperation 
ought to be carried out. This nascent level of cooperation character-
ized most regional organizations that had officially acknowledged the 
importance of DRM cooperation. This general pattern of regional DRM 
cooperation changed significantly near the end of the 20th century. In 
the period 1997–2008, at least 17 regional organizations created specific 
strategies or framework agreements, ten of which were produced within 
a five-year period from 2001 to 2006. Many of these agreements include 
precise statements on how cooperation ought to develop as well as 
the provision for operational capacities, such as the establishment of 
disaster monitoring and research institutes. An increasing number of 
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regional organizations are also either developing or have developed pre-
committed capacities to cope with future disasters, such as creating a 
list of available national assets that can be used in the event of a major 
disaster or pre-defined modules for specific events. 

 These highly impressive goals express  anticipated  regional capacities to 
increase the resilience of states. They reflect the desired role of regional 
organizations as expressed through the collective will of its member 
states. If these words are matched with deeds, then the global rise of 
regional DRM may express an important development in the traditional 
role of the state – in having a monopoly on its capacity to protect its 
citizens – and the traditional role of (most) regional organizations that 
conform to the political norm of non-interference. The regional agree-
ments reviewed in this chapter point towards a sharing of the state’s 
responsibility to protect with regional organizations.      

 Figure 2.1 illustrates anticipated regional DRM cooperation in the ten 
cases reviewed in this chapter. That is, expected activity as reflected in 
the joint goals made by regional organizations. The cases are arranged 
according to the qualitative anchors and their translation into a quan-
titative scale between 0 and 1. The general pattern depicts a majority of 
regional organizations as having high expectations or advanced levels 
of DRM cooperation. Only Mercosur and ECO remain on the nascent 
spectrum of regional DRM cooperation. It bears to keep in mind that 
a majority of the regional organizations that shifted from a nascent to 
an advanced level did so in the last two decades. Before this period, the 
anticipated cooperation of regional organizations in DRM tended to 
match their regional capacities, as well as the norm of non-interference 
and national sovereignty. A clear and swift shift to a more advanced 
level of cooperation, at least according to regional goals and aspira-
tions, is thus somewhat surprising particularly in those regions that 
continue to have limited capabilities and display strong sentiments of 
non-interference. Furthermore, most regional DRM agreements include 
 similar  goals and aims, such as the harmonization of DRM practices, 
increasing public awareness, and the provision of specialized training, 
in spite of their  different  threat environments and cultural and political 
precepts. This suggests that other cultural factors, such as the diffu-
sion of a standardized ‘model’ on regional DRM, may be conditioning 
the way in which regional organizations operate. On the surface, 
increased regional aspirations or expectations may seem highly posi-
tive for increasing the resilience of communities from natural hazards; 
yet, the content and design of these aspirations question the perceived 
role of regional DRM. The following chapters take a closer look into the 
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creation, design and type of agreements, how they have been created, 
by whom and what this entails for the role of regional organizations for 
providing effective resilience to its member states.  

Nascent 0.0 1.0 Advancevv d
• ASEAN• AU

• PIF •LAS• EU
• SADC

• OAS

• CARICOM

ECO •

Mercosur •

 Figure 2.1      Regional DRM cooperation  
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     3 
 The Rational Role of Regional 
DRM Cooperation   

   Natural disasters have become a heightened global security issue in the 
last decade. Not only have the number of major incidents increased over 
the last 30 years, but a majority of them have also occurred in devel-
oping countries (Perry, 2009: 61) that are highly vulnerable to disrup-
tions to critical infrastructures. The adverse effects from global warming 
(Stern, 2006: 77–8; Field et al., 2012) combined with local, regional and 
global interdependencies means that when a natural disaster strikes it is 
more likely to produce escalating affects, such as the 2011 earthquake 
in Japan. General economic costs are also likely to increase. Global esti-
mated damages caused by natural disasters rose from approximately USD 
195 billion in the 1970s to USD 896.1 billion in the 2000s (EM-DAT, 
2011b).     Responding to this globalized ‘new normal’ (UNISDR, 2010a) 
reflects a new security agenda that has spread across the globe, infil-
trating at least 26 regional organizations and a majority of states. 

 This narrative reflects a functional explanation for why states coop-
erate through regional organizations. It invokes a common-sense 
premise based on the perceived function of an organization. Regional 
DRM cooperation exists because it serves a functional purpose to protect 
the state and its citizens from the negative effects caused by natural 
hazards. Indeed, the general increase in economic damages caused by 
the rising number of disasters is often referred to by states as the main 
reason to cooperate on regional DRM (see ASEAN, 2005a; OAS, 2005c; 
PIF, 2005: Art. 1; Council, 2007b: (3); AU, 2010b). The role of regional 
organizations in DRM is to thus increase the resilience of its community 
by creating a regional tool to solve regional problems. 

 This chapter explores four explanations for why states cooperate 
on DRM through regional organizations. Informed through neolib-
eral institutional theory, these conditions include interdependence, 
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asymmetrical risk, threat expectations and intra-regional power. It is 
assumed that when these conditions are present to a significant degree 
the benefits of cooperation will outweigh the perceived costs of non-
cooperation.  2   Three main findings are produced from measuring and 
testing these explanatory conditions against the level of DRM coopera-
tion (described in Chapter 2). First, a combination of interdependence 
and asymmetrical risk provides an explanation for why states are moti-
vated to cooperate on DRM. Second, the existence of a small number 
of states that combine to produce ‘regional risk coalitions’ can improve 
the accuracy of the sufficient explanation. Third, it is shown that the 
diffusion of information by the international community can help to 
explain the ‘apparent’ lack of economic motives that characterize a 
majority of regional organizations. Taken together these findings rein-
force the functional role of regional organizations as committed disaster 
managers that aim to increase the resiliency of their member states and 
their communities to the effects of natural hazards. 

 The following analysis is divided into three main sections. First, each 
explanatory condition is measured, compared and tested against ‘nascent’ 
and ‘advanced’ levels of regional DRM cooperation. Second, the extent to 
which these conditions combine to produce a more robust explanation for 
regional DRM is assessed. Third, the apparent lack of economic motives is 
explained by the intervention of the international community. Like the 
previous chapter, the method used to compare and assess the various causal 
conditions against DRM is based on Charles Ragin’s fuzzy-set Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis (fsQCA), which is a case-orientated method that 
respects the diversity and complexity of each case while maintaining a 
holistic approach with the aim of comparison and formulating generaliza-
tions. In an effort to avoid clouding the pages with technical references 
associated with this method, it is recommended that interested readers 
consult the endnotes throughout this chapter.  

  Interdependencies 

 A tropical depression forming off the west coast of Africa quickly gath-
ered momentum as it travelled across the Atlantic, soon turning into a 
force-5 hurricane that wreaked havoc in the Caribbean and the US in 
September 2004. Estimated losses in the US amounted to roughly USD 
14.2 billion and USD 3 billion in the Caribbean Sea region. One of the 
worst hit countries was Grenada. Up to 80 per cent of the population 
was without power, 14,000 homes were damaged or destroyed, and 90 
per cent of the nutmeg trees were demolished (Stewart, 2005; UNDP, 
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2012). Offshore oil industries in the Gulf of Mexico were also affected 
by Hurricane Ivan. A total of 12 pipelines and 6 drilling platforms were 
damaged, and seven platforms were destroyed. This disrupted refining 
operations and the daily production of 475,000 barrels of oil and 
1.8 billion cubic feet of natural gas for a month (Stewart, 2005). The 
destruction and damage of the oil platforms clearly produced important 
consequences for the region’s economy and revenue earnings. And as 
the second-largest exporter of nutmeg in the world, the destruction of 
almost the entire nutmeg plantation clearly produced knock-on effects 
for the Grenadian and Caribbean economy. Regrettably, Ivan is only 
one example of the tremendous force and destruction hurricanes have 
for the Caribbean region. As this region becomes more interdependent 
the functional need to provide a regional response to a regional problem 
will become greater. 

 Interdependence is often considered the key explanatory condi-
tion for collective cooperation. It is defined as ‘mutual sensitivity’: the 
‘extent to which change in one state affects change in others’ (Keohane 
and Nye, 1973: 160).  3   Natural disasters can produce significant damage 
to the macroeconomic performance of a state (see Charvériat, 2000; 
Bergholt and Lujala, 2012). This can include temporary market desta-
bilization and falls in share prices and long-term losses in production 
capacities, such as critical damage to irrigation systems, electricity 
production, crops, transportation routes, industrial complexes and 
even educational infrastructure (Charvériat, 2000: 13). When these 
states share a high degree of intra-regional trade, neighbouring coun-
tries can also be heavily affected, as general exports and imports 
decrease as a result of major disasters (Gassebner, Keck and Teh, 2010), 
and high trade intensity between countries produce transboundary 
effects. Furthermore, the societal shock of a natural disaster tends to 
affect consumption patterns (Lian, Santos and Haimes, 2007) that can 
also cut across national borders. It is thus posited that when there is 
a high level of economic interdependence within a region, the likeli-
hood of regional cooperation on DRM will increase in order to reduce 
the potential costs from natural disasters. This functional argument is 
well summed up in Keohane’s supposition that ‘insurance regimes’ will 
emerge under conditions of interdependence to insure against ‘cata-
strophic events’ (1989: 123).      

 The symmetric trade introversion (STI) index is used to assess the 
degree of economic interdependence in a regional organization. The 
index shows the relative intra-regional trade intensity within a regional 
organization. According to the numbers displayed in Table 3.1, the 
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higher the value, the greater the level of interdependence.  5   More 
specifically, when a regional organization has a value higher than 0.50 
its internal trade bias, as an indicator of interdependence, becomes a 
significant factor for encouraging regional DRM cooperation.  6   This, in 
turn, increases the likelihood that its member states will form ‘insurance 
regimes’ to limit the liability incurred through natural disasters. The STI 
values have been modified to a value system between 0 and 1 to allow 
for a comparison between the levels of interdependence and DRM coop-
eration. For a more detailed description on how the original STI values 
were translated see Appendix A3. 

 Taken over a 40-year period, the values in Table 3.1 demonstrate a general 
trend of economic interdependence before and after the establishment of 
regional DRM cooperation (see Best, 1997; De Lombaerde and Langenhove, 
2005).  7   That is, all regional organizations share a strong intra-regional trade 
bias. This means that even though over half of the cases examined in this 
study have less than 15 per cent intra-regional trade share, they all have a 
strong regional trade bias.  8   Perhaps the most important observation is the 
particular increase in intra-regional trade intensity during the 1990s in a 
majority of regional organizations. Only ASEAN and ECO dropped slightly 
during this period, yet retain a high level of interdependence. This increase 
may be due to the adoption of new treaties, internal restructuring and the 
formalization of economic partnerships that came with the latest ‘wave’ 
of regionalism (Mansfield and Milner, 1999).  9   The drop in ASEAN interde-
pendence is most likely due to the Asian financial crisis. ECO, on the other 
hand, is highly idiosyncratic, with an external trade bias in the 1970s and 
a high internal trade bias in the 1980s (when ECO was formed) that has 
increasingly depreciated. That is, since its creation, the intensity of trade 

 Table 3.1     Regional STI Index and DRM, 1970–2009 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

STI DRM  fv  STI DRM  fv  STI DRM  fv  STI DRM

ASEAN 0.88 0.30 0.85 0.30 0.80 0.30 0.87 0.90
AU 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.30 0.87 0.30 0.92 0.65
CARICOM 0.95 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.97 0.70 0.97 0.90
ECO 0.02 0.00 0.91 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.66 0.40
EU 0.66 0.00 0.61 0.40 0.87 0.65 0.89 0.90
LAS 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.45 0.73 0.45 0.66 0.80
Mercosur 0.82 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.95 0.35
OAS 0.83 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.86 0.55 0.88 0.75
PIF 0.87 0.35 0.88 0.35 0.91 0.35 0.91 0.65
SADC 0.65 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.93 0.30 0.96 0.70

   Source : UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011).  4    
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within ECO has been outmatched by external trade activity. ECO is clearly 
the weakest trade block out of the ten cases according to the STI indicator. 

 A comparison between the interdependence condition (STI) and the 
level of DRM cooperation reveals that interdependence is a trivial neces-
sary condition for the emergence of regional DRM in the period 1970–
2000.  10   In the last decade, however, the growth in interdependence 
provides a strong correlation with the level of DRM cooperation as a suffi-
cient condition. The interdependence condition is necessary in the period 
1970–2000 because the STI values (interdependence) are predominantly 
higher than the outcome condition; that is, it is always present when the 
outcome occurs. It is trivial because the distance between the STI value and 
the outcome condition is particularly large. This means that the  coverage , 
or the extent to which the explanatory condition explains the outcome, 
is low.  11   Indeed, a majority of cases in the period 1970–2000 run against 
the expectation that if interdependence is high, then the level of regional 
DRM cooperation will also be high. This is most clearly represented in the 
1970s when a minority of regional organizations cooperate on DRM, yet 
a majority have a strong bias toward intra-regional trade. 

 The 2000s are a more convincing time period, where a majority of 
regional organizations provide values that are more in than out of the 
sets of DRM cooperation and interdependence. In comparison to the 
1970s, which have a consistency rate of 100 per cent and a coverage of 
11 per cent, the value comparison of this period provides a consistency 
rate of 88 per cent and a coverage of 82 per cent. Consistency is defined 
as ‘the  degree  to which the empirical evidence is consistent with the set 
theoretic relation in question’ (Ragin, 2009: 108, original emphasis).  12   
The high consistency and coverage rates mean that interdependence can 
moderately explain why regional DRM cooperation generally increased 
to an advanced level in the 2000 period, but it provides an unsatisfac-
tory explanation for the previous three decades of DRM cooperation. 

 Put simply, interdependence does not convincingly explain why 
states began to cooperate on regional DRM (a nascent level) during the 
period 1970s–1990s. However, the general increase in interdependence 
during the 1990s, and the generally high levels of interdependence 
in the last 10–15 years, does provide a more convincing explanation. 
Notwithstanding the importance of interdependence, some outliners 
remain. Interdependence is a weak sufficient condition for explaining 
regional DRM cooperation in LAS, while cooperation on DRM in Mercosur 
and ECO has remained low (nascent) despite exhibiting high levels of 
interdependence. This means that interdependence cannot individu-
ally account for state motivations for cooperating on DRM. A configu-
rational analysis that combines the interdependence causal condition 
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with an additional condition on asymmetrical risk is thus addressed in 
order to locate a more comprehensive and conclusive explanation.  

  Asymmetrical risk 

 When the estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters are 
consistently asymmetrical, it is hypothesized that states will be more likely 
to cooperate on regional DRM. That is, ‘insurance regimes’ will emerge 
when a high amount of diversity – in terms of economic effects from 
natural disasters – is present within a region (Keohane, 1989: 123, see 
Snidal, 1985: 929). This idea is based on a competitive logic whereby state 
action is driven by an attempt to increase its gains relative to another. 
Translated into DRM, this means that in order to prevent one state gaining 
relative to another – by not being exposed to a natural disaster – all states 
will invest in a common insurance scheme. This scheme helps to mitigate 
the effects of a disaster if the costs of disasters are asymmetrical for all 
member states (Jervis, cited in Keohane, 1989: 130).      

 Asymmetrical risk is measured by the coefficient of variation (CV) of 
estimated economic costs.  13   This reveals the variation of the economic 
impact from natural disasters between member states of a regional 
organization. Table 3.2 displays the asymmetrical risk values that range 
between 0 and 1; the higher the values, the higher the variation. More 
precisely, a value of 0.50 marks the point where there is an equal amount 
of symmetrical and asymmetrical risk, as the value increases from the 
value so, too, does the level of asymmetry. Conversely, a value of less 
than 0.50 means that the estimated economic damages across member 

 Table 3.2     Asymmetrical risk and DRM, 1970–2009 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

AYS DRM AYS DRM AYS DRM AYS DRM

ASEAN 0.55 0.30 0.57 0.30 0.65 0.30 0.58 0.90
AU 0.85 0.00 0.95 0.30 0.89 0.30 0.95 0.65
CARICOM 0.75 0.00 0.69 0.00 0.64 0.70 0.63 0.90
ECO 0.62 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.72 0.40
EU 0.72 0.00 0.76 0.40 0.54 0.65 0.69 0.90
LAS 0.76 0.00 0.85 0.45 0.71 0.45 0.79 0.80
Mercosur 0.69 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.55 0.35
OAS 0.88 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.96 0.55 0.97 0.75
PIF 0.92 0.35 0.90 0.35 0.89 0.35 0.90 0.65
SADC 0.86 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.62 0.30 0.67 0.70

   Source:  Table 3.3.  
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states will be more symmetrical than asymmetrical. For a more detailed 
description of these values consult Appendix A4. 

 The general trend for all regional organizations is that they share 
asymmetrical risk. This is particularly the case for regional organizations 
that have a high number of member states, such as the AU and the OAS. 
It is also interesting to note that the principal reason for the high asym-
metries in most regional organizations is often due to one or two coun-
tries that take up a majority of the estimated costs in a region. In the 
last two decades, for example, Argentina and Brazil account for 96 per 
cent in Mercosur; Iran, Pakistan and Turkey account for 95 per cent of 
estimated economic damages for ECO; Australia accounts for 90 per cent 
in the PIF; the US accounts for 86 per cent in the OAS; South Yemen, 
Algeria, Oman and Egypt account for 63 per cent in LAS; the Philippines 
and Indonesia account for 63 per cent in ASEAN; the Bahamas, Jamaica, 
and St Kitts and Nevis account for 62 per cent in CARICOM; South 
Africa and Mozambique account for 58 per cent in SADC; Algeria and 
Egypt account for 56 per cent in the AU; and Italy, France and Germany 
account for 55 per cent in the EU. 

 It is also worth pointing out that many of the most affected countries tend 
to be highly active in instigating regional DRM. This phenomenon corre-
lates with the theoretical assumption that insurance regimes will emerge 
with high asymmetries, where a country will attempt to share risk in order 
to reduce economic costs (Keohane, 1989: 123). For example, Italy takes up 
an astounding 44 per cent of the total economic costs from natural disas-
ters in the EU over the last 40 years. It is also Italy that has been the main 
protagonist in creating the EU community mechanism on civil protection 
(Wendling, 2010) and has also been one of the most proactive members to 
cooperate on civil protection training and operations (Hollis, 2010a: 58, 
75). ECO also offers a similar example, where Iran has taken a leading role 
in creating the Regional Centre for Risk Management (ECO, 2008c). 

 A comparison of the asymmetrical risk condition (AYS) and the 
outcome condition (DRM) reveal that asymmetries are a strong neces-
sary condition for explaining regional DRM cooperation. However, as 
the distance between AYS and DRM are generally large, this explana-
tory condition is trivial.  14   This distance becomes less in the 1990s and 
the 2000s, which means that the coverage of asymmetrical risk can 
more accurately explain DRM cooperation.  15   However, this is due to an 
increase in the outcome rather than the causal condition. The results 
from the final two decades under investigation also disqualify asym-
metrical risk as a fully necessary condition. EU and ASEAN, for example, 
have higher DRM values than ASY values. Furthermore, as asymmetries 
have not dramatically increased or decreased over the last 40 years their 
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triviality questions their correlational strength to regional DRM. Keeping 
this in mind, asymmetrical risk can still have an important explanatory 
power in a configurational explanation.  

  Expectations 

 In 1736, Benjamin Franklin convinced the city of Philadelphia to estab-
lish a volunteer fire department. His method of persuasion rested on a 
cost-benefit logic, which is famously captured in his idiom: ‘an Ounce of 
Prevention is worth a Pound of Cure’ (Franklin, cited in Kiel, 2011: 791). 
This judicious argument has been repetitively used by individuals and 
states – and more recently regional organizations – to advocate cooperation 
on DRM. The Caribbean Community’s Strategy and Results Framework for 
Comprehensive Disaster Management, for example, argues that Franklin’s 
‘old adage ... surely applies to natural and technological hazards. Available 
information supports a high benefit to cost ratio for measures to mitigate 
or prevent damage’ (CARICOM, 2001: 6). Applying this cost-benefit calcu-
lation is also popular among scholars who wish to quantify the amount 
of vulnerability a particular state may have (Briguglio, 1995; Charvériat, 
2000; Benson and Clay, 2004; Mechler, 2004). 

 This sub-section tests this logic by analysing the extent to which states 
are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM based on the expectations 
of future costs from disasters. ‘Expectations’ is thus a condition designed 
to portray the economic costs of major natural disasters in the region. 
It is assumed that when expectations increase, the level of cooperation 
on DRM ought to follow. This is expressed in the following hypothesis: 
when the expected costs of future natural disasters are high, DRM coop-
eration will be highly developed.  16        

 Table 3.3     Expectations and DRM, 1970–2009 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

EXP DRM EXP DRM EXP DRM EXP DRM

ASEAN 0.99 0.30 0.19 0.30 0.43 0.30 0.20 0.90
AU 0.25 0.00 0.73 0.30 0.08 0.30 0.12 0.65
CARICOM 0.27 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.98 0.70 1.00 0.90
ECO 0.94 0.00 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.12 0.40
EU 0.12 0.00 0.14 0.40 0.11 0.65 0.08 0.90
LAS 0.34 0.00 0.94 0.45 0.13 0.45 0.10 0.80
Mercosur 0.87 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.08 0.35
OAS 0.34 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.22 0.55 0.16 0.75
PIF 0.96 0.35 0.91 0.35 0.22 0.35 0.10 0.65
SADC 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.30 0.07 0.70

   Source:  EM-DAT (2011b); Officer and Williamson (2011); UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011).  17    
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 The estimated costs from natural disasters in each region have been 
collated for the period 1970–2010 in order to measure the level of 
expectations from the moment a regional organization decides to coop-
erate up to more advanced stages of cooperation.  18   This is illustrated 
in Table 3.3, which reflects the percentage of regional GDP lost due to 
natural disasters that have been scaled between 0 and 1. A value of 0.5 
is equivalent to an average loss of 0.5 per cent of regional GDP over a 
decade and a value of 1.0 is equivalent to over 1 per cent of GDP lost 
from natural disasters. For a more detailed description on these values 
see Appendix A5. 

 As the main source of data assesses direct economic impact, the average 
loss as a percentage of regional GDP is measured for each decade. Thus, 
applying the average takes into account two indirect effects on regional 
economic performance. First, it takes into account the frequency of 
large disasters; the more disasters that affect a regional organization’s 
economy within a ten-year period, the higher the overall figure. This is 
in line with the general empirical finding that the higher the frequency 
of disasters, the higher the long-term effect disasters have on economic 
performance (Benson and Clay, 2004: 61). The other way in which the 
average figure will be high is if there is an extreme disaster that takes 
out a larger percentage of regional GDP in a particular year. Again, it has 
been shown that the larger the economic impact of a disaster, the longer 
it will take for economic recovery (Mechler, 2004: 36). 

 The most surprising result from Table 3.3 depicts a general decrease 
in expected costs for a majority of the regional organizations. This is 
surprising because the overall recorded economic damages caused by 
natural disasters and the number of natural disasters over the last century 
have generally increased (EM-DAT, 2011a). CARICOM is the only excep-
tion to this pattern, which has experienced an increase in economic 
costs from major disasters over the entire 40-year period. The high costs 
are particularly apparent in the period 1980–1999, when economic costs 
to the Caribbean region exceeded 1 per cent of regional GDP eight times, 
with a peak of 20.5 per cent in 1988. The main natural disaster affecting 
the region and accounting for these high damages is hurricanes. A series 
of large hurricanes – Joan, Gilbert and Debby – are presumably respon-
sible for the peak in 1988. Other peaks, such as the loss of 2.29 per cent of 
regional GDP in 1998 can be attributed to Hurricane Mitch and the loss 
of 9.72 per cent of regional GDP in 2004 can be attributed to Hurricane 
Ivan. An example of the type of damages incurred from Hurricane Ivan 
include the destruction of 95 per cent of homes and other buildings in 
the Cayman Islands, major power outages in Grenada, and damaged 
fishing and farm infrastructure in Cuba (Stewart, 2005). 
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 Other regional organizations have fared comparatively well, as 
damages have rarely exceeded 0.4 per cent of regional GDP. Major peaks 
near or above 1 per cent of GDP occurred principally in the period 1970–
1990. Here, the EU peaks in the 1970s and 1980s may be explained by 
the two major earthquakes that struck Italy in 1976 and 1980.  19   The 
1970s peak in the PIF is mostly due to the 1974 and 1978 storms in 
Australia, and the peak in the 1980s is primarily due to 1981 floods 
and droughts in Australia. The main natural disaster affecting the ECO 
region and accounting for the major peaks in the 1970s and the 1990s 
is floods in Pakistan and Iran, as well as the 1978 earthquake in Iran. 
Lastly, the peak in the 1980s in the SADC may be attributed to the 1982 
droughts in Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa (EM-DAT, 
2011b; PreventionWeb, 2012b).  20   

 When compared against the level of cooperation on regional DRM, 
the expectations condition largely fails to explain state motivation. Its 
explanatory value generally decreases over time. The correspondence 
between expectations and DRM in the period 1970–1979 is moderately 
good, whereby six out of ten cases provide a close match between the 
level of DRM cooperation and expected levels of expectations. That is, 
the EU, CARICOM, SADC, LAS, the AU and the OAS have a low level of 
expectations and low or non-existing levels of DRM cooperation. While 
expectations are a fully necessary condition for this period (100 per 
cent consistency rate), they have a trivial coverage of 12 per cent. Put 
differently, four cases – ASEAN, PIF, Mercosur and ECO – have very high 
levels of expectations but exhibit low or non-existing levels of DRM 
cooperation. In the following three decades, the expectations condi-
tion generally decreases as cooperation in DRM increases. This means 
that the expectations condition turns from a trivial necessary condition 
in the 1970s to a trivial sufficient condition in the 2000s. Indeed, the 
triviality – understood as large distances between the explanatory and 
outcome condition – is a common feature throughout the entire period 
of investigation. Six cases in the 1980s depict very high levels of expecta-
tions and low levels of DRM cooperation. CARICOM, PICAB (Mercosur’s 
predecessor), and SADCC have EXP values between 0.89 and 1.00 and 
no DRM cooperation. While there were relatively less inconsistencies in 
the 1990s, in the 2000s a majority of cases depict high levels of DRM 
cooperation and low levels of expectations. The main finding is that 
expectations are not a fully necessary or fully sufficient condition to 
independently explain the outcome. However, this does not disqualify 
from playing a role in a configurational explanation which is explored 
in the third section of this chapter.  
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  Intra-regional power disparity 

 If the relationship between power and interdependence is an impor-
tant determinant for international cooperation (Keohane, 1989: 105), 
it follows that the power inequalities nested within a regional organiza-
tion will also have an effect on the outcome. This idea was popularized 
by Walter Mattli, who talks of ‘regional paymasters’ who provide the 
capacity and leadership for regional policy implementation (1999). By 
incorporating this notion into regional DRM cooperation, it is posited 
that when a powerful country within a regional organization has a 
high incentive to cooperate on DRM, cooperation will be more likely 
(see Stone, 2009: 33). This also means that when there is no regional 
paymaster or when there is a regional paymaster that has a low incen-
tive to cooperate on regional DRM, the likelihood of cooperation is 
low.  21        

 The empirical indicator used for assessing the asymmetry of intra-
regional power is based on the multiplication between the percentage 
share of a member state’s GDP (power) and the percentage share of 
economic damages caused by natural disasters (incentive). By multi-
plying these percentages together, a final score is given that reflects the 
extent to which both power and a high incentive base are located within 
a minority of countries. The higher the IPD value, the more power is 
concentrated in one country. The raw IPD figures have been converted 
to a value system between 0 and 1 and displayed in Table 3.4. For a more 
detailed discussion on the IPD values see Appendix A6. 

 The percentage of GDP is taken from the World Bank’s online data-
base, which lists all country-specific GDP data from 1970 to 2008. Using 
GDP as an indicator for power is particularly useful as this not only 
provides an indicator of material-based power but also provides some 
indication as to the possible material capacity a regional organization 
will have in DRM cooperation. In order to match this power against 
country-specific motivation for cooperating on DRM, the percentage 
of economic damage caused by natural disasters is sourced from the 
EM-DAT database. The average cost from disasters for each decade was 
then calculated to provide recognizable trends. 

 The IPD values represented in Table 3.4 emphasize three regional 
organizations that clearly have a regional paymaster: the OAS, PIF 
and Mercosur. As briefly discussed above, the US is the major power 
holder in the OAS. Australia is the main power holder in the PIF which 
accounts for approximately 86 per cent of regional GDP and 91.9 per 
cent of estimated economic damages in the period 2000–2008. In 
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Mercosur, Brazil takes up the lion’s share of 79 per cent of regional 
GDP and 64.6 per cent of economic damages. In the middle are the 
EU, ECO, ASEAN and SADC, which either contain rising paymasters or 
small coalitions of powerful states. South Africa, for example, appears 
to be a rising paymaster in SADC as it holds 39 per cent of economic 
damages and accounts for 64.9 per cent of regional GDP. At the other 
end of the extreme are LAS, the AU and CARICOM which hold fairly 
low scores over the entire 40-year period. However, even if the scores 
are low these cases also exhibit a single country that holds the most 
incentives for cooperation: Algeria in the AU and LAS, and Jamaica in 
CARICOM. 

 When compared to the level of regional cooperation, the general find-
ings show that intra-regional power disparity is not a fully necessary or 
sufficient condition for the emergence of regional DRM cooperation. The 
full period of investigation, from 1970 to 2009, reveals a high number of 
inconsistencies between the explanatory and outcome condition. This 
is most apparent in the 1990s and 2000s when LAS, for example, had a 
low power disparity yet a high level of cooperation, and Mercosur had 
a high level of power disparity yet a low level of DRM cooperation. A 
higher percentage of cases tend to confirm the hypothesis in the 1970s 
and 1980s. Here, LAS, the AU, ECO and ASEAN, for example, have a 
low or non-existing level of DRM cooperation which also matches a 
low level of power disparity. Yet, a number of outliers in this period 
reduce its explanatory power, such as the high level of power disparity 
of the OAS, Mercosur and PIF. As intra-regional power disparity is gener-
ally below accepted levels of consistency and coverage, it is neither a 

 Table 3.4     Intra-regional power disparities (IPD) and DRM, 2000–2009 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

IPD DRM IPD DRM IPD DRM IPD DRM

ASEAN 0.42 0.30 0.36 0.30 0.44 0.30 0.32 0.90
AU 0.05 0.00 0.17 0.30 0.12 0.30 0.12 0.65
CARICOM 0.07 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.11 0.70 0.16 0.90
ECO 0.23 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.23 0.40
EU 0.36 0.00 0.24 0.40 0.19 0.65 0.18 0.90
LAS 0.08 0.00 0.11 0.45 0.08 0.45 0.08 0.80
Mercosur 0.90 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.62 0.00 0.85 0.35
OAS 0.81 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.88 0.55 0.91 0.75
PIF 0.96 0.35 0.94 0.35 0.94 0.35 0.95 0.65
SADC 0.04 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.53 0.30 0.52 0.70

   Source:  EM-DAT (2011a), World Bank (2012).  
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fully sufficient nor fully necessary condition.  22   This does not, however, 
disqualify it from being a part of a configurational explanation, which is 
turned to in the following section. 

 As the concept of regional paymasters provides a fairly limited expla-
nation, its scope conditions can be widened to include the possibility of 
a small ‘risk coalition’ of states that hold a majority of incentives and 
economic power. Out of the ten cases, the membership characteristics 
of ASEAN (Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand), the EU (Germany, 
France, the UK and Italy) and ECO (Pakistan, Turkey and Iran) reflect 
these conditions. The EU insurance coalition, for example, accounts for 
approximately 72.9 per cent of estimated damages and 63.3 per cent of 
regional GDP in the period 2000–2008; the ASEAN coalition accounts 
for 59.7 per cent of economic damage and 64 per cent of regional GDP; 
and the coalition combines to produce a total of 76.4 per cent of esti-
mated costs and 63.1 per cent of regional GDP.      

 Table 3.5 illustrates the change in IPD when the values of the coalition 
members are combined. For more detailed discussion on the conver-
sion from the raw figures to a scale between 0 and 1 see Appendix A6. 
Surprisingly, extending the scope of the IPD condition does not bring 
further clarity to understanding regional DRM cooperation: at least, 
when the IPD condition is considered independently from the other 
causal conditions assessed in this chapter. One can observe that coali-
tions are highly present when regional DRM cooperation is at a nascent 
level and at advanced levels over the 40-year period of investigation. 
It is thus understood as a trivial explanatory condition. Yet, while this 
condition may not provide increased accuracy in explaining regional 
DRM, the idea of risk coalitions does provide a useful insight into the 
(potential) countries that can take a lead in organizing greater DRM 
cooperation at the regional level. Furthermore, these coalitions prove 
useful when examining the possibility of a combination of the causal 
conditions, which we now turn to.  

 Table 3.5 Regional risk coalitions (RC) and DRM, 2000–2009 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

IPD-RC DRM IPD-RC DRM IPD-RC DRM IPD-RC DRM

ASEAN 0.94 0.30 0.93 0.30 0.86 0.30 0.67 0.90
ECO 0.97 0.00 0.97 0.00 0.96 0.00 0.93 0.40
EU 0.96 0.00 0.92 0.40 0.79 0.65 0.76 0.90

   Source:  EM-DAT (2011b), World Bank (2012), Ragin, Drass and Davey (2006).  



60 Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Management

  A configurational analysis 

 The previous review of interdependence, asymmetrical risk, expectations 
and intra-regional power disparity reveals a fairly disappointing result: 
when tested individually and over time, the explanatory conditions do 
not provide any robust correlation with the level of regional DRM. This 
section analyses the extent to which they can combine to produce a 
more accurate explanation. It begins by examining whether a combina-
tion of the conditions help to explain a  nascent  level of regional DRM 
cooperation. As we have seen in Chapter 2, a nascent level is defined by 
the extent to which each regional organization officially declares the 
need to cooperate and instigates knowledge sharing and information 
exchanges on DRM activities. It is recognized as having a value less than 
0.5 which corresponds to a low membership in the set of DRM coopera-
tion. It is expected that a weak combination of interdependence and 
asymmetrical risk can explain a nascent level of DRM cooperation. The 
 advanced  level of regional DRM cooperation is then examined, which 
is defined by established operational capacities, transboundary stand-
ardization of procedures and the pooling of assets. It is recognized as 
having a value more than 0.5 which corresponds to a high member-
ship in the set of DRM cooperation. The more developed cooperation 
becomes, the higher the relative costs and benefits are to each member 
state. One would thus expect a fairly close match between the values of 
the causal and outcome conditions. Indeed, the outcome reveals that a 
high membership in the set of interdependence and asymmetrical risk 
is consistent for providing a sufficient explanation for the development 
of regional DRM. 

  Nascent regional DRM 

 A configurational analysis on the nascent level of DRM produces a fairly 
strong explanation for the  emergence  of regional DRM cooperation and 
a poor explanation for its  development . This is primarily revealed in the 
high values of the causal conditions. Instead of observing the expected 
result – a close correlation between the level of the DRM and the causal 
conditions – one finds that independence, asymmetrical risk and intra-
regional power disparity are consistently high.  23   This accordingly helps 
to explain the emergence of regional DRM in all cases. However, this 
also means that (1) while it can explain much, it has little accuracy and 
(2) it does not explain why a majority of regional organizations retained 
low levels of cooperation despite the existence of high independencies, 
asymmetrical risk and intra-regional power disparity.      
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 Table 3.6 displays a comparison of the four explanatory conditions 
according to the level of DRM. The values are taken from the average 
value of the preceding five-year period before the establishment of 
regional DRM cooperation. The purpose of this is to provide for a more 
general figure that would presumably have had the most direct rele-
vance for the member states of a regional organization. A period of five 
years also reduces possible biases from an idiosyncratic year that could 
potentially misconstrue the results. The outcome condition (DRM) is 
constructed by a total of five different categories of cooperation that 
are based on an ascending cost-benefit calculation (see Chapter 2). The 
DRM values in the far-right column represent the level of cooperation 
from the moment each regional organization began to cooperate on 
DRM. Also note that regional risk coalitions (IPD-RC) are also placed in 
the column immediately to the right of the IPD condition.  24   

 The general findings from Table 3.6 reveal that a majority of the condi-
tions are present when regional DRM cooperation emerges; however, there 
is little consistency or coverage throughout the cases. Asymmetrical risk 
is the only necessary condition for regional DRM cooperation as all of the 
values are higher than the outcome condition. However, as the coverage 
is low, its power of explanation is limited because it can explain much but 
with little specificity. That is, the level of asymmetrical risk is generally 
too high to accurately explain the development of regional DRM. 

 When systematically compared one finds that a combination of IPD-P 
and expectations provides a possible explanation for the nascent level 
of DRM cooperation. One would expect that if expectations are low or 
if a regional organization has weak regional paymasters, cooperation 
on DRM will also be low. In other words, even if a regional organiza-
tion has a high level of expectations, cooperation will not develop to a 
high degree if there is not a sufficient power-based structure to support 
and advocate regional cooperation. This is the case for eight of the ten 
regional organizations. The two outliers are PIF and ASEAN. As expecta-
tions are particularly high, it is not surprising that cooperation began 
to develop in the 1970s in Southeast Asia and the Pacific. However, it is 
more difficult to explain why these organizations did not develop coop-
eration to a greater extent when high levels of power asymmetries can 
be seen in both regions. 

 Interdependence also displays values that are too high to accurately 
explain the development of regional DRM. If combined, asymmetrical 
risk and interdependencies do, however, provide a necessary configura-
tional explanation, albeit an explanation that remains somewhat trivial. 
While this combination may explain the emergence of regional DRM, it 
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begs the question: why would a regional organization with high levels 
of interdependence, high expectations and high levels of asymmetrical 
risk choose to maintain a low level of regional DRM cooperation? 

 A further unexpected result is that power symmetries tend to explain 
more than power asymmetries. The independent hypothesis on intra-
regional power disparity posits that the more material-related power is 
concentrated in a member state, the more likely cooperation will even-
tuate. However, this is only possible if the same state also has a large 
incentive to cooperate based on their regional share of economic damages 
caused by natural disasters. As the empirics show this is clearly not the 
case. However, adding a small coalition of high-risk countries with the 
available capacity (IPD-RC) can provide the appropriate conditions for 
DRM cooperation. Indeed, it is fairly easy to locate a small number of 
countries that share a majority of power and economic damages from 
natural disasters. These coalitions include: France, Germany, the UK and 
Italy (EU); Pakistan, Iran and Turkey (ECO); Algeria, Zimbabwe, Nigeria 
and Madagascar (AU); Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand (ASEAN); 
Jamaica, St Lucia and Barbados (CARICOM); and Algeria, Tunisia and 
Saudi Arabia (LAS). To be sure, these possible coalitions are not under-
stood as permanent coalitions (as surmised in the previous section), but 
rather reflect a small group of countries that could form a coalition in 
the time immediately preceding the establishment of regional DRM. If 
regional paymasters and coalitions are combined as a single condition, 

 Table 3.6     Nascent regional disaster management cooperation 

 Year  STI  EXP  ASY 

 IPD †

 DRM IPD-P IPD-RC

ASEAN 1971–1976 0.89 0.97 0.60 0.51 0.95 0.30
AU 1980–1985 0.02 0.97 0.98 0.17 0.71 0.30
CARICOM 1985–1990 0.96 1.00 0.70 0.17 0.57 0.45
ECO 2001–2006 0.60 0.16 0.74 0.32 0.96 0.45
EU 1982–1987 0.73 0.07 0.55 0.22 0.87 0.25
LAS 1982–1987 0.23 0.80 0.92 0.04 0.06 0.45
Mercosur 2004–2009‡ 0.95 0.10 0.68 0.95  ... 0.25
OAS 1986–1991 0.79 0.10 0.94 0.84  ... 0.10
PIF 1970–1975 0.86 0.98 0.91 0.96  ... 0.35
SADC 1994–1999 0.93 0.07 0.74 0.67  ... 0.30

    Note: (†) Regional paymaster (IPD-P); regional risk coalition (IPD-RC); (‡) The available values 
for STI, EXP and ASY are from the period 1970–2008; ( ... ) not applicable.   

  Source:  EM-DAT (2011b), UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011), World Bank (2012), Ragin, Drass and Davey 
(2006)  
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it can explain nine out of ten cases. The only and major exception to 
this is LAS, which means that the explanatory condition cannot be 
claimed as a fully necessary condition for regional DRM cooperation. 
Indeed, even if LAS were not included, the coverage would still be too 
high for intra-regional power disparity to independently and convinc-
ingly explain the outcome.  25    

  Advanced regional DRM 

 This section analyses the extent to which a combination of the explan-
atory conditions can explain why states developed DRM cooperation 
to an advanced level. That is, when a regional organization is more in 
than out of the set of regional DRM cooperation (≥ 0.5). The outcome 
reveals that a combination of interdependence, asymmetrical risk and 
high power disparities provides a necessary combination of sufficient 
conditions for the outcome. This means that the expectations condi-
tion does not provide an increased degree of clarity for explaining what 
motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM – an important issue that 
is addressed in the penultimate section of this chapter.      

 Table 3.7 illustrates the existing values of the explanatory conditions 
when each regional organization passed the threshold from nascent to an 
advanced form of cooperation. The conditions are based on the five years 
prior to the establishment of an advanced form of regional DRM coop-
eration in order to reduce statistical biases and inconsistencies. It is also 
assumed that the immediate time period leading up to the establishment 
of advanced DRM would be the most important for decision-makers. 

 A systematic comparison reveals that interdependence and asymmet-
rical risk are necessary parts of a sufficient condition for regional DRM. 
That is, there is a strong correlation between high levels of interdepend-
ence or asymmetrical risk and advanced regional DRM cooperation.  27   
However, neither expectations nor the inclusion of regional paymasters 
provides a convincing explanation for why states cooperate on DRM. 
The generally low values of the expectations condition means that states 
are unlikely to cooperate on regional DRM based on previous economic 
costs to the region. Indeed, as the general level of expectations – meas-
ured as a percentage loss of regional GDP over time – has decreased over 
the last 40 years, this condition has become less important. CARICOM 
is the only outlier, which can be explained by its particular geographical 
position that is regularly affected by hurricanes. The extreme economic 
damages that these produce, and the increase in their frequency due to 
global warming, provide an independent explanation for CARICOM. 
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 Regional risk coalitions can also be drawn from a number of the 
regional organizations, which provides for a more accurate explanation. 
A regional risk coalition is defined as when a minority of countries make 
up a majority of the estimated economic costs (incentive structure) and 
the regional share of GDP (power). Here one can identify the following 
coalitions: Germany, France, the UK and Italy (EU); the Philippines and 
Thailand (ASEAN); Jamaica, St Lucia and Barbados (CARICOM); Algeria, 
Sudan, Oman and Saudi Arabia (LAS); and Sudan, South Africa, Algeria 
and Madagascar (AU). The result produced from this adjustment reveals 
that intra-regional power disparities are not a necessary condition for 
DRM, but it does function as a part of a combination for a sufficient 
condition. Indeed, adding this condition together with interdepend-
ence and asymmetrical risk provides the most accurate combination of 
sufficient conditions. That is, the combination has a high coverage and 
consistency rate.  28   However, a majority of the cases can also be explained 
without the IPD condition with little reduction to coverage or consist-
ency.  29   The inclusion of intra-regional power disparities is thus useful 
for increasing the accuracy of the causal configuration and suggests 
that intra-regional power disparities are more important for developing 
regional DRM towards an advanced level rather than contributing to 
its emergence. Yet, intra-regional power disparities are not a necessary 
part of the combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk for 
explaining DRM. 

 In summary, we find that there are two causal pathways for explaining 
the development of regional DRM of an advanced stage. The first, 
which is the most parsimonious, albeit less accurate, is a combination of 

 Table 3.7 Advanced regional disaster management cooperation 

 Year  (+5 )  STI  EXP  ASY 

 IPD †

 DRM IPD-P IPD-RC

ASEAN 2000–2005 0.87 0.18 0.71 0.40 0.78 0.55
AU 2004–2009 0.91 0.06 0.82 0.11 0.63 0.65
CARICOM 1986–1991 0.96 1.00 0.70 0.15 0.59 0.70
EU 1989–1994 0.85 0.11 0.57 0.21 0.84 0.65
LAS 2006–2011 0.66 0.12 0.85 0.06 0.27 0.80
OAS 1989–1994 0.83 0.30 0.98 0.92  ... 0.55
PIF 2000–2005 0.91 0.12 0.95 0.93  ... 0.65
SADC 1996–2001 0.95 0.10 0.68 0.49  ... 0.55

    Note: (†) Regional paymaster (IPD-P); regional risk coalition (IPD-RC); ( ... ) not applicable   

  Source : EM-DAT (2011b), UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011), World Bank (2012), Ragin, Drass and Davey 
(2006)  26    
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interdependence and asymmetrical risk as necessary parts of a sufficient 
condition for the outcome. The second, which is less parsimonious but 
more accurate, is the combination of interdependence, asymmetrical 
risk and intra-regional power disparities (that includes regional paymas-
ters and regional risk coalitions). Finally, the level of expectations fails 
to explain cooperation. If both the nascent and the advanced analyses 
on DRM cooperation are considered, then the interdependence and the 
asymmetrical risk explanatory conditions prove to be the most consistent 
over the entire 40-year period. However, as these two conditions are 
below acceptable consistency and coverage levels for the analysis on the 
nascent level of cooperation, it is also important to take the growth or 
decline of these explanatory conditions into particular consideration.   

  Time and causal conditions 

 This section assesses the extent to which the explanatory conditions 
increased or decreased over the period of investigation. This exercise 
helps to confirm whether the combination of interdependence, asym-
metrical risk and intra-regional power disparity are sufficient conditions 
for regional DRM cooperation. If, for example, the level of these explan-
atory conditions does not increase or decrease over time, their power of 
explanation is significantly reduced as the conditions ought to be able 
to explain the full emergence and development of DRM cooperation. 
The added value of this sub-section thus highlights the extent to which 
each case can be explained by the conditions over time.      

 Table 3.8 illustrates the change in the explanatory conditions over 
time. If the combination of interdependence, asymmetrical risk and 
intra-regional power disparity are sufficient conditions for the develop-
ment of regional DRM, it is presumed that these conditions would have 
had to increase from a nascent level of DRM cooperation. In order to test 
this assumption, the percentage difference of the conditions between 
nascent and advanced forms of cooperation has been calculated. The 
percentage difference is derived from the values in Tables 3.6 and 3.7.  30   
Mercosur and ECO are not included, as they have not yet reached an 
advanced stage of regional DRM cooperation. The total mean percentage 
of all cases is displayed in the lower row of Table 3.8. 

 The findings reveal that interdependence is the most robust condition 
for explaining regional DRM in conjunction with asymmetrical risk. All 
cases either remain or cross over the threshold of high membership in 
the set of interdependence, which produces a percentage increase of 
583 per cent between nascent and advanced levels of DRM cooperation. 
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Put differently, interdependence becomes more important over time for 
explaining DRM cooperation in conjunction with asymmetrical risk. 
The latter condition remains a necessary part of a sufficient condition 
for the outcome; however, it is generally weaker or has a lower coverage 
for explaining the outcome. There is no strong correlation with the rise 
of DRM and asymmetrical risk.  31   

 Intra-regional power disparities do not fair particularly well. Despite 
expectations, in most cases power becomes more diffuse over time, while 
still retaining a fairly high level of power disparity. This means that 
although there is an average of 37.6 per cent increase in all cases, most 
regional organizations have retained similar levels of power disparity 
regardless of whether the regional organizations have a nascent or 
advanced level of DRM. To be sure, this does not disqualify intra-re-
gional power disparities as an explanatory condition, but it does alter 
the causal recipe. Based on the systematic exploration of various combi-
nations of conditions and their change over time, it would appear that 
interdependence is the key condition that pushes states to begin and/or 
advance cooperation on DRM when the regional organizations exhibit 
a high degree of asymmetrical risk and power disparities. Expectations 
remain, however, unresolved, which we now turn to.  

  Apparent knowledge and transaction costs 

 The simultaneous decrease in the relative estimated economic costs 
(as a percentage of regional GDP) to regional organizations and the 
increase in regional DRM cooperation is the most surprising result in 
this chapter. Why did states not cooperate through established regional 
organizations, such as PIF or LAS, when there was greater functional 
demand? PIF, for example, lost an average of 1 per cent of its regional 
GDP during the 1970s compared to 0.13 per cent in the 2000s, and LAS 
lost an average of 0.39 per cent of its regional GDP during the 1970s 
compared to 0.16 per cent in the 2000s. Yet, PIF only began to cooperate 
on DRM in 2005 and LAS in 2008 when the economic costs from natural 
disasters were at their lowest point in 40 years. Why did states choose 
not to cooperate through regional organizations when the perceived 
benefits were high, and what caused them to decide to cooperate when 
the perceived benefits were low? 

 This apparent lack of expectations can be explained by the inter-
vention of external actors in regional organizations. Intervention can 
include (1) the sharing and exchange of information and apparent 
knowledge and (2) the provision of technical assistance and financial 
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aid. The former is understood to expand the original scope of the expec-
tations condition to include the spread of ‘incomplete information’. The 
latter is understood as an intervening variable that reduces the transac-
tions costs of regional organizations which, in turn, increases the likeli-
hood of cooperation.      

 Table 3.9 illustrates instances of explicit outside intervention in 
regional DRM cooperation from other states or organizations. As shown 
in the following pages this can include, for example, technical assistance 
in drafting regional DRM frameworks by the UNDP or the promotion of 
DRM by the Red Cross and the World Bank. External intervention has 
also had the effect of spreading information across most regional organi-
zations in the world (see Chapter 5). As the main aim of this section is to 
reveal the importance external intervention has for motivating states to 

 Table 3.8     Increase in the explanatory values from nascent to advanced levels of 
regional DRM cooperation 

 STI  ASY  IDP (P  +RC) 

N A % N A % N A %

ASEAN 0.89 0.87 –2.3 0.60 0.71 18.3 0.95 0.78 –56.9
AU 0.02 0.91 4,450.0 0.98 0.82 –16.3 0.71 0.63 –35.3
CARICOM 0.96 0.96 0.0 0.70 0.70 0.0 0.57 0.59 –11.8
EU 0.73 0.85 16.4 0.55 0.57 3.6 0.87 0.84 –4.6
LAS 0.23 0.66 187.0 0.92 0.85 –7.6 0.06 0.27 50.0
OAS 0.79 0.83 5.0 0.94 0.98 4.3 0.84 0.92 9.5
PIF 0.86 0.91 5.8 0.91 0.95 4.4 0.96 0.93 –3.1
SADC 0.93 0.95 2.2 0.74 0.68 –8.1 0.67 0.49 –26.9

 583.0  –0.2  37.6 

     Note:  Nascent level of DRM cooperation (N); Advanced level of DRM cooperation (A); 
Percentage change between N and A (%), rounded to third decimal place; Paymaster (P); 
Regional risk coalition (RC)   

  Source:  Tables 3.6 and 3.7  

 Table 3.9     Instances of outside intervention in regional DRM cooperation 

 Advanced   DRM  Intervention 

ASEAN 2003 1
AU 2009 1
CARICOM 1991 1
EU 1994 0
LAS 2011 1
OAS 1994 0
PIF 2005 1
SADC 2001 1
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increase regional DRM cooperation from a nascent to an advanced level, 
the dates when each regional organization passed the threshold of being 
more in than out of the set of advanced cooperation is displayed in the 
table. It is worth noting that a fairly strong pattern emerges whereby 
a majority of regional organizations began to cooperate at advanced 
level after the end of the 20th century. The two outliers are the EU and 
OAS, which can be explained by their independent capacity and relative 
development status. 

  The spread of apparent knowledge 

 The lack of regional-based expectations can be explained by an increase 
in apparent knowledge over time in regional organizations. By apparent 
knowledge I mean knowledge that is acquired and legitimated through 
a collective belief system, which places emphasis on the importance of 
the type of knowledge that is believed regardless of its truth qualities. 
This means that the ‘consistency of the utility function’ of states must 
be relaxed to allow for incomplete or incorrect information (Simon, 
1995: 49). 

 As shown in Chapters 4 and 5, the emerging international DRM 
community provides an important means for the transference of ideas 
and information. This community has increasingly become more 
professionalized over the 1990s and into the 21st century, which corre-
lates with the development of regional DRM. While testing this hypoth-
esis is beyond the limits of this chapter, it is nevertheless plausible to 
consider a strong connection between the transference and spread of 
information by the international community to regional organizations 
and their member states. The spread of information is important for 
regional organizations because an increase in knowledge can reduce 
the uncertainty of future risk through collaboration; it can provide the 
needed rationale for the development of DRM cooperation.  32   As seen in 
Chapter 5, this appears to be the case for most regional organizations 
that often validate their reasons for cooperation based on the increasing 
number of natural disasters and its associated costs to a region. It is thus 
not surprising that states have increased cooperative endeavours on 
DRM as information on increasing risks has become more widespread 
over the last 10–15 years. This information is furthermore supported 
by scientific and (re)insurance publications on the global increase of 
weather-related disasters, which increases financial risk. 

 On the surface, transferring and transforming this information into 
regional-based rationale does not seem problematic. However, a closer 
reading of the estimated economic damages from natural disasters over 
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a 40-year period, as a percentage of regional GDP (and adjusted for infla-
tion), reveals a significantly different picture: the costs in all cases except 
for CARICOM have not substantially increased. This underlines the 
importance of apparent knowledge in shaping the incentive structure 
of states. The scope of the expectations condition is thus stretched to 
realistically include imperfect and incomplete information. When this 
is done, the increasing systemic and global advocacy on DRM since the 
end of the 20th century, and the general acceptance of apparent knowl-
edge by regional organizations in a period of intense global advocacy on 
DRM, explains why states developed regional cooperation on DRM. It 
would seem that a safer and more secure world may be forming though 
incomplete information that has increased the perceived cost-benefit 
ratio to a point that has made the transaction costs of cooperating on 
regional DRM worth the anticipated benefits. 

 The spread of apparent knowledge through global DRM advocacy and 
the transference of this knowledge by regional organizations does not 
independently explain what motivates states to cooperate on DRM. While 
it explains many cases, it does not convincingly explain CARICOM, the 
EU and the OAS as regional organizations that cooperated at a much 
earlier stage when global DRM advocacy was more ad hoc. The impor-
tance of apparent knowledge is thus understood to contribute to a more 
accurate explanation in conjunction with increasing levels of interde-
pendence and the presence of asymmetrical risk. To be sure, this finding 
is necessarily limited to a broad structural account of what motivates 
states. It does not provide a detailed account of the agency involved 
in promoting DRM-related knowledge. Instead, it is left open to others 
to investigate the processes through which the information was trans-
ferred and transformed, either through acts of persuasion, deliberation 
or conditionality.  

  Transaction costs 

 The intervention of external actors in regional organizations not only 
involves the promotion of apparent knowledge but is often connected 
to the provision of technical assistance and financial aid. These two 
additional explanatory factors combine to reduce transaction costs and 
thus change the preference structure of states to cooperate on regional 
DRM. The usual cost-benefit argument for cooperating in international 
organizations is that the organizations will reduce the transaction costs: 
the ‘economies of scale represented by acting multilaterally can create 
an enormous savings in the costs of individual ... procedures needed to 
maintain the agreements’ (DeSombre, 2009: 154). In a slight twist to this 
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argument it would appear that many regional organizations – particu-
larly those that consist of a majority of developing countries – rely on 
international organizations or other states to cover the costs of not only 
creating regional agreements but also implementing the goals thence 
created. Indeed, this is the case for a majority of the regional cases exam-
ined in this book, with the exception of the most economically devel-
oped regions: the EU and OAS. This can be seen in Table 3.9, which 
illustrates which regional organizations received external assistance 
when and after their DRM capacity developed into an advanced stage. 

 One of the most important developments for external support for 
regional DRM was the creation of the UNISDR in 1999. Building on the 
previous International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR), 
the UNISDR was tasked to advocate a ‘culture of prevention’ through 
an array of mechanisms. In particular, it aims to ‘build [and] strengthen 
regional/sub-regional, national and international approaches, and 
collaborative organizational arrangements that can increase hazard, risk 
and disaster prevention capabilities and activities’ (UNISDR, n.d.). This 
also coincides with an emphasis on regional-based DRM promotion by 
other UN agencies and the international community, such as the UN 
Regional Coordination Mechanism (RCM), UNISDR regional offices, the 
UNHCR, UNDP, the Red Cross, NGOs and the World Bank. As noted 
above, the beginning of these more formalized and widespread advo-
cacy programmes tends to correlate with the rise of advanced levels in a 
majority of regional organizations. A closer look at the particular cases 
tends to qualify this correlation and describes the type of support each 
organization has received. 

 ASEAN cooperation on DRM has been strongly supported by a number 
of NGOs and the UN family since 2000. The UNHCR, for example, has 
worked with the ASEAN Committee on Disaster Management (ACDM) 
in conducting emergency management training programmes in the 
region, has provided important funding for contingency planning and 
emergency response, and has supported the ACDM focal points in the 
member states (ESCAP, 2008: 56). This has apparently helped to provide 
the foundations for some of the main DRM activities of ASEAN in 
the last decade. In a report produced by the UN Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP), it was noted that:

  UNHCR’s support to ACDM has ... resulted in the signing of the ASEAN 
Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency Response, 
the establishment of an interim ASEAN Coordinating Centre for 
Humanitarian Assistance on disaster management, the development 



The Rational Role of Regional DRM Cooperation 71

of standard operating procedures, and a number of training exer-
cises for disaster response which have seen several ASEAN countries 
contributing disaster response teams and learning to work together. 
(ESCAP, 2008: 56)   

 Of course, the UNHCR cannot be solely accredited as the main bene-
factor of ASEAN’s DRM cooperation. Rather, it is one instrument used 
by the international community to reduce the costs of cooperation. 
Technical or financial assistance and institutionalized meetings are 
also conducted, for instance, through the ESCAP, UN-ASEAN high-level 
summits, the Asia-Pacific Regional Coordination Mechanism’s (RCM) 
thematic working group on environment and disaster risk manage-
ment, the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre, the Red Cross and the 
Typhoon Committee (ESCAP, 2008). Further evidence for ASEAN’s intri-
cate connection with the international community is seen in their offi-
cial connection to the Hyogo Framework Programme for Action  (HFA). 
Indeed, it proudly makes the claim to be the very first regional organiza-
tion to have produced the world’s first HFA-related legally binding docu-
ment. The HFA is the outcome document from the UN-sponsored world 
conference on disaster reduction in 2005. 

 The major agreement on DRM that pushed PIF over the threshold 
of being more in than out of the set of advanced cooperation is the 
Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management Framework 
for Action, signed in 2005. The principal driver of this agreement was 
not PIF but the South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC). 
In the period preceding the first world conference on DRR in 1994, the 
Pacific Leaders ‘empowered’ SOPAC with the ‘mandate to coordinate 
disaster management capacity building working in partnership with 
the regional disaster managers, international and regional organiza-
tions, the donor community and national stakeholders’ (Pratt, 2005: 
7). In planning for the second world conference on Disaster Reduction 
in 2003 and 2004, and in an effort to implement the Yokohama 
Strategy from 1994, SOPAC took the lead in designing the PIF’s frame-
work for action. According to the director of SOPAC, this framework 
‘has placed the region at the forefront of the global response to the 
implementation of the HFA and provided a template that other regions 
may wish to follow’ (Ibid). This document was, of course, not achieved 
single-handedly but together with SOPAC’s donors and the interna-
tional community.  33   A representative sample of the organizations 
that were present when the draft framework was completed included 
the World Meteorological Organization, UNEP, UNDP, UNICEF, 
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UNOCHA, World Bank, the Asia Foundation, the Pacific Disaster 
Centre, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies, and Caritas. The PIF clearly have benefited from external 
support in terms of the transfer of information and knowledge. 

 The formation of regional agreements that pushed DRM cooperation 
into an advanced stage in the AU, SADC and LAS share a similar story 
to ASEAN and PIF. The principal AU DRM agreements are ‘joint initia-
tives’ with the AU, UNISDR, UNDP, UNEP, the African Development 
Bank and the AU’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) 
(AU, 2009: 3). The SADC draft-regional multi-sectoral disaster 
management strategy was sponsored by the UNDP and drafted by a 
Zimbabwean NGO (Southern Alliance for Indigenous Resources), a 
UNDP consultant, a private consultancy firm (International Resources 
Group) and two national DRM-based practitioners from Zimbabwe and 
Namibia. The UNDP project description for SADC DRM notes that its 
objective is to  

  prepare a regional project document for recourse mobilisation on 
behalf of SADC for the implementation of the approved SADC Multi-
Sectoral Disaster Management Strategy based on the framework 
for cooperation between the SADC Secretariat and the Emergency 
Response Division (ERD) of UNDP. (UNDP, 2001)   

 The formation of a DRM framework agreement in LAS was also heavily 
supported by the international community. The main actors involved in 
drawing up the framework agreement with LAS included the UNISDR, 
the UN secretariat, specialized agencies, Arab technical organizations, 
the International Federation for Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, 
and the World Bank Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery 
(GFDRR). Interestingly, a preliminary passage to the agreement shares 
the responsibility of implementing the agreement with the interna-
tional community:

  All stakeholders will have a key role to play in the development and 
implementation of the Strategy, including the League of Arab States, 
national authorities, the United Nations system including its special-
ized agencies and the regional social and economic commissions, 
regional organizations, regional centres of excellence for disaster risk 
reduction, civil society organizations including Red Cross and Red 
Crescent societies, the private sector, international development part-
ners and the media. (LAS, 2011: 5)   
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 As a further example of how this agreement was not created in isolation 
is its explicit reference to existing regional cooperation on DRM in other 
areas of the world, citing regional DRM agreements in the AU, APEC, 
ASEAN, the EU-PPRD and the OIC. As this is the most recent agreement 
reviewed in this book the particular and explicit linkage of DRM with 
the international community may be a sign of an increase in informa-
tion and knowledge sharing that is achieved through bilateral, multilat-
eral, transnational and inter-regional exchanges on DRM. 

 In most cases, regional cooperation on DRM reached an advanced 
stage in the period proceeding the year 2000, which coincides with the 
systematic and increasing global outreach of the UNISDR and other 
international organizations in advocating DRM. This external support 
has clearly aided regional organizations in creating DRM agreements by 
reducing their transaction costs. This has come in the form of NGOs, 
international organizations and private companies. However, if this 
is the case, then what can explain earlier advanced cooperation in 
CARICOM, the EU and OAS, and the apparent lack of external interven-
tion in the latter two regional organizations? 

 The case of CARICOM can be explained by its particular history and 
vulnerability to natural disasters. A combination of low development 
countries and a high-risk environment increases the vulnerability of the 
region. This was recognized as, and presumably the reason for, the UN 
Disaster Relief Organization (UNDRO) focus on creating a more resilient 
community in the region from the late 1970s. In 1981, the UNDRO 
finalized a plan to create a Pan-Caribbean Disaster Preparedness and 
Prevention Project (PCDPPP). Backed by the UNDRO, the aim of the 
PCDPPP was to assist Caribbean states to respond to natural disasters in 
the region. The administrative responsibilities of this project were subse-
quently transferred to CARICOM in 1983 (UN, 1983: 533). However, the 
UNDRO continued to support the project by sending experts on emer-
gency telecommunications, organizing seminars, workshops, training 
programmes, and simulations, and supporting disaster management 
plans. CARICOM has, since the early 1990s, received continual support 
from a wide range of states and international and regional organiza-
tions. These include, for example, the OAS, EU, the World Bank, Canada, 
Japan, USA and the UNISDR (Kirton, 2013: 16–18). 

 The EU and the OAS are the main outliers to the intervening vari-
able of external support. Of course, in a transnational and interde-
pendent world, these organizations, like all others, are not immune 
to receiving and learning from other organizations through various 
exchanges (Hollis, 2014a). Indeed, it is not entirely coincidental that 
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both of these organizations produced advanced DRM-related documents 
in the same year as the first world conference on disaster reduction in 
Yokohama. Indeed, the EU document explicitly references Yokohama 
(Council, 1994) and the OAS document connects its increased coopera-
tive involvement with the UN (SOA, 1994). However, what sets these 
two organizations apart is the much more limited direct involvement 
from other international organizations external to the particular region. 
Instead of receiving assistance they have been increasingly supporting 
other regions, such as their support to CARICOM and LAS, in promoting 
DRM cooperation. This is at least partly explained by the development 
status of these regions. EU and the OAS consist of many highly devel-
oped countries and have considerable regional budgets compared to 
others that either have only small administrative budgets (for a review 
of regional budgets see UNU-CRIS, 2008). This means that the cost of 
cooperation and implementation is more easily achieved than for other 
regional organizations that are reliant upon donor support. 

 The above passages illustrate that a majority of the agreements 
were created with the assistance of UN agencies and the international 
community. This has often been in reaction to, or anticipation of, the 
2005 HFA. External intervention is consequently understood here as 
an important addition to the general explanation forged out of section 
two: that states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM when 
interdependencies are present and increase over a short time frame 
and when asymmetrical risk is present. External intervention has the 
effect of increasing the scope of the expectations condition by relaxing 
the utility function of the state to allow for incomplete information. 
Indeed, a strong correlation can be made between the reorganization of 
UN advocacy on DRM at the end of the 1990s and the rise of advanced 
regional cooperation in the following years, which converge around 
the HFA. It was also shown that external intervention not only spread 
apparent knowledge, but it has also actively assisted and supported 
many regional organizations in drafting their agreements on DRM. 
This is understood as an intervening variable that has had the effect of 
reducing the transactions costs of states to cooperate on DRM. Taken 
as a whole, a rational explanation for why states cooperate on DRM 
is based on a configuration of intra-regional trade interdependence, 
asymmetrical risk, (adjusted) expectations, (adjusted) intra-regional 
power disparity and external financial/technical assistance. This expla-
nation is hardly parsimonious, but it is fairly accurate in describing the 
complex environment that structures and induces state preferences to 
cooperate on regional DRM.   
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  Summary 

 This chapter presents a rational explanation for why states cooperate 
on regional DRM and thereby reinforces the functional role of regional 
organizations as disaster managers. Four dominant explanations were 
first systemically tested as independent and interdependent causal 
conditions. None of the conditions could independently or accurately 
explain what motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM alone. 
However, a combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk 
could explain state motives. Out of these two conditions, interdepend-
ence clearly holds a higher degree of explanatory power. This is best seen 
in its specific growth across almost all regional organizations during the 
1990s, which correlates with the general increase in regional DRM devel-
opment in the following decade. Put differently, when member states of 
a regional organization begin to experience greater increases in intra-
regional trade – which is matched by a high level of disparity of risk 
within a region – states will be generally inclined to develop, or begin 
cooperating on, existing DRM at the regional level. While this combina-
tion is sufficient, it also borders on triviality: It can explain much but 
with only some accuracy. 

 Two additional explanations based on expectations and intra-regional 
power disparities were also tested. Surprisingly, neither of these condi-
tions could independently or configurationally provide added value 
to the existing solution. Yet, it is exactly when these ambiguities arise 
that a more detailed and richer account of a social phenomenon can be 
extracted by expanding or contracting the scope conditions of a particular 
theoretical standpoint. For the case of intra-regional power disparities, 
the concept of ‘regional risk coalitions’ was introduced which expanded 
the original idea of regional paymasters to include a small group of 
states that hold a majority of material power and risk-based incentives 
to cooperate. This adjustment produced an increase in the accuracy of 
the interdependence and asymmetrical risk solution. Thus, two causal 
pathways can be surmised for explaining state motivation. The first is 
more parsimonious as it includes only two conditions – interdepend-
ence and asymmetrical risk. However, in explaining much (coverage), it 
becomes less accurate (consistency). The second is less parsimonious as 
it includes three conditions – interdependence, asymmetrical risk and 
intra-regional power disparities – although it can explain relatively more 
(coverage) while also being more accurate (consistency). 

 The expectations condition also presents an unanticipated result. 
Instead of discovering a general increase in the costs of natural disasters 
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to regional organizations (as a percentage of GDP), one finds that in most 
cases there has been only a moderate increase between 0 and 4 per cent. 
By drawing attention to information exchanges between and among 
regional organizations and the international community, a correlation 
was made between the increase in information sharing and an increase in 
regional DRM cooperation. Importantly, this information is  incomplete , 
which stresses the importance of a collective learning process based on 
the idea that an increase in weather-related disasters worldwide leads to 
an increase in the financial costs those disasters bring to societies. This 
external intervention by international organizations and states has not 
only provided the means for spreading this incomplete information, but 
has also provided room for technical and financial assistance that has 
helped to remove existing transaction costs of regional organizations. 
This intervening variable is considered an important aspect that adds 
complexity and accuracy to an explanation for what motivates states to 
cooperate on DRM. 

 This somewhat technical description of the results can be interpreted 
in the following manner: the emergence of regional DRM from the 1970s 
through to the late 1990s generally exhibited a low level of cooperation 
that revolved around broad declarations of intent and information sharing 
between member states of a regional organization. This low level of coop-
eration is explained in part through a combination of intra-regional trade 
interdependence and asymmetrical risk. The 1990s saw a significant increase 
in intra-regional trade interdependence which anticipates the increase in 
regional DRM cooperation in the following decade. This is perhaps the 
most dynamic causal condition that can explain advanced cooperation 
in the 21st century. However, it cannot explain it independently. Instead, 
one finds that a combination of asymmetrical risk and intra-regional power 
disparities provide a more accurate explanation. Added to these structural 
conditions is the importance of external interventions by the international 
community. This explains the spread of apparent knowledge that forms 
the preference structure of states and how assistance has helped to reduce 
regional transaction costs. 

 The overall answer to why states cooperate on regional DRM is perhaps 
best represented on a scale between parsimony and complexity. On the 
parsimony side, the underlying conditions that must be in place for 
regional cooperation to occur are asymmetrical risk and interdependence. 
However, this combination of conditions is a somewhat trivial explana-
tion. This triviality is reduced if the importance of state expectations 
is added to the causal formula; that is, expectations informed through 
incomplete information. Moving towards increasing causal complexity, 
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adding the intervening variable of technical and financial assistance 
to reduce transaction costs provides an additional layer of description. 
Finally, intra-regional power disparities can increase the overall accuracy 
of the complex formula, although this is not necessary. 

 States are motivated by a rational concern to decrease financial costs 
in the future. However, this can only be achieved if there is a favourable 
cost-benefit ratio. This ratio is improved when the apparent knowledge 
that the costs of disasters are increasing is spread, when intra-regional 
trade interdependence increases, and when there are consistently high 
asymmetrical risks. However, even when these conditions are present the 
capacity of regional organizations – which often have small budgets – to 
create advanced forms of cooperation will be limited without the assist-
ance from the international community. Regional DRM is thus by neces-
sity a truly global phenomenon.  
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     4 
 The Standardization of DRM   

   This chapter argues that states have largely adopted a standardized global 
model on how cooperation on regional DRM ought to be organized. It 
is posited that just like the state (Meyer et al., [1997] 2009), the envi-
ronment (Hironaka, 2002) and education (Meyer and Ramirez, [2000] 
2009), DRM is considered a global model that states emulate.  1   As these 
global models are informed by world culture, which is ‘highly rational-
ized and universalistic’ (Meyer et al., [1997] 2009: 181), the individual, 
state, or regional organization also becomes a rational and responsible 
actor.  2   When states organize themselves according to this global culture 
it is expected that high similarities in state activity will be apparent. 
The global standardization of regional DRM described in this chapter 
suggests that states are indeed motivated by a globalized DRM norm that 
provides an appropriate model for state activity on regional DRM. Global 
supply trumps local demand, which questions the extent to which the 
provision of protection is mere pretence rather than a rational concern. 
The role of regional organizations is thus understood here as more of a 
conduit for global norms rather than an independent actor motivated 
through local demand. 

 Another connection made in this chapter is the link between the emula-
tion of a global DRM model and the activity of the UN International 
Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR). The UNISDR, in collabora-
tion with other UN agencies and the international community, has 
been a crucial advocate of the global normative structure (Chapter 5).  3   
For example, the highly similar terminology used in regional DRM 
agreements can be traced back to a single publication by the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and the structure of many 
DRM programmes can be traced back to the UN’s Hyogo Framework 
Programme for Action (HFA). 
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 While the standardized features of a global DRM model tend to reflect 
a majority of activity in regional organizations, variation nevertheless 
occurs. This is not explained by recourse to agency and local decision-
making but by the capacity of a regional organization. The extent to 
which an association of states are more likely to follow global standards 
or act according to its own ‘interests’ are conditioned by its own socio-
economic capacity. Put differently, the tension between the ‘underlying 
self’ and ‘enacted agency’ provide instances of variation within a highly 
standardized system of norms (Meyer and Jepperson, [2000] 2009: 123). 

 The following chapter is divided between an analysis on the content, 
concepts and values represented in the DRM programmes.  4   First, the 
content of the agreements establishing cooperation on DRM show simi-
larities in terms of motives, aspirations and references to global sources to 
legitimate local action. Each of these categories captures a fundamental 
aspect of the content of regional DRM agreements. ‘Motivation’ entails 
a comparison of the reasons given in the agreements for cooperation. 
‘Aspirations’ entails a comparison of the goals and aims of regional DRM 
framework agreements and ‘external legitimation’ reflects the extent to 
which regional organizations make associations to similar organizations 
in an effort to increase its own legitimacy. Second, concepts in regional 
DRM agreements refer to the type of language used. If world scripts rely 
on language as their fundamental mode of exchange (see Berger and 
Luckmann, 1967: 22), it is expected that DRM concepts and their defi-
nitions will be similar. By defining key concepts of DRM similarly, the 
global social order of DRM becomes more concrete and more habitual-
ized. Key definitions used in DRM discourse, such as ‘disaster’, ‘response’, 
and ‘early warning’ are accordingly compared and their similarities 
exposed. Third, the values that define the referent points of protection 
in regional DRM programmes offer a further example of a standardized 
global DRM model that contains highly similar references to women’s 
rights, as well as the protection of life, property, the economy and the 
environment. A reflection on the perception of disasters over time is 
also included in this section, which serves to emphasize how today’s 
disaster-based values are highly contingent.  

  Content 

 A number of standardized themes stand out in the content of regional 
DRM programmes. This includes the motives for cooperation and the 
way in which the goals of DRM agreements are structured. A review of 
official DRM agreements and programmes, as well as speeches made by 
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regional practitioners, reveals that a majority of regional organizations 
maintain highly standardized motives for cooperating on DRM which 
is based on a rationalized and ‘common situation’. The argument goes 
that if DRM is a global model, then it must also reflect signs of habit-
ualized action under a ‘relevant’ and ‘common situation’ (Berger and 
Luckmann, 1967: 57). Reformulating this idea, John Meyer and Brian 
Rowan note that as such action becomes institutionalized over time, it 
is important that an explanation that legitimates ongoing social action 
is ‘consistent and comprehensive to ... carry conviction’ ([1977] 2009: 
97; Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 61). According to this proposition, it 
would be expected that a common situation is also reflected in regional 
DRM agreements. This is the case for a majority of regional organiza-
tions that base their reasons for cooperation on the increasing number 
of disasters and their associated economic and social costs. 

 The ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency 
Response (AADMER), for example, notes a concern with the ‘increasing 
frequency and scale of disasters in the ASEAN region and their damaging 
impacts’ (ASEAN, 2005a). The European Council Decision establishing 
a Community Civil Protection Mechanism notes that recent ‘years have 
witnessed a significant increase in the occurrence and severity of natural 
and man-made disasters’ (Council, 2007a: §3). The PIF Framework for 
Action notes that there ‘is ongoing and increasing vulnerability of 
Pacific Island nations and communities to the impacts of disasters’ (PIF, 
2005: Art. 1). A report on CARICOM’s DRM capacity begins with the 
reflection:

  Globally, the cost of disasters has increased seven-fold since the 
1960s ... In the near to mid-term, the vulnerability of societies around 
the world and the cost of disaster-related damage will increase ... . 
The socio-economic consequences of extreme climatic events in the 
Caribbean can be devastating. (CDEMA, 2011: IV)   

 Commenting on disasters in Africa at the third session on the global 
platform for disaster risk reduction, the AU Commissioner for Rural 
Economy and Agriculture, Tumusiime Rhoda Peace, noted that disas-
ters ‘are increasing in frequency and severity’ (Tumusiime, 2011: 2). At 
the same event, the chief for OAS Risk Management and Adaption to 
Climate Change (RISK-MACC) remarked that the ‘decade of 2001–2010 
was marked in the Americas by devastating disasters – there were almost 
200 more disasters than in the previous decade, affecting more than twice 
the number of people, with a doubling of the costs’ (González, 2011: 2). 



The Standardization of DRM 81

Similarly, Shahira Wahbi, the LAS Chief of Sustainable Development 
and International Cooperation, emphasized increasing desertification of 
the Arab region, which will result in dire consequences for the future 
(2013). 

 The examples demonstrate a similar rationalized motivation for 
regional DRM cooperation based on a ‘common situation’. Most 
are in agreement that natural disasters are on the rise and that this 
increases social and economic risk. On the surface, there is nothing 
odd about claiming the increase in the number and severity of disas-
ters to motivate reasons for cooperating on regional DRM. Indeed, 
there has been a general increase in climate-related disasters over the 
last 30 years, although seismic disasters have remained fairly steady 
(see MunichRE, 2013). However, even if the general numbers of, and 
costs from, disasters are increasing globally the specific regional-based 
economic costs (as a percentage of regional GDP) have decreased in 
almost all regions over the last 40 years (Table 4.1). Only CARICOM’s 
threat environment seems to justify the stated motives for coopera-
tion. Furthermore, the number of deaths caused by natural disasters 
has continually decreased during this period, which questions the 
extent to which social risk has actually increased over time (EM-DAT, 
2011a).      

 The apparent similarity in the regional organizations’ motivations, and 
the questionable statistics backing up the motivation for cooperation, 
suggests that states are less motivated by expectations from previous 
economic damages (caused by disasters) and more by the global norma-
tive structure that expresses the most appropriate rationale for legiti-
mating regional DRM cooperation. This ‘common situation’ – sourced 
from a real and rational concern – is thus necessarily idealized in order 
to be coherent and comprehensive, and thus ‘travel’ more easily. Hence, 
the original motivation remains concerned with ‘brute facts’ and func-
tional cooperation, but the necessary conditions for the diffusion of such 
motivations risk transcending the functional realm where ideas trump 
facts. The motives of states are not rational but rationalized.  6   Legitimacy 
of action may be achieved through a common story, yet not without a 
subtle cost to functional cooperation. 

 The highly standardized aspirations prevalent in regional DRM agree-
ments also tend to confirm this process of rationalization and points to 
the importance of the UN as an external actor that supports and advo-
cates the DRM model globally. A majority of regional organizations 
that produce official agreements on DRM have structured their aims 
and goals in remarkably similar ways. In particular, the DRM goals are 
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standardized under five themes: (1) strengthening disaster risk 
reduction in national and local areas, (2) assessing disaster risks and 
enhancing early warning, (3) building a culture of protection through 
education and knowledge sharing, (4) reducing underlying risk and 
(5) strengthening preparedness and effective response. The AU (2009), 
SADC (2006), CARICOM (2005), PIF (2005) and LAS (2011), for 
example, have inserted these goals into their framework agreements. 
The source of these aims can be found in the UN’s HFA priorities for 
action 2005–2015 (UNISDR, 2005: 13–20). The HFA list of priorities, 
aims and general time frames of the regional agreements are a near-
perfect match. Indeed, some organizations such as LAS (2011) and 
SADC (2006) have even copied parts or all of the HFA priorities for 
action verbatim. The EU, OAS, Mercosur and ASEAN agreements, on 
the other hand, do not match to the HFA goals as closely but, never-
theless, provide a familiar resemblance and supply direct references to 
the HFA in their preambles. 

 Another common trait found in DRM programmes is a tendency to 
associate with similar institutions and list previous activity on DRM 
cooperation in order to legitimize their activity. This can be divided 
between internal and external sources of legitimization. Internally, they 
are able to build on an historical base that legitimates current activity 
by demonstrating continual progress. Externally, regional organizations 
are able to demonstrate their activity to a ‘disinterested other’.  7   That is, 
as a disinterested ‘teacher of norms’ (Finnemore, 1993), who teaches 
and spreads the global model to interested actors (see Chapter 6). 

 Table 4.1     Estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters as a percentage 
of regional GDP: 1970–2007* 

 1970–1979  2000–2007  Percentage change 

EU 0.16 0.09 –43.75
ASEAN 1.27 0.27 –78.74
PIF 1.01 0.13 –87.13
CARICOM 0.33 1.73 424.24
Mercosur 0.82 0.09 –89.02
SADC 0.22 0.08 –63.64
LAS 0.39 0.13 –66.67
AU 0.32 0.16 –50.00
OAS 0.39 0.22 –43.59
ECO 0.96 0.16 –83.33

    Note: * Adjusted for inflation   

  Source:  EM-DAT (2011b).  5    
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While the UN is mentioned by all regional organizations, other 
International Governmental Organizations (IGOs) and International 
Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) are also listed such as 
SOPAC by the PIF (2005: §60), the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
by LAS (2011: 5) and a host of other organizations by ASEAN (2004: 
15). Interestingly, LAS is the only organization under review that explic-
itly notes and takes into consideration existing regional strategies on 
DRM, citing the AU, APEC, ASEAN, the Euro-Mediterranean Programme 
for Prevention, Preparedness and Response to Disasters (PPRD) and 
the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC) (Ibid). Considering LAS 
holds the most recent DRM agreement examined in this study (2011), 
its citing of other regional DRM cooperation could indicate the growing 
importance of inter-regional dialogue and the heightened awareness of 
regional organizations. These external references also indicate that the 
UN is a major contributor of a DRM model and the importance of citing 
external actors for legitimizing national or regional activity.  

  Concepts 

 If regional organizations enact a global DRM model, the type of language 
used ought to convey a family resemblance that is indicative of a ration-
alized world culture:

  language provides the fundamental superimposition of logic on the 
objectivated social world. The edifice of legitimations is built upon 
language and uses language as its principal instrumentality. (Berger 
and Luckmann, 1967: 64)   

 Out of the ten regional organizations under review, eight have published 
a framework agreement and four provide definitions of key terms on 
DRM.  8   The terms are ‘disaster’, ‘response’, ‘preparedness’, ‘early warning’, 
‘disaster risk management’ and ‘disaster risk reduction’. 

 When compared, the terminology is surprisingly consistent. The terms 
are either identical or closely resemble the definitions in other regional 
organizations. For example, the term ‘early warning’ is defined by the 
UNISDR as ‘[t]he provision of timely and effective information, through 
identified institutions, that allows individuals exposed to a hazard to take 
action to avoid or reduce their risk and prepare for effective response’ 
(UNISDR, 2004b). This is copied verbatim in the ASEAN Agreement on 
Disaster Management and Emergency Response (2005) and has clearly 
influenced the EU’s definition: ‘the timely and effective provision of 
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information that allows action to be taken to avoid or reduce risks and 
ensure preparedness for an effective response’ (Council, 2007a). 

 Similarly, the UNISDR definition of ‘disaster’ is defined as ‘[a] serious 
disruption of the functioning of a community or a society causing 
widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses which 
exceed the ability of the affected community or society to cope using its 
own resources’ (UNISDR, 2004b). This is also copied by ASEAN (2005a) 
and carries clear similarities with SADC’s definition: the ‘[d]isruption of 
functioning of society, causing widespread human, material, environ-
mental losses exceeding the ability of the affected society to cope using 
its own resources’ (SADC, 2001a). The European Union also shows signs 
of aligning to this and other standardized definitions with the terms 
‘preparedness’ and ‘response’ (Council, 2007a). In most places, the words 
are merely rearranged, providing the same meaning but with a cosmetic 
flare of originality. However, other terms are distinctively different, such 
as the preference for using the term civil protection instead of the more 
standard term, ‘disaster risk management’ or ‘disaster risk reduction’. 

 CARICOM and ASEAN tend to explicate the DRM model more strin-
gently than the EU as many of the terms they use appear to be exact copies 
of other regional DRM framework agreements. In particular, CARICOM 
and ASEAN use the UN’s preferable term of DRR to describe their disaster 
relief activities, which tends to be a general trend in a number of other 
regional organizations, such as the PIF (2005), SADC (2006) and ECO 
(2009). It is also interesting to note that the DRM terms used by regional 
organizations share a higher diversity prior to 2004. The 2001 SADC 
framework agreement, for example, has a comprehensive list of terms 
that are at odds with other regional agreements that were published 
after 2005 (see SADC, 2001a). This is also true for CARICOM’s dissim-
ilar definition of ‘disaster’ taken from its 1991 agreement establishing 
CDERA (CARICOM, 1991). However, these regional organizations have, 
since 2005, revised versions of their original framework agreements that 
are now in line with standard definitions of key terms, representing a 
significant convergence towards a single source. 

 What changed the basic definitions for regional DRM cooperation? For 
the case of SADC, there is a clear connection between dropping local DRM 
definitions and adopting global ones. When assisting SADC to formu-
late their regional DRM agreement, the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) came to the conclusion that differences in DRM terms 
used by national authorities was an important coordination problem; the 
solution offered by the UNDP was to adopt the United Nation’s defini-
tions on disaster management (SADC, 2001a: §3.2.1, 3.5). This is not a 
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unique example, as the UN DRM terminology seems to have had a wider 
impact on other regional organizations and states. 

 In 2004, the UN DRM definitions were published in ‘Living with 
Risk: A Global Review of Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives’ (UNISDR, 
2004a). A year later, the UN sponsored the second world conference 
on disaster risk reduction that was held in Japan. The HFA was devel-
oped through this conference by the international community, who 
instructed the UNISDR to, inter alia, ‘update and widely disseminate 
international standard terminology related to disaster risk reduction, 
at least in all official United Nations languages, for use in programme 
and institutions development, operations, research, training curricula 
and public information programmes’ (UNISDR, 2005: 9). A booklet and 
online catalogue thus emerged with a detailed list of basic terms as well 
as ‘emerging new concepts’ that are of a ‘growing professional relevance’ 
(Ibid). Comments are also supplied beneath each definition that either 
expand on the original concept or instruct how the definition ought to 
be understood and applied. For example, the comments for ‘Disaster 
risk reduction plan’ notes that these plans should be guided by the 
HFA and, inter alia, should specify the ‘time frame and responsibilities 
for implementation and the sources of funding ... linkages to climate 
change adaption plans should also be made where possible’ (UNISDR, 
2009g: 11). This definition is also classed as a ‘new professional concept’ 
that is part of the updated booklet on terminology that was originally 
published in 2004. 

 The introduction of these terms subtly changes the nature of the DRM 
model and, through this, the very way practitioners talk about, and act 
out, DRM cooperation. To be clear, these terms were not written by any 
individual but represent the organic growth of concepts that are implic-
itly agreed upon by a majority of practitioners that is then institution-
alized (objectified) through the UN mouthpiece. In line with this, the 
 UNISDR Terminology on   DRR  booklet recommends comments and sugges-
tions for future revisions (UNISDR, 2009g: 1). Thus, the promotion of a 
standardized set of terms and concepts – or ‘textbook’ for the students of 
world culture – not only reinforces a particular way of doing DRM but also 
actively encourages a specific set of values that legitimize a global concept 
of DRM cooperation and reinforces the core traits of world culture.  

  Values 

 The values embedded within DRM agreements are highly standardized, 
which not only support and legitimize DRM activity but also reflect 
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the referent points of protection, namely life, property, the economy 
and the environment. These referent points are often presented in the 
definitions of a disaster or are mixed into an introductory paragraph 
on how the increasing numbers of disasters are affecting the critical 
structures of society.  9   One slight exception to this is the OAS that 
places less emphasis on the environment as a referent point of protec-
tion. Instead, the environment, or ‘natural resource base’, tends to 
be more closely aligned to economic development. However, this is 
changing. While still fairly absent in official texts, an ‘official state-
ment’ delivered by an OAS risk management authority to the third 
and fourth sessions of the global platform for DRR makes a clear 
connection between climate change and DRR as a key challenge to 
the Americas (González, 2011; see Tross, 2013). The raison d’être of 
regional DRM cooperation is also in line with the UNISDR definition 
of disaster that places emphasis on ‘human, material, economic or 
environmental losses’ (UNISDR, 2009g: 9). 

 Another standardized value that is becoming a part of the modern 
global discourse on DRM is women’s rights. This can be seen in a number 
of regional organizations that have inserted statements on the protec-
tion or the empowerment of women. Comparable gender references are 
made by the AU (2004: 1/8), PIF (2005: v), SADC (2006: 2.2), CARICOM 
(2007: vi), the OAS (2007b: preamble), ECO (2008a: 12), LAS (2011: 3.3.2) 
and Mercosur (Brugnoni, 2013). While ASEAN does not have an explicit 
reference to women’s rights in its 2005 framework agreement, it has more 
recently set up an ASEAN Commission on the Promotion and Protection 
of the Rights of Women and Children (ACWC), which contains specific 
measures for ‘women in natural disasters’ (ASEAN, 2011b). EU legislation 
on civil protection and gender issues contains few explicit references to 
women’s rights in connection to natural disasters. This does not mean, 
however, that the EU neglects women’s rights, as this is a fundamental 
aspect of the values it upholds in a number of official treaties, legisla-
tion (Council, 1992, 2007b; see García, 1998) and through the European 
Court (Cichowski, 2005). Attention to women’s rights in connection 
to natural disasters can also be seen in the Commission’s financing of 
various projects (UNISDR, 2008) and is also embedded in documents 
on the EU’s response capacity to natural and man-made disasters (see 
European Parliament, 2010). Additionally, the EU is particularly active 
in supporting women’s rights abroad (Candeloro, 2010; Georgieva, 
2010d), such as its strong commitment to implementing the UN Security 
Council Resolution 1325 on women, peace and security through ECHO, 
the largely external policy space of the EU for emergency management 
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(UN, 2010).  10   The EU is also committed to the HFA priorities for action 
that include the aim that a ‘gender perspective should be integrated into 
all disaster risk management policies’ (UNISDR, 2005: 4). 

 As the empowerment of women is a prioritized value in world society 
(see Berkovitch and Bradley, 1999; Berkovitch, 2003), the explicit or 
implicit inclusion of gender references in DRM activity from the ten 
regional organizations under review provide a fairly strong link between 
the importance global norms have on the construction of regional DRM. 
As there is also a full homogeneity across all ten regional organizations 
in terms of the general referent points of protection that form the foun-
dational basis of DRM cooperation, the argument that states are influ-
enced by a global normative structure on DRM is further strengthened. 
It should be kept in mind that these common values are not fully static 
but have and continue to evolve over time. Perceptions of what disasters 
have changed considerably over the last 250 years. 

  Contingent values 

 The earth shook, fires roared, buildings crumbled and countless people 
lost their lives in the days that followed the Lisbon earthquake in 1755. 
Commenting on this dramatic event, Jean-Jacques Rousseau embraced 
the language of reason rather than religion to explain why disaster struck 
the city of Portugal. It was individuals, not God, who were responsible 
for the catastrophe. Rousseau argued that if appropriate prevention 
strategies were in place, such as efficient building standards, the envi-
ronment could have been controlled (Rousseau, [1756] 1967). 

 While Rousseau, and others such as Voltaire ([1756] 2003) and 
Immanuel Kant (1756), invoked Enlightenment principles, others in 
Europe had not yet dislodged the idea that natural disasters were a 
result of God’s retribution. Inquisitors searched the streets of Lisbon 
to find heuristics, the University of Coimbra agreed to an  auto-da-fé  to 
prevent future earthquakes, and Calvinist Denmark refused to provide 
aid viewing the catastrophic events as God’s retribution for the inhabit-
ants’ sins (Hutchinson, 2000: 5).  11   Indeed, in the period 1693–1783 it 
is estimated that 100 European cities were destroyed by earthquakes, 
causing approximately 130,000 deaths. Little relief was provided based 
on the belief that it was God’s plan (Hutchinson, 2000: 5). This belief 
in a divine being as the cause of natural catastrophes is also expressed 
in the original 16th century meaning of the word disaster, or  disastro , 
which means ‘ill-starred’ or the unfortunate position of the planet and 
zodiac on society (Harper, 2011). This is indicative of an era when people 
held largely different perceptions on the value of human life.  12   
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 Rousseau famously questioned these deep-seated societal beliefs in the 
spirit of emerging Western principles of tolerance and reason. Instead 
of blaming God, Rousseau blames the critical infrastructure of Lisbon: 
‘nature never assembled there twenty thousand houses of six or seven 
stories high; and that, if the inhabitants of that great city had been more 
equally dispersed, and more lightly lodged, the damage would have 
been much less, and perhaps none at all’ (1756, cited in Hyland, Gomez 
and Greensides, 2003: 76–77). Whether it is the questioning of funda-
mental beliefs during the Enlightenment period or venturing astrolog-
ical hypotheses, this example draws attention to the importance of the 
contextual environment and how society interprets and understands 
disasters as well as highlighting the particular values society upholds 
as sacred. Mystical explanations for earthquakes are no longer referred 
to as ‘hidden thunders, belched from the underground’ (Voltaire, 1756, 
cited in Hyland, Gomez and Greensides, 2003: 80) or the alignment of 
planets; rather, a scientific explanation is espoused based on the friction 
between, or movement of, tectonic plates. The introduction of scien-
tific laws and the celebration of reason that began in the Enlightenment 
period have thus developed into an entirely different conception of the 
meaning of disasters as well as the object of protection (see Chapter 5 on 
the ‘scientization’ of DRM). 

 This historical interlude provides a useful illustration of the ideational 
fissures that were changing normal conceptions on the way in which 
people understood and reacted to natural disasters. This inherent socio-
logical nature of natural disasters means that different perceptions and 
meanings are attached to natural disasters throughout history. It is a 
contingent rather than a static social phenomenon. Thus, one ought 
to bear in mind that the referent points of protection discussed above 
are contingent on the current global context where the value of life, 
property, the economy and the environment are semi-permanent 
fixtures that may or may not be prioritized in the future. The contin-
gent nature of these standardized values is an important point that is 
often forgotten when analysing world cultural scripts that tend to be 
artificially suspended in an ahistorical context.   

  Variation 

 The above description on the content, concepts and values of regional 
DRM clearly demonstrate a highly standardized and global policy field. The 
language used, goals espoused and values promoted all reflect a homog-
enized system or global model. However, there are also inconsistencies 
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and variation within this standardized field. In particular, the EU and 
the OAS exhibit more variation in their DRM programmes compared 
to the AU, SADC or LAS. For example, the standardized aspirations vis-
à-vis the UN’s Hyogo Framework Programme do not conform exactly to 
the DRM framework agreements of the EU, OAS, Mercosur and ASEAN. 
Furthermore, the terminology used by the EU contains a higher amount 
of variation compared to the majority of other regional organizations. 

 The main reason that can account for this variation is based on the 
capacity of each regional organization. If adopting the global DRM 
model affords states with increased legitimacy (as an additional feature 
of the modern state), developing regions will be more likely to follow 
the model more stringently than developed regions. After all, devel-
oped states are already well perceived as being part of a global commu-
nity of norms, while developing states may be more inclined to follow 
a global model. Indeed, if the global DRM model is diffused primarily 
via international organizations, such as the UN and its various agencies 
(Finnemore, 1993), then it would be expected that relational diffusion 
would be more intense in developing countries that may be lacking basic 
DRM systems (see Chapter 5). This also means that ‘categorical rules’ 
do not ‘conflict with the logic of efficiency’ (Meyer and Rowan, [1977] 
2009: 103). That is, if there are few technical DRM activities that would 
come into conflict with generalized rules, there would be less variation 
in adopting the DRM model. Conversely, if there are existing technical 
activities, then it may be more difficult to reconcile the conflict between 
the ‘underlying self’ and ‘enacted agency’ (Meyer and Jepperson, [2000] 
2009: 123). That is, the tensions between the state as an entity that 
aims to enhance the socio-economic well-being of its citizens on the one 
hand, and conforming to global standards on the other.      

 Figure 4.1 depicts ten regional organizations according to their average 
Human Development Index (HDI) that is divided according to the 
general cut-off points between low and very high development.  13   Based 
on a country’s average level of health, knowledge and income, the HDI 
provides a general indication of a country’s relative development status. 
The HDI values of the ten regional organizations largely conform with the 
argument presented above. That is, ‘very high’ developed regional organi-
zations – the EU and the OAS – tend to exhibit more variation than less 
developed regions (the outlier, PIF, can be explained by the membership 
of Australia and New Zealand, which increases PIF’s average HDI value). 
At the other end of the scale are CARICOM, AU and SADC that exhibit 
a high degree of standardization. It should be noted that CARICOM has 
shown considerable variation before 2005. As described in Chapter 2, it 
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created a DRM programme already in 1991 – roughly a decade before a 
majority of other regional organizations produced similar forms of coop-
eration – that expressed different content and concepts (see CARICOM, 
1991). CARICOM was most likely first motivated more by its own ‘under-
lying self’ (as an association of states that aim to maximize its socio-eco-
nomic profile) than ‘enacted agency’ (conforming to global norms). This 
early innovation in regional DRM is explained by the particular severity 
of economic damages produced by natural disasters compared to the 
other regional organizations (see Table 4.1). However, as the global mode 
on DRM has become increasingly diffused and reinforced, CARICOM has 
come in line with the global standardized model on DRM (see CARICOM, 
2005) along with Mercosur, ASEAN, SADC and ECO. 

 An additional explanation for variation is the roles played by regional 
and international organizations. The EU, for example, can be explained 
by its role as an ‘enactor’ and a ‘carrier’ of the global DRM model, whereby 
it actively promotes the model to other states, organizations and institu-
tions (see Buhari-Gulmez, 2010: 266). An analysis on the various roles 
of regional organizations vis-à-vis the international community is an 
important feature that explains how the global model on DRM can be 
diffused, which is explained in greater depth in Chapter 6.  

  Summary 

 A majority of regional organizations have established particular forms of 
cooperation in preventing, preparing and responding to natural disasters 
since the beginning of the 21st century (Chapter 2). This chapter describes 
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the global standardization of these regional DRM programmes. A review 
of the various regional framework agreements on DRM reveal that the 
goals and aspirations, terminology and language, and referent points of 
protection are remarkably similar, if not identical, in regions as diverse as 
the AU and the PIF. All regional organizations express a common motiva-
tion for cooperating on regional DRM that transcends its functional roots; 
all regional organizations refer to external agencies in order to legitimize 
DRM cooperation; a majority of regional organizations use the same DRM 
terminology (derived from a common source); and the reference points 
of protection that establish the fundamental reason for DRM cooperation 
are identical across all ten regional organizations. These features provide 
substantial evidence for the claim that there is indeed a standardized ‘set 
of cultural rules’ elucidated in regional DRM agreements that ‘give general-
ized meaning to social activity and regulate it in a patterned way’ (Meyer, 
Boli and Thomas, [1987] 2009: 85). Formed from an external structure 
rather than local demand, this global DRM model conditions the way in 
which states cooperate on DRM through regional organizations. While 
there is some variation – particularly with the case of the EU – this can 
be generally explained by the extent to which the ‘underlying self’ or 
‘enacted agency’ dominates an association of states, which is affected by 
the capacity of each regional organization. 

 The UNISDR is identified as the main source of a global DRM model 
that dictates the appropriate rationalized behaviour for regional DRM 
cooperation. The booklets on DRM terminology and the establish-
ment of the HFA stand out as particular referent points for standardized 
behaviour. This chapter also introduces the idea of rationalized DRM 
that is produced through the emulation and acceptance of a ‘common 
category’; that is, the supposed increase in economic damages caused 
from natural disasters as the primary motivator for cooperating on 
regional DRM. However, as the actual costs (adjusted for inflation) per 
region have not increased significantly, it would appear that a concern 
for a global strategy for resilience via regional organizations is a ration-
alized norm. This means that while there is nevertheless a potential 
role for regional organizations to improve the resilience of its member 
states, the implementation of its goals are secondary to enacting them 
through words rather than deeds. The following chapter elaborates on 
the UN and the international community’s contribution to the diffusion 
and reinforcement of the global DRM model in order to better under-
stand this global standardization and why it has been so influential on 
regional cooperation.  
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     5 
 International Organizations and 
Norm Diffusion   

   This chapter describes how and why regional DRM cooperation has 
become highly standardized across the globe through the diffusion prac-
tices of international organizations and reflects on the consequences this 
has for the perceived role of regional organizations as disaster managers. 
If norms are ‘collective expectations about proper behaviour for a given 
identity’ (Jepperson, Wendt and Katzenstein, 1996: 54), then the diffu-
sion of norms is when these collective forms of appropriate behaviour are 
‘communicated through certain channels over time among the members 
of a social system’ (Rogers, 1983, cited in Strang and Meyer, [1993] 2009: 
136–137). One of the most important entities that drive this process for 
regional DRM is the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction 
(UNISDR). Acting under various titles this agency has organically evolved 
over the last half century into a leading global advocate that advances 
a particular form of DRM known as Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR).  1   Of 
course, the UNISDR does not stand alone but is mutually supported by a 
league of other international organizations that have increasingly targeted 
regional organizations as a medium to influence state-based DRM capaci-
ties and establish a common global model within regional organizations. 

 The first part of this chapter adopts a holistic approach on norm diffu-
sion by quantitatively examining and locating  what  entities are diffusing 
the global DRM model. In particular, it surveys the historical growth 
and geographical distribution of international organizations over the 
last century. It reveals that the creation of international organizations 
involved with DRM first emerged in Europe and the US around the 
beginning of the 20th century and proliferated globally during the late 
1970s and 1980s. The figures also suggest a strong correlation between 
this global proliferation of organizations and the global rise of regional 
DRM in the late 1990s and 2000s. 
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 The second part of this chapter takes a more fine-tuned approach 
by examining  how  the global DRM model is diffused via relational and 
cultural links. The former is defined by intersubjective exchange between 
organizations. Here, diffusion takes place through inter-organizational 
coordination, which becomes particularly apparent when DRM-related 
organizations exchange ideas through institutionalized ‘arenas of diffu-
sion’, such as global platforms and world conferences. The relational 
mechanisms used by international organizations to diffuse the DRM 
model include the promotion and coordination of education and 
training initiatives as well as simplified agenda setting at world confer-
ences. Cultural diffusion is concerned with how an individual or organi-
zation is connected to a global model through a common social category 
that provides the foundations for diffusion (Strang and Meyer, [1993] 
2009: 139). For example, the common social categories of science (in 
the form of climate change) have been increasingly connected to global 
DRM, which has had the effect of increasing the legitimacy of the DRM 
model that, in turn, assists in greater diffusion.  

  The global expansion of DRM 

 The diffusion and reification of global models is often achieved through 
organizational networks and the interaction between international and 
non-governmental organizations such as the Red Cross, the UN, and 
the International Court of the Environment (Meyer and Rowan, [1977] 
2009: 95). Acting under the assumption that international organiza-
tions are the main, albeit not the only, carriers of global models, the 
following pages first make the case that a correlation between the rise of 
DRM-related networks and the emergence of regional DRM exists. Second, 
it identifies when DRM became a global phenomenon and locates the 
original geographical source of transnational advocacy on DRM within 
Europe. Third, it identifies the most prolific organizations that propa-
gate the global DRM model, which include the UNISDR, the EU and the 
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies. 

  The growth of DRM organizations 

 As we observed in Chapter 2, cooperation on regional DRM began 
slowly since the mid-1970s. However, since the late 1990s the number 
of regional DRM programmes and the level of cooperation on DRM rose 
dramatically. If international organizations are the main carriers of a 
global DRM model (Meyer and Rowan, [1977] 2009: 95), it would be 
expected, at a minimum, that a league of international organizations 
existed prior to the emergence of regional DRM. A preliminary indication 
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of this assumption is displayed in Figure 5.1, which depicts the growth 
of DRM-related international organizations over the last century.      

 According to the Yearbook of International Organizations (YIO) the 
number of organizations operating in the field of emergency and disaster 
relief has grown significantly in the last half century. Based on the 
keywords ‘emergency’ and ‘disaster’ the YIO database identified a total of 
429 organizations.  2   Between the creation of the International Committee 
of the Red Cross in 1863 and the Emergency Economic Committee 
for Europe in 1945, a total of 15 organizations emerged.  3   By 1967, the 
number of organizations expanded to 50, doubled within a decade, and 
continued to climb towards 200 at the end of the Cold War, and then 300 
at the turn of the century. For a period of approximately two decades, 
between 1978 and 2000, at least five new organizations emerged each 
year. The most intense period of organizational growth was between 1988 
and 1994, when 87 organizations were established within six years. After 
1994, the number of new DRM organizations has slowly declined, which 
means that the expansion of DRM organizations has since plateaued. 

 The existence and spread of these organizations provide an impor-
tant medium through which the DRM model can be diffused. Indeed, a 
strong correlation can be made between the rise of DRM organizations 
and regional DRM cooperation. The stark increase in disaster and emer-
gency relief organizations, beginning in the mid-1970s, correlates with 
the nascent level of regional cooperation on DRM that was identified 
in Chapter 2. The intense period of DRM organizational growth in the 
1990s also precedes the surge of more advanced regional DRM coopera-
tion in the 2000s. This finding also aligns with world society’s claim that 
when the quantity of networks that adopt and transmit a global model 
increase, then the number of rationalized myths will also increase (Meyer 
and Rowan, [1977] 2009: 95; see Boli and Thomas, 1999).  

  Geographical representation of DRM organizations 

 The geographical origins of DRM-related international organizations are 
predominantly European and North American as roughly 75 per cent of 
the total number of organizations has a transatlantic genesis. Figure 5.2 
displays the percentage of DRM organizations that have emerged in 
the last century according to their geographical origins. The data was 
sourced from the YIO, where a standard search was entered into the 
database for all organizations that use the keyword term ‘emergency’ 
or ‘disaster’. Out of approximately 429 organizations, 244 provide their 
date and place of origin. These organizations are then grouped according 
to major world regions.      
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 The geographical-based quantity of DRM organizations is clearly domi-
nated by Europe (predominantly in Belgium, France, Switzerland, Italy 
and the UK) and the US, which together provide the geographical hub 
of global DRM. According to world society theory, this division is not 
surprising as the world script is essentially a Western-based script (Meyer 
and Jepperson, [2000] 2009: 115; see Buhari-Gulmez, 2010: 258–259). 
Thus, while DRM may be global, it is decidedly transatlantic. 

 Europe is also the location of some of the first international organiza-
tions related to DRM. Most notably, the establishment of the Red Cross 
in 1863 reflected an institutionalized form of a ‘humanitarian sensibility’ 
that had been gaining ground over the previous century (Haskell, 1985a, 
1985b). The prestige and number of Red Cross societies quickly increased 
throughout Europe in the late 19th century and began to extend beyond 
its borders. By 1900, Red Cross societies could be found in the US and 
other countries in the Western hemisphere (Ibid: 8). The Red Cross was 
not, however, the only relief organization that emerged at this time. A 
series of horse ambulance services was established in the US from 1869, 
Sir John Furley formed the St John Ambulance Association in 1877, 
Baron Friedrich von Esmarch established the  Sameriterverein  in 1882 and 
the Royal Life Saving Society was established in 1891 (Hutchinson, 1997: 
158). Another important pre-World War II development worthy of note 
was the establishment of International Relief Union (IRU) through the 
League of Nations in 1927. This is the first known intergovernmental 
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  Source:  YIO (2010).  



96 Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Management

organization that specifically dealt with emergency relief. This initiative 
was designed to offer assistance to civilians affected by natural disasters 
as well as to provide the grounds for a ‘scientific study of the causes 
of natural calamities, with the view of counteracting or limiting their 
effects’ (Nature, 1940).  4   Notwithstanding these important developments, 
international DRM organizations were generally confined to Europe and 
the US and the number of organizations were relatively low.      

 Table 5.1 allocates the geographical distribution of DRM organizations 
according to the period in which they emerged. When one or more 
organization from a geographical region emerges an X is entered on 
the corresponding row. Europe and the US are clearly the main protago-
nists for the diffusion of regional DRM across the globe, which began 
in earnest in the 1970s. Until this period, DRM organizations were 
generally confined to Europe with the exception of some networks that 
emerged in the US and one in Jordon, New Zealand and the Philippines. 
This dramatically changed in the 1980s, which is orthogonal to the 
rapid increase in the quantity of DRM organizations, where all regions 
experienced the creation of new DRM organizational structures. The last 
decade has seen a slightly lower geographical spread suggesting that the 
expansion of DRM is beginning to plateau. 
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 Figure 5.2      Geographical-based quantity of DRM organizations, 1863–2009 

  Source:  YIO (2010).  
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 This geographical analysis is useful for locating the general source of 
the global DRM model and also illustrates when DRM became a global 
phenomenon. The following empirical analysis now examines the 
connections made between networks in order to identify which organi-
zations have been most prominent.  

  The DRM network 

 A majority of organizations operating in the field of DRM have formal 
and informal inter-organizational links. These include, for example, 
MoUs, financing schemes, cooperative partnerships, affiliations, active 
or preparatory participation, and observer, consultant or supervisor 
status, or when an organization is instrumental in setting up another 
organization.  5   These links are understood as a necessary part of the 
intersubjective activity that promotes and reproduces the DRM model. 
However, this interaction is not evenly distributed across all DRM 
organizations. Instead, some organizations are linked to more networks 
than others. The higher the number of links registered to the same 
organization, the more potential influence that organization will be.      

 Table 5.2 lists the number of links each organization has according 
the YIO. This provides an indication of who the most prominent 
actors may be in diffusing and advocating DRM. For reasons of 
parsimony, subsidiary bodies or agencies of large organizations, 
such as the IFRC, the EU, and the UN, have been grouped together 
under their principal names. Thus, ECHO is classified as EU and 
UNISDR is classified as UN. The results demonstrate that the UN 
is the major transnational actor which has 236 connections to or 
from DRM organizations. Other important organizations include the 

 Table 5.1     Geographical distribution of DRM organizations, 1863–2009 

 Europe 
 North 

America 
 South 

America 
 Southeast 

Asia  Africa 
 Middle 

East 
 Central 

Asia  Pacific 

1863–1909 X
1910–1919 X X
1920–1929 X
1930–1939 X
1940–1949 X X X
1950–1959 X X
1960–1969 X X X X
1970–1979 X X X X X X X
1980–1989 X X X X X X X X
1990–1999 X X X X X X X X
2000–2009 X X X X X X

   Source:  YIO (2010).  
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EU with 73 connections, the IFRC with 44, and the Council of Europe 
with 35.      

 If international organizations provide the primary medium for trans-
porting a global model, it would be expected that they are not only 
active in creating links but also a select few will be referenced by other 
organizations, whereby legitimacy is conferred by a perceived authority 
in the field. Disaggregating the data according to this logic reveals 
that many organizations tend to reference ten or more links to other 
organizations yet relatively few receive more than ten references. The 
top six organizations that received the most references according to the 
Yearbook of International Relations are displayed in Table 5.3. The most 
referenced set of organizations in descending order include the UN, the 
EU, IFRC, WHO, WFP and VOICE.  6   The number of referenced connec-
tions to the UN is 130, which clearly outweighs references to the other 
five organizations that range between 67 (EU) and 20 (VOICE). 

 This quantitative review not only highlights the most prolific inter-
national organizations that work in the field of DRM but also reveals 
a highly complex international DRM community. While the following 
analysis has a bias towards some of the most active organizations – UN 
agencies, the EU and the IFRC – this community, to be sure, is an intri-
cate, dynamic and multifarious phenomenon. It also contains its share 
of tensions and disputes, such as conflicting views on international 
relief coordination, between aid and development strategies for reducing 
vulnerability, and differences of impartiality and the politics of DRM 
(Hannigan, 2012: 36).  7   The reader should keep in mind that the theo-
retical lens used in this chapter – world society theory – tends to priori-
tize similarities over differences, meaning that much of this complexity 
is overlooked. This is not considered a weakness of the theory; rather, 
it reveals the general characteristics of all theory as abstractions from 
reality. World society theory is used because it helps to identify general 
patterns of diffusion within this complex environment.   

 Table 5.2     Number of network links between international organizations involved 
with ‘emergencies’ and ‘disasters’, 2011 

 International/regional organization  Number of links 

United Nations and associated agencies 236
European Union 73
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies
44

Council of Europe 35

   Source:  YIO (2010).  
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  Relational diffusion 

 The previous section described the emergence of a large number of 
DRM-related international organizations in the last quarter of the 21st 
century and found that the UN is one of the most authoritative organi-
zations involved with DRM. This section delves into  how  the UN and 
other organizations have diffused a particular DRM model across the 
globe through intersubjective exchange. The following accordingly 
analyses the history of the UN’s involvement in DRM, as well as other 
international organizations, in order to show how the international 
community spreads DRM norms. In particular, this section reveals how 
the DRM community has explicitly targeted regional organizations as an 
important target of global DRM advocacy. 

 Relational diffusion is divided into two general categories. The first is 
through the inter-organizational coordination of disaster reduction and 
relief efforts. The second is through the creation of regional and global 
arenas that facilitate the propagation and construction of the global 
DRM model. Table 5.4 summarizes the two categories of relational diffu-
sion and the various diffusion mechanisms used by the international 
community. A review of these general categories also helps to shed 
light on the various mechanisms of diffusion used by the international 
community, which include: the production of manuals and education 
material as well as simplifying global agendas.      

  Inter-organizational diffusion 

 Contemporary inter-organizational cooperation can be traced back to at 
least the creation of the League of Nation’s International Relief Union 
(IRU) in 1927. Its first meeting in 1932, for example, included the League 
of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, the Sovereign Order of Malta, 

 Table 5.3     Most referenced international organizations involved with ‘emergen-
cies’ and ‘disasters’, 2011 

 International/regional organization  Number of links 

United Nations and associated agencies 130
European Union 67
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies
29

World Health Organization 29
World Food Programme 19
Voluntary Organizations in Cooperation in Emergencies 17

   Source:  YIO (2010).  
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the International Institute of Agriculture and the International Labour 
Organization (Macalister-Smith, 1985: 20). Over the last 60 years the 
UN has continued this tradition by fostering DRM cooperation through 
interrelational modes of exchange. Like the IRU, the UN’s promotion 
of inter-organizational cooperation on DRM does not appear to be the 
result of any strategic or explicit decisions by UN practitioners, but rather 
a functional response to deal with a recurring problem with few capaci-
ties. This has increasingly involved regional organizations as receivers of 
DRM norms; however, more recently some regional organizations such 
as the OAS and the EU have also become diffusers of regional DRM. 

 UN-based inter-organizational cooperation on DRM began with the 
Palestine conflict in 1947 and the worldwide food shortage that gripped 
the attention of the newly formed organization.  8   These events moti-
vated the UN’s first efforts in disaster relief. In May 1948, a committee 
of the assembly appointed Count Folke Bernadotte as the UN mediator 
on Palestine. Two months later, Bernadotte initiated a disaster relief 
project to protect the Arab and Jewish refugees from the approaching 
winter as well as from famine and disease (UN, 1948–1949: 200). This 
initiative was later replaced by the UN Relief for Palestinian Refugees 
(UNRPR), which signed cooperation agreements with the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, the League of Red Cross Societies, and the 
American Friends Service Committee as well as an arrangement with 
UNICEF (Ibid). Within the framework of this relief project, Bernadotte 
appointed a Director on Disaster Relief whose headquarters would be 
in Beirut through the collaboration of LAS and the government of 
Lebanon. The director was also assisted by a Chief Medical Officer from 
the World Health Organization (WHO), a Chief Supply Officer from the 
International Refugee Organization (IRO), a Director of Field Operations 
and a supervisor field medical officer from the International Rescue 
Committee (IRC) (UN, 1947–1948: 312). 

 Cooperation with regional organizations thus began at an early stage. 
Three years after the UN’s first efforts on disaster relief in 1948, the UN 
awarded LAS and the OAS observer status in the UN’s Economic and 
Social Council (ECOSOC) (UN, 1951: 68) where discussions and deci-
sions on DRM are undertaken. This inter-organizational coordination 
would, at least, have given the newly formed regional organization an 
ongoing comprehension and knowledge of the evolving DRM activity 
within the UN.  9   

 UN activity in Palestine was followed by intermittent relief aid in 
the 1950s. Some examples include UNICEF’s assistance to the 1950 
Ecuadorian earthquake (UN, 1950: 690), the 1954 flood in Iraq, and 
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the Chilean earthquake in 1960 (UN, 1960: 248, 430).  10   Attention to 
natural disaster relief developed until it became an annual occurrence 
in 1964.  11   By the early 1970s, UN disaster relief activity spanned the 
globe, from Bangladesh, India, and Lesotho to Haiti, Afghanistan, Nepal 
and Costa Rica (UN, 1979: 941). With the release of a DRM report by 
the Secretary-General in 1971, the objectives of the UN also widened to 
include prevention, control, prediction, planning, preparedness, reha-
bilitation and reconstruction. Cooperation now shifted from disaster 
relief to DRM.  12   

 In conjunction with the geographical spread and number of DRM 
organizations that began to emerge on a global scale in the 1970s, the 
UN took measures to accelerate worldwide coordination on DRM. In 
1974, the UN noted that due to the general ‘lack of adequate world-
wide co-ordination’ in the area of disaster relief, the UNDRO was in a 
‘unique position ... to provide a global system of mobilizing and co-ordi-
nating disaster relief, and that this capability should be strengthened as 
a matter of priority and urgency’ (UN, 1974: 588). The institutionaliza-
tion of this global vision for DRM began to materialize in 1975 when the 
Council requested that the UNDRO and other UN bodies and relevant 
organizations begin to prepare an international strategy for disaster 
prevention.  13   

 During this time, the UN also contributed to providing expert advice 
and technical assistance to regional organizations (UN, 1979: 942; 1980: 
973). For example, a fact-finding mission was sent to seven Andean 
countries in order to implement a regional project on DRM and support 
intra-regional assistance (UN, 1974: 582). Plans for a pan-Caribbean 
DRM project were also evolving in the late 1970s and finalized in 1981. 

 Table 5.4     Categories of relational diffusion 

 Categories  Examples 

Inter-organizational 
diffusion

Global networks of 
‘necessity’

IRU meetings, Middle East 
disaster and relief project

Bilateral regional 
support

Pan-Caribbean Disaster 
Preparedness and Prevention 
Project, Tropical Cyclone 
Committee for the South-West 
Indian Ocean, SADC action plan

Arenas of diffusion Global and regional 
platforms

UNISDR Global Platform for 
DRR, regional platform for Africa

World conferences UNCED, Yokohama, Hyogo, 
Rio+20, HFA2



102 Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Management

The following year, the UNDRO established an emergency telecommu-
nications network in the Caribbean region and handed over the admin-
istrative responsibilities of the regional programme – the Pan-Caribbean 
Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Project – to CARICOM in 1983 
(UN, 1981: 484; 1982: 714–715; 1983: 533). The UNDRO continued to 
closely support this effort. In the following year, it sent two full-time 
experts on emergency telecommunications to the region and organized 
seminars, workshops, training programmes, simulations and support for 
disaster plans. These efforts aimed to support and create national emer-
gency offices. By the end of 1984, a total of 23 out of the 28 member states 
had national programmes on disaster preparedness and prevention (UN, 
1984: 521). This insight may help to explain why CARICOM created 
an advanced form of DRM cooperation in the early 1990s compared to 
a majority of regional organizations that began to cooperate in opera-
tional activities near the end, and after the turn, of the century.  14   

 The Caribbean region was not the only region to receive assistance. 
Global DRM activity in the 1980s involved a considerable amount of 
training and education from the UN to regional organizations and 
states. In 1984, for example, the UNDRO participated in or sponsored 
regional-based programmes, such as the Tropical Cyclone Committee 
for the South-West Indian Oceans, a seminar on disaster preparedness in 
the South-West Pacific, flood management in Asian countries, a disaster 
training programme for South Asian countries, a disaster experts meeting 
in ASEAN, a regional seminar on disaster preparedness, a regional 
training seminar for the South-West Indian Ocean, DRM assistance to 
Southeast Asia and India, and a regional meeting with the OAU, and 
it supported the Balkan region’s creation of a permanent International 
Governmental Committee for Earthquake Risk Reduction (UN, 1984: 
520–521, 533; 1985: 547). By 1985, the UN’s regional-based action was 
officially recognized: increasing emphasis was to be placed on ‘regional 
approaches and methods to solve problems related to disaster preven-
tion’ (Ibid).  15   Since Yokohama, the UN has continued to promote DRM 
in regional organizations, which has been more recently streamlined 
into DRR-based advocacy since the late 1990s. As shown in more detail 
in the following section, the UN and other international organizations 
such as the IFRC and the World Bank use an array of different diffusion 
mechanisms to promote DRM across the globe. 

 As a sign of the UN’s increased involvement and authority as an agent 
of DRM norms, the UNISDR has been proactive in supporting bilateral 
links in many regional organizations. For example, the UNISDR signed 
an MoU with ECO setting out ‘modes of cooperation’ on DRR in 2007; 
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the SADC multi-sectoral disaster management strategy was financed and 
co-authored by the UNDP (UNDP, 2001); the PIF’s Madang DRR frame-
work was financed and drawn up by SOPAC, which has strong links 
to the UN and the EU (SOPAC, 2010); LAS signed an MoU with the 
UNISDR in 2008 (El Mallah, 2011a); and the LAS strategy for DRR was 
developed in collaboration with the UNISDR regional office, UN agen-
cies, the World Bank, IFRC and civil society (UNISDR, 2011a). Ongoing 
support and continual integration of UN-based DRR in regional organi-
zations have also seen the establishment of, inter alia, a Memorandum 
of Cooperation (MoC) on DRR with ASEAN, the UNISDR, and the World 
Bank in 2009; a joint declaration on DRM with ASEAN in 2010; the crea-
tion of a regional supply hub in Malaysia; the exchange of letters between 
OCHA and the EU on disaster response; and cooperation agreements 
with the OAS. These and other initiatives are furthermore supported by 
ISDR regional offices for Africa, the Americas, the Arab states, Southeast 
Asia and the Pacific, and Europe.  16   It is worth noting that the EU and 
select states are also beginning to participate in similar endeavours such 
as the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency cooperation with SADC or 
ECHO’s proactive involvement in diffusing DRR strategies to other states 
(see Commission, 2009; Jönsson, 2010).  17   

 This brief historical description serves to illustrate that from an early 
stage of the UN’s history its operational practice in the area of disaster relief 
has been transnational. That is, risk reduction and disaster relief coopera-
tion included regional organizations, UN agencies and INGOs such as the 
Red Cross. From the UN’s point of view this was a novel approach: ‘The 
programme for the United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees (UNRPR) 
represented a new type of organization in the Secretariat in that, with 
a view to the greatest economy and dispatch, it utilized the machinery 
of existing disaster relief agencies and the facilities of the appropriate 
specialized agencies’ (UN, 1948–1949: 161). While this may not have 
been entirely novel it did set an important precedent in the newly formed 
organization that was critical for the later diffusion of DRM principles. As 
the previous section on organizational ‘links’ highlights, the inter-organ-
izational role of the UN has since expanded to include a large number of 
networks that are now a common feature of global DRM. 

 Of course, the UN is not the only organization that promotes DRM. 
The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR), the 
IFRC, and a host of other NGOs and states are also important advo-
cates of DRM. The IFRC, for example, has created and disseminated 
‘Guidelines for the domestic facilitation and regulation of international 
disaster relief and initial recovery assistance’ (IDRL Guidelines) and a 
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supplementary ‘Model Act’ to guide states on legal preparedness issues 
for international response operations (IFRC, n.d.). The establishment of 
these IDRL tools is supported by a number of international and private 
organizations, such as Microsoft, the World Customs Union, OCHA, the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union and Baker and McKenzie (Ibid). The GFDRR is 
a partnership of 41 states and 8 organizations, including the World Bank; 
UNDP; UNISDR; IFRC; EU; the African, Caribbean, and Pacific Group 
of States (ACP); the Islamic Development Bank; and the Arab Academy 
for Science, Technology and Maritime Transport. In line with the HFA 
priorities one of the main goals of the GFDRR is to ‘enhance global and 
regional advocacy, strategic partnerships, and knowledge management 
for mainstreaming disaster risk reduction [and to] promote the stand-
ardization and harmonization of hazard risk management tools, meth-
odologies, and practices’ (GFDRR, 2014). 

 While the international community is conducting an increasing 
amount of activity on DRM, this is not yet reflected in terms of the 
overall financial commitment from states and organizations on DRM. 
In the last 20 years, from 1990–2010, the percentage of development 
funds that have been spent on humanitarian aid, relief and recon-
struction, and disaster preparedness and prevention amounts to USD 
160.66 billion, which represents 0.005 per cent of total development 
aid provided during the period (USD 3.1 trillion). Furthermore, when 
DRM-based funding is broken down, only six per cent of DRM funding 
went to prevention and preparedness programmes (AidData, 2014). In 
other words, a very small amount of funding is invested in strength-
ening the resilience of states and their communities. Some of the major 
donors include the EU, the US, Japan, the World Bank and the Asian 
Development Bank (Kellett and Caravani, 2013). 

 Of particular interest is the emerging role of the EU as not only a receiver 
but also a diffuser of DRM.  18   The clearest indication of this expansion 
is the 2009 Commission communication to the Council and European 
Parliament on an EU strategy for supporting DRR in developing coun-
tries. This document explicitly complements and builds on the Hyogo 
Framework Programme for Action  (HFA) goals and the UNISDR mandate 
by: emphasizing the importance of focusing on regional organizations; 
reducing duplication of member states’ national DRR programmes; inte-
grating Disaster Risk Reduction principles in EU development and human-
itarian aid policies; and ‘support[ing] developing countries in integrating 
DRR considerations into their development policies and planning effec-
tively’ (Commission, 2009: 5). The methods for achieving these goals 
are achieved through the dissemination of DRM knowledge via national 
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media, the publication of primary education material and training initia-
tives to ‘empower people to protect themselves’ and to build a ‘culture of 
safety and resilience at all levels’ (Ibid: 8). Plans to set up DRR networks 
in disaster-prone countries and to expand inter-organizational exchange 
with NGOs and civil society are also prioritized (Ibid: 11). 

 Recent decisions and initiatives give further support to the external 
goals of the EU. The 2011 Council Conclusions on the External 
Cooperation on Critical Infrastructure Protection, for example, invites 
member states to ‘share information and good practice with other 
Member States and the Commission on developing close cooperation 
with relevant third countries in the field of critical infrastructure protec-
tion’ (Council, 2011b: 7(e)). ECHO’s Humanitarian Implementation 
Plan (HIP) for 2012 also addresses DRR, which aims to:

  strengthen local capacities in risk management and disaster prepar-
edness, preparation/revision of contingency plans, enhancing the 
equipment of local preparedness committees for disaster response, 
mitigation works to protect vital infrastructures. (ECHO, 2012: 4)  19     

 Two main conclusions can be gleaned from the overview of the inter-
national DRM community. First, the functional requirement to assist 
with little capacity (see UN, 1964: 390) has meant that the UN has natu-
rally used existing relief agencies to support its DRM aims. Such partici-
pation provides a natural outlet for dialogue and the transference of 
ideas between agencies, states and regional organizations. At the very 
least, these  networks of necessity  have formed a habitual and effective 
practice of inter-organizational cooperation that provides the possibility 
for the diffusion of ideas through operational practice and dialogue. 
Second, bilateral support to regional organizations provides a comple-
mentary avenue for the exchange or transference of ideas through tech-
nical support and facilitating forums for learning. The expanding role of 
the UN in DRM also includes the facilitation of ‘arenas of diffusion’ that 
have an important means for diffusion and deliberation.  

  Arenas of diffusion 

 Large international organizations are understood as a mechanism 
through which global models can be constructed and diffused by 
providing a forum for the interaction of states (Lechner and Boli, 2005: 
84–88).  20   Examples of these forums include UN world conferences on 
the environment, major contemporary art exhibitions, and even the 
football World Cup (Ibid).  21   These arenas are often accompanied by a 
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large number of IGOs and professionalized individuals that can generate 
‘models of legitimate goals and putative “best practices”’ as well as the 
capacity to carry or propagate the script (Schofer et al., 2004). The UN 
has increasingly supplied and financed specific arenas where the diffu-
sion of a global DRM model can accelerate through intensive moments 
of dialogue. When major global sites of interaction are facilitated the 
contents of the global DRM model can also be mutually adjusted and 
further institutionalized (see Lechner and Boli, 2005). 

 The first world conference on DRM was held in 1994 in Yokohama, 
Japan. The outcome of this conference produced a general strategy that 
reiterated the need for states to adopt comprehensive DRM procedures. 
This is the first institutionalized expression of a global DRM model that 
was designed by the international community. However, it should also be 
noted that the 1992 UN conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED) and the release of Agenda 21 action plan marked an impor-
tant step towards harnessing global commitment. While Agenda 21 is 
focused on sustainable development, many of the issues raised in the 
conference and subsequent meetings (Rio+5, Rio+10 and Rio+20) are 
clearly related to vulnerability and natural hazards, such as urbaniza-
tion, climate change and population growth. The Yokohama conference 
and its succeeding conference in Hyogo ought to be seen within these 
broader global and overlapping issues. 

 The second world conference included a large number of practitioners 
and state representatives who collectively produced the HFA.  22   The 
HFA includes five targets that states, and regional organizations, have 
agreed to achieve by 2015. The HFA targets provide the main impetus for 
the UNISDR to promote, advocate and set mid-term goals for regional 
organizations and states. The UNISDR Task Force has consequently set 
up national platforms, established reviews and evaluation studies, work-
shops, conferences and working groups. (UN, 2005: 1017).  23   These initia-
tives are important because they provide further sites for the diffusion of 
the global DRM model. 

 In addition to these arenas of diffusion, the UN organizes global, 
regional and national platforms for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) that 
are designed as sites for the exchange of information and proposals 
for new DRM initiatives (UNISDR, 2012a). Some examples include the 
UNISDR Thematic Platform on Knowledge and Education and the Africa 
Platform for DRR. These arenas are understood to have developed out of 
earlier regional fora from the 1990s, such as regional symposia on IDNDR, 
regional roundtables on DRM, and international conferences (UN, 1991: 
411; 1995: 939; 2000a: 882). These and other arenas of diffusion provide 
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important sites for the UN to encourage states to strengthen regional 
capacities, which seem to be taking effect. In the 1994 UN yearbook it 
was noted that: ‘[a]t the regional and subregional levels, countries facing 
the same threats were urged to strengthen cooperation by establishing 
subregional or regional centres for disaster reduction and prevention; 
strengthen regional and national capacities to reduce natural disas-
ters; and establish mutual assistance agreements and joint projects for 
disaster reduction’ (UN, 1994a: 851). A similar message was reiterated 
in the ‘Yokohama Strategy and Plan for Action for a Safer World’ (UN, 
1994b) and again in the second world conference a decade later (see 
UNISDR, 2005: 2; UN, 2005: 1017). By 2007, regional organizations were 
making concerted efforts to adopt DRM procedures in accordance with 
the goals set out in the HFA. ECOWAS approved the subregional policy 
and mechanism for DRR; the AU released the Africa Regional Strategy 
for DRR; and the Coordination Centre for the Prevention of Natural 
Disasters in Central America reissued its Regional Strategy for Disaster 
Reduction 2006–2015 (UN, 2007: 948). 

 The facilitation of arenas of diffusion by the UN and other organiza-
tions provides the preconditions for the diffusion of the regional DRM 
model. In addition to this, global conferences also provide the condi-
tions for the (re)construction of DRM norms that are then disseminated 
to states and regional organizations. The current normative environ-
ment that upholds DRM cannot be readily imagined without the proac-
tive role of the UN in orchestrating inter-organizational cooperation 
and the facilitation of global sites of exchange.  

  Mechanisms of diffusion 

 If inter-organizational coordination and arenas of diffusion provide the 
necessary conduits of diffusion, then through what means is the DRM 
model diffused? Based on the previous sections on relational diffusion, 
three specific diffusion mechanisms used by the international commu-
nity are identified: intervention, agenda setting and ‘manual making’. 
Table 5.5 provides an overview of these mechanisms and their sub-cate-
gories. To be sure, this is not an exhaustive account of all diffusion mech-
anisms, but rather an identification of the main forms in which ideas are 
diffused according to a review of international advocacy on DRM.      

 Intervention by the international community in regional organiza-
tions and their member states takes a number of forms. As we have seen, 
the international community has been fairly active in providing tech-
nical assistance to regional organizations, such as the establishment of 
an emergency telecommunications network in the Caribbean region by 
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the UNDRO, and more recently, technical assistance to ASEAN’s AHA 
Centre through the support of Australia, Belgium, Japan, New Zealand, 
USA, the EU and the UN family (AHA Centre, 2013). Beyond such tech-
nical support, the international community has also been highly active 
in facilitating numerous workshops, conference, meetings and seminars 
on DRR to national and regional emergency management practitioners. 
This continual intersubjective exchange of (standardized) information 
is furthermore complemented by financial and administrative support 
to regional organizations in forming particular policies and strategies 
on DRM. This includes the UNISDR-ECO MoU on ‘modes of coopera-
tion’; the UNDP-SADC co-authorship of the SADC multi-sectoral disaster 
management strategy; the financing and drafting of the PIF’s Madang 
DRR framework by SOPAC; and the development of the LAS strategy for 
DRR in connection with the UN agencies, the World Bank, IFRC and civil 
society organizations. These various forms of intervention are clearly 
driven by the international community, requiring little proactive partici-
pation by regional organizations. Combined, these forms of intervention 
complement one another and provide a continual source of information 
flow between the global and regional levels of DRM cooperation. 

 Simplified agenda setting is an additional mechanism through which 
the DRM model can be diffused. The formation of rationalized insti-
tutional structures in the form of easily identifiable common goals 
helps to construct a standard recipe of DRM that is easily diffused. 
This was first done through the Yokohama world conference in 1994. 
Emerging out of the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction 
(IDNDR), a Scientific and Technical Committee was established (UN, 
1989: 245). One of the first activities of the Committee was to recom-
mend the organization of a world conference on DRM, which subse-
quently adopted a plan of action for the conference (UN, 1993: 741).  24   
A long list of 18 recommendations for action was agreed upon at the 
conference that encouraged states to mobilize domestic resources, 
develop risk assessments and document disasters (UN, 1994b: 14–15). 
Unlike the outcome of the second world conference a decade later, 
the ‘Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World’ provided 
few simplified categories that states could easily adopt. In contrast, the 
HFA reduced the number of recommendations to a set of five identifi-
able cultural categories in the form of simplified, stylized and stand-
ardized goals. Examples include: ‘identify, assess and monitor disaster 
risks and enhance early warning’ and ‘reduce underlying risk factors’. 
These common categories are shorthand for the DRM model that is 
now highly institutionalized as a global concept. It is worth noting 
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that it is during this period that regional organizations began to either 
adopt the new HFA agreement verbatim in conjunction with DRM coop-
eration or updated existing framework agreements, such as SADC, PIF, 
ECO, the AU and LAS.  25   Simplified agenda setting provides a suitable 
set of standardized goals that can be easily adopted into regional DRM 
policy prescriptions. This clearly supports the diffusion of ideas, which 
is supported by the various intervention methods discussed above and 
reinforced through the production and dissemination of manuals. 

 ‘Manual making’ represents the third form in which DRM-based ideas 
can be diffused. International organizations publish a range of manuals, 
guides or reports on ‘best practices’ in order to encourage regional organi-
zations and their member states to adopt a particular form of DRM. The 
UN, in particular, has been in the business of publishing such manuals for 
half a century (see UN, 1964: 390; 1982: 701; 1984: 521; 1991: 414). Other 
examples from the international community include: ‘policy and prac-
tical guidelines’ for mainstreaming gender issues in DRM (UNISDR, 2008, 
2009d); best practices on flood management, knowledge sharing and 
emergency food security reserve management (EUPPRD, 2011; Malteser 
International, 2011); global best practices in housing construction (World 
Bank, 2010); and good practices in local disaster risk reduction (UNISDR, 
2010b). Many of these reports are either complemented by, or are direct 
outcomes of, workshops hosted by the UNISDR. Other organizations 
that provide similar education initiatives and manuals of ‘best practices’ 

 Table 5.5     Relational mechanisms of diffusion 

 Mechanism  Examples 

Intervention Technical Establishment of early warning systems 
in the Caribbean

Operational Relief assistance, training and 
simulation exercises

Information Facilitation of workshops, meetings, 
seminars on DRR

Policy Financial and administrative support to 
regional DRM agreements

Agenda setting Simplification HFA targets

Manual making Legislation SOPAC guide to developing national 
action plans and IDRL guidelines

Education IFRC guide for public awareness and 
education

Technical standards Sphere Handbook

Terminology UNISDR terminology on DRR



110 Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Management

include: the IFRC guide for ‘[p]ublic awareness and public education for 
disaster risk reduction’; SOPAC’s guide to organizations on how to influ-
ence states to develop DRM legislation; and GFDRR’s resettlement guide 
for populations at risk (SOPAC, 2009; Correa, 2011; IFRC, 2012). 

 A particular set of guides and handbooks that have been published 
and disseminated by the international community include primary and 
tertiary-level educational material. For example, in 2009 the UNISDR 
published a report on ‘educational material for school earthquake safety: 
from guidelines to practices’ (2009b). This document not only provides 
guidelines for the most appropriate type of student handbooks and work-
books to be used for fostering knowledge on earthquake resilience, but also 
recommends how earthquake drills should be carried out, how disaster 
safety plans ought to be formed, and what the essential items for an emer-
gency utility kit ought to have (Ibid). Examples of other primary school 
documents from the UN and other international organizations include: 
‘Risk Reduction Methods: Disaster Reduction Handbook for Foundation 
Phase Learning (Grade 1–3)’ (UNISDR AF, 2009); Tsunami textbooks 
from pre-elementary school to high school levels (IOC, 1997); and ‘The 
A.B.C. of Cyclone Rehabilitation’ (UNESCO, 1996). Higher education 
schemes also receive international support, such as a master of science in 
‘sustainability, development, and peace’ at the UN University in Japan, 
or an Erasmus Mundus exchange programme in flood risk management 
(PreventionWeb, 2012a). To be sure, the promotion of educational initia-
tives is not new (UN, 1967: 584; 1987: 701; 2007: 943–964); however, 
the intensity with which these initiatives are being put into place does 
seem to be increasing.  26   UN efforts are of course complemented by a 
host of other organizations that are also active in the provision of 
DRM-based education material that include inter alia: the Red Cross, the 
International Institute of Earthquake Engineering and Seismology (IIEES), 
the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) and 
the International Tsunami Information Center (ITIC) (PreventionWeb, 
2012a). For at least two decades, countries such as Colombia, the US, 
Australia, Spain and Ecuador, have also created national handbooks for 
schools to foster basic knowledge on DRM (Ibid).  27   

 A related initiative that has helped to increase the standardization of 
knowledge is the normalization of DRM terminology. This is defined 
as a process whereby the various concepts and definitions used for 
DRM are streamlined into standardized statements. For example, in 
2009 the UNISDR published a booklet on the terminology of disaster 
risk reduction that defines a list of common terms, such as climate 
change, disaster, risk, and early warning system (UNISDR, 2009g). It is 
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also interesting to note that this document also includes terms that are 
exclusive to the institutional structure of the UN, such as ‘national plat-
form for disaster risk reduction’, and introduces ‘emerging’ terms, such 
as ‘prospective disaster risk management’ (Ibid). In other words, the UN 
plays a strong hand in determining the appropriate language to be used, 
which has clear consequences for the social construction of DRM activi-
ties. Standardized multilingual projects on key terms and phrases on 
DRM were first developed in 1991 (UN, 1991: 414) and updated prior to 
the Hyogo world conference on DRR in 2004 (UNISDR, 2004b, 2009g). 
As we have seen, this has had a clear effect on regional DRM agreements 
(Chapter 4), which often use the same UN-based language. Other impor-
tant booklets that present standards of appropriate behaviour include the 
‘Code of Good Practice’, the ‘Humanitarian Accountability Partnership 
Standard’ and the ‘Sphere Handbook’ (Joint Standards Initiative, 2012). 

 As these educational programmes, guides and other knowledge-stand-
ardizing initiatives have been instigated by the international community 
from a fairly early stage, it is reasonable to conclude that this has helped 
to form common social categories of standardized knowledge on DRM 
(Meyer, [2001] 2009: 347).  28   However, the extent to which these stand-
ardized procedures have any ‘sticking’ potential at the local or commu-
nity level remains an open empirical question, particularly if local 
norms and customs do not ‘match’ global prescriptions (see Acharya, 
2004). Indeed, the use of simplified agenda setting may help to diffuse 
a particular DRM recipe; however, the implementation of these goals 
becomes difficult precisely because they do not contain particularities. 
This ‘catch-22’ syndrome is difficult to overcome and presumably creates 
favourable conditions for decoupling between global prescriptions and 
local perspectives. As Chapter 7 suggests, the outcome of these diffusion 
techniques tends to remain at the regional or state level whereby the 
importance of DRM is reified with words rather than action. While this 
section does not test the extent to which the various mechanisms of 
diffusion are successful, it nevertheless underlines some of the primary 
tools used to advocate DRM and draws attention to an increase in the 
use of these diffusion mechanisms by the international community and 
the standardized agreements produced by regional organizations.   

  Cultural diffusion 

 Cultural diffusion is the ‘cultural understanding that social entities 
belong to a common social category [that] constructs a tie between them’ 
(Strang and Meyer, [1993] 2009: 139). When these cultural categories 
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exist, diffusion is more likely as there is a recognized similarity between 
different states. In order to tweak this argument towards the role of 
regional DRM, it is proposed that common cultural categories, such as 
societal values, knowledge and language, are conditioned by the inter-
national community into standardized features of DRM. Once these 
categories become institutionalized or taken for granted by states, the 
diffusion of regional DRM becomes more likely. It is furthermore posited 
that when these cultural categories are connected to a theorized pattern 
of explanation based on pre-existing global models, diffusion will occur 
rapidly. Theorization is understood as ‘the self-conscious development 
and specification of abstract categories and the formulation of patterned 
relationships such as chains of cause and effect’ (Strang and Meyer, 
[1993] 2009: 141). It is the transfer of collectively based ideas, beliefs 
and values from the world cultural script – such as human rights and 
progress – to a global model.      

 Table 5.6 depicts three cultural categories that are discussed in the 
following subsections. It shows how the international community has 
successfully connected DRM with three cultural categories that reflect 
economic, scientific and humanitarian interests. Standardization mech-
anisms are the tools the UN and other organizations use for crafting 
common social categories that can then be used for the rapid diffu-
sion of regional DRM. Examples of the standardization mechanisms are 
included in the far-right column. 

  Rationality 

 Rationality is often defined by world society theorists as a central compo-
nent of the world cultural script. It is the ‘structuring of everyday life 
within standardized impersonal rules that constitute social organizations 
as a means to collective purpose ... exchange is governed by rules of rational 
calculation [and] ... rule constituting a market’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas, 
[1987] 2009: 76). In order to fully understand why this is an important 
normative component of DRM cooperation, a review on the rise of the 
contract helps to shed light on the origins of the common-sense practices 
that are taken for granted today. The rise of the contract in this regard is 
important for DRM because it reveals how the individual was forced to 
‘think in the future’ which fostered a heightened sense of responsibility. 

 The emergence of the market system during and after the 
Enlightenment period fundamentally changed the way people inter-
acted. Based on a common and competitive financial interest, people of 
different faiths, cultures and customs began to intermix more intensely 
than before. This provided a ‘powerful educational force’ and ‘altered 
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character by heaping tangible rewards on people who displayed a 
certain calculating, moderately assertive style of conduct’ (Haskell, 
1985a: 550; Weber, [1930] 2010: 17, 20). A crucial phenomenon that 
surfaced through the market system was the adherence to the contract. 
By assenting to a contract and the market principles of self-discipline, 
utility, honesty, and punctuality, people were obligated to be responsible 
and calculable individuals – a force that awakened the ‘sovereign indi-
vidual’ and provided a sense of security for the future (Haskell, 1985a: 
552; Nietzsche, [1913] 2003: 36). People also began to live in the future 
to the extent that contractual agreements were made in the present on 
the understanding that a future event would take place.  29   The moulding 
of individuals into ‘civilized’ people who obtained a sense of responsi-
bility through the act of promise keeping (responsibility) and living in 
the future is crucial for comprehending the rise of the humanitarian 
norm on DRM – a sensibility that Nietzsche typifies as the conscience of 
the modern man ([1913] 2003: 36). 

 Before long the contract was a legal norm and responsibility (promise 
keeping), a social convention that went beyond the market system. This, 
among other things, empowered people to think and act ahead of time 
as well as awarding the right of intervention in future events (Haskell, 
1985a: 556). The stage was thus set for the performance of the sovereign 
individual that would be legitimated by others through the newly fash-
ioned script epitomizing the empowerment of the individual, rational 
action, progress and responsibility. That is, some of the central proper-
ties of the modern world script. 

 Legitimizing cooperation on the basis of future events via rational 
calculative means provides essential common cultural categories that 
give meaning to DRM: ‘thinking in the future’ as a ‘responsible’ indi-
vidual informs the rational contours of DRM. As we have seen, many 
regional organizations emphasize the importance of reducing finan-
cial costs (Chapter 4), even if the actual costs (see Table 4.1) have not 
substantially increased over the last 40 years. One would also expect 

 Table 5.6     Common cultural categories used for the diffusion of the global DRM 
model 

 Standardized 
mechanisms 

 Examples 

i Rationality Rationalized vocabulary DRM as an ‘investment in the 
future’

ii Science Scientific studies Climate change
iii Universal rights Rights-based DRM The humanitarian imperative
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agents of DRM norms to increasingly adorn themselves with rational-
ized activity. This is certainly the case for the UN which is in the process 
of becoming more of a rationalized, functional and calculative entity, as 
action is increasingly legitimated by rational behaviour and cost-benefit 
calculations. Reflecting this change, the Secretary-General noted that 
policymakers should recognize ‘disaster reduction as an investment in 
the protection of national assets’ (UN, 1996: 539; see Ban, 2009). This 
notion of investment is often repeated in high-level speeches and decla-
rations by the UN as well as regional organizations (CARICOM, 2001: 6; 
Wahlström, 2010b: 2; Ban, 2010, 2011). By invoking the term ‘invest-
ment’, Ban Ki-moon and others infuse DRM with a common social 
category that reflects the ‘responsible investor’ who is concerned with 
improving the future. This sentiment is closely connected to the notion 
of rationalization as part of the world cultural script which has the effect 
of conferring legitimacy to regional DRM. Rationalization is also inti-
mately intertwined with the rise of science, which is another important 
cultural category intertwined with DRM.  

  Science 

 Science is an important concept for many world society theorists 
because of the power it has in legitimizing social activity. The essence of 
the scientization thesis is a universal search for stability (Meyer, 2010: 
11; see Drori et al., [2003] 2009). Scientific knowledge provides stability 
and a sense of security in what is otherwise a haphazard and confusing 
world.  30   Translated into DRM, this means having control over unpredict-
able events via scientifically informed prediction.  31   It is thus ‘important 
in constructing agentic human actorhood to establish, not only that the 
universe is a lawful and rational place, but also that humans can and do 
figure it out; gratuitous displays of knowledge information, and analysis 
help to do this’ (Ibid: 272). UN scientific efforts in DRM are thus part of, 
and contribute to, a wider system of meaning for the rationalized actor 
(Ibid: 276) that is supported by inter-organizational coordination. 

 Like inter-organizational cooperation, connecting science to DRM can 
be traced back to the IRU. Using science to master nature and, more specif-
ically, to prepare for and predict future catastrophes, underpinned much 
of the activity of the IRU. Indeed, due to financial difficulties the only 
action taken by the IRU was the creation and distribution of a scientific 
journal. In giving support to Caroalo’s project, the director of the ICRC, 
Gustave Ador, noted that he was highly optimistic that ‘science will 
before long give us a map of world catastrophes’; a ‘world map showing 
the catastrophes – earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, floods, drought, etc., 
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[that leave] ... their mark upon the surface of the globe’ (Ador, 1923, cited 
in Hutchinson, 2000: 27–28). Ador continued, noting that he believed it 
was possible that science could also help predict future events and thus 
help society take preparatory measures (Ibid). While the technology 
may have been lacking, the vision and the importance of connecting 
science to DRM was not underestimated and continued through the UN 
and other international organizations. Indeed, modern manifestations 
of Ador’s vision can be seen in the Global Earth Observation System of 
Systems (GEOSS) and the Group on Earth Observations (GEO). 

 The pursuit of scientific studies has been a dominant and expanding 
theme throughout the UN’s involvement with DRM.  32   The value the UN 
places on scientific knowledge is based on the belief that ‘man’s current 
scientific and technical capacities could help conquer the environmental 
scourge’ (UN, 1970: 637). The body of scientific knowledge established 
since the 1960s presents a running theme in UN DRM activity that is 
epitomized in a statement made by the international ad hoc group of 
experts on the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction 
(IDNDR): that the following decade would represent ‘an opportunity for 
the world community to use existing scientific and technical knowledge 
to reduce the damage done by natural disasters’ (UN, 1989: 355). As the 
century was closing, ongoing and more sophisticated scientific docu-
ments were being published (UN, 2000b: 882). Invoking the common 
social category of science as the answer to disaster-related problems 
infuses DRM with a sense of order, stability and legitimacy, as science is 
often perceived as the most legitimate form of knowledge. 

 Crowning DRM with science is also closely connected to the global 
climate change discourse. International organizations increasingly 
contribute climate change as the main reason for the general increase in 
natural disasters (Ban, 2009; UNISDR, 2009g; GFDRR, 2012a; IFRC, n.d.), 
which is also appearing in official regional documents on DRM (LAS, 
2007: §19; Commission, 2009; 2011b; González, 2011). Although this 
link is often presented as a scientific fact, it may be more of a rational-
ized myth. The connection between global warming and the frequency 
of natural disasters is not yet a verified fact but a collection of scien-
tific theories (Field et al., 2012; Voiland, 2013; Earth Observatory, n.d.). 
This is reflected in a recent report by the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, which notes: ‘there is low confidence in any observed 
long-term (i.e., 40 years or more) increases in tropical cyclone activity 
(i.e., intensity, frequency, duration)’ (Field et al., 2012: 8). The point 
trying to be made here is not the extent to which global warming is 
responsible for the increases in weather-related disasters, but that it is 
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a collective belief legitimized through science. Thus, by connecting the 
DRM model to climate change and invoking the name of science, the 
capacity for DRM to diffuse becomes greater because associated legiti-
macy is connected to DRM.  

  Universal rights 

 An additional common cultural category associated with regional DRM – 
or, at least, relief assistance –is universal rights. Scholars, for example, 
have pointed to the strong connection between DRM and the funda-
mental right to life, as well as the right to food, clothes, shelter and 
health (Hardcastle and Chua, 1998; Puspita, 2010; Breau and Carr, 2011; 
Carmalt and Dale, 2012). Perhaps the most well-known example of the 
rights-based DRM is the humanitarian imperative. This began with the 
establishment of the guiding principles of the Red Cross in 1965 that 
were used as a bedrock for supporting a civil society movement in the 
early 1990s that drew up a ‘code of conduct’ on disaster relief (IFRC, 
1996; Slim, 2012). Produced in 1994, this document was developed by 
the eight largest disaster response agencies existing at that time (IFRC, 
2011). The first of ten principles outlined smartly captures an institu-
tionalized humanitarian norm that further reinforces the importance of 
DRM as a legitimized global model:

  The humanitarian imperative comes first. The right to receive 
humanitarian assistance, and to offer it, is a fundamental humani-
tarian principle which should be enjoyed by all citizens of all coun-
tries. As members of the international community, we recognise our 
obligation to provide humanitarian assistance wherever it is needed. 
Hence the need for unimpeded access to affected populations is of 
fundamental importance in exercising that responsibility. The prime 
motivation of our response to disaster is to alleviate human suffering 
amongst those least able to withstand the stress caused by disaster. 
(IFRC, 1994)   

 This code was endorsed by the international community at the 26th 
International Conference of the Red Cross and Red Crescent. As of 
October 2012, more than 500 humanitarian organizations have now 
signed the code of conduct. A Humanitarian Charter has also been estab-
lished which makes a serious link between international law and humani-
tarian ethics (Sphere, 2011). The idea of DRM as a right is also present in 
publications directed at regional organizations. For example, the Office 
of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and the UN 
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Development Programme (UNDP) produced the publication  Checklists 
for   Integrating   Human Rights in   Natural Disaster Management in the   Pacific  
(UNDP, 2007) and the UN Inter-Agency Standing Committee recently 
adopted operational guidelines on human rights and natural disasters 
(IASC, 2011). However, the extent to which a rights-based DRM will 
become a fully theorized category is still to be decided. Significant disputes 
arose with the first publication of the Sphere project, for example, which 
has now been fully revised (Hannigan, 2012: 40), albeit not fully institu-
tionalized as a taken-for-granted concept in the international community. 
Linking DRM with the idea of a universal right nevertheless demonstrates 
a possible candidate that can frame DRM as a universal right or common 
social category. This will in turn afford the global DRM model with greater 
legitimacy, as it is seen not only through the economic and scientific eyes 
but also through the humanitarian eye. 

 Presenting DRM around ‘elaboration’ models of rationalization, science 
and universal rights strengthens its legitimacy and thus accelerates the 
path of diffusion (Strang and Meyer, [1993] 2009: 141). At least three 
additional global models can be identified with DRM, which further 
strengthens its existence as a legitimate global model. ‘Environmental 
protection’ and ‘sustainable development’ are attached to DRM as 
evidenced in the preamble of the Yokohama strategy (UN, 1994b: 4) and 
‘women’s rights’ are reinforced through the HFA (UNISDR, 2005). By 
supplementing the DRM global model with these additional models a 
higher status is achieved, which also paves the way for the rapid diffu-
sion of DRM. The DRM model thus becomes more readily understood 
as a rational and necessary policy to be implemented by states at the 
regional level as it is recognized in connection to common cultural cate-
gories in local contexts. The more elaborate and complex the model, the 
more rapidly it diffuses (see Strang and Meyer, [1993] 2009).   

  The mutual constitution of relational and 
cultural diffusion 

 The analysis on cultural diffusion ought to be viewed in parallel with 
relational diffusion. Together they define the extent to which regional 
DRM can diffuse as a global model. Relational diffusion reveals how 
norms can diffuse through inter-organizational cooperation and how 
arenas of diffusion provide for moments of intense diffusion, and even 
the modification, of the DRM model. Cultural diffusion emphasizes the 
importance of common cultural categories through the layering of addi-
tional global models, such as rationalization, scientific progress and a 
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rights-based discourse to create an increasingly elaborate and legitimate 
DRM model. These common categories help to provide a smooth transi-
tion of the DRM global model to regional organizations; the higher the 
number of common social categories that are constructed around DRM, 
the more likely regional DRM cooperation will be an appropriate field of 
cooperation. The existence of these features of diffusion helps to explain 
the existence of a multifaceted normative environment that conditions 
states to cooperate on regional DRM.  

  Summary 

 This chapter describes the role the international community has in 
diffusing DRM norms to regional organizations and their member states. 
It began with a broad quantitative account of international organiza-
tions that cooperate in some form of DRM, which produced two impor-
tant observations. First, that there is a strong correlation between the 
global proliferation of DRM-related organizations in the 1970s and 
1980s, and the rise of regional DRM cooperation in the following two 
decades. Second, a number of organizations stand out within this bour-
geoning and highly complex community in terms of their prolific 
activity and networking abilities. Based on a study of the UN, and 
other central advocates of DRM such as the EU and the IFRC,  relational  
diffusion mechanisms could be located. In particular, the international 
community tends to facilitate various forums where the exchange of 
ideas can be rapidly diffused among member states of regional organi-
zations, such as regional platforms, training exercises, bilateral support 
and world conferences. These initiatives are furthermore categorized 
into three specific mechanisms of diffusion. The first is through the 
direct intervention of the international community in regional organi-
zations in terms of technical assistance, relief operations, the facilitation 
of meetings, and financial and administrative support. The second is 
through the formation of simplified agenda setting which enables pre-
packaging of ideas that can be easily diffused. The third, which requires 
a more proactive stance by regional organizations, is the idea of ‘manual 
making’: the production of standardized guides for national DRM legis-
lation, education, relief assistance and the language of DRM. 

 The UN, for example, has been a particularly robust actor in using 
these relational initiatives. Based largely on a functional premise, since 
1947 the UN has actively involved and encouraged inter-organizational 
cooperation and networking on DRM that, through a process of learning 
through doing, has placed itself in a position to disseminate and reify the 
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global DRM model. This is complemented by establishing sites of intense 
intersubjective exchange, which provide the possibility to modify and 
diffuse the global DRM model. World conferences on DRM are good 
examples of these arenas of diffusion. More day-to-day mechanisms of 
diffusion are also used, such as publishing manuals on ‘best practices’, 
the frequent sending of experts and advisors to countries, providing 
technical assistance, promoting specific national legislation and educa-
tional initiatives, and organizing conferences and workshops. 

 These relational examples of how international organizations spread 
DRM-related ideas and standardized information to states and their 
regional organizations are made possible through ‘cultural diffusion’: 
the linking of common social categories with the DRM model. Three 
categories are highlighted in this chapter. First, rationalized economic 
behaviour is grafted into DRM whereby cooperation on DRM is promoted 
as an investment for the future. Responsible regional organizations 
ought to include this dimension of cooperation if they wish to be seen 
as legitimate organizations. Second, scientific discourse is also grafted 
into DRM, which affords it with greater legitimacy, as science is often 
perceived as the highest form of knowledge and accepted truth state-
ments. The global discourse on climate change and its association with 
DRM is a good case in point. Third, efforts are being made to connect 
DRM into a rights discourse. While still a matter of debate within the 
international community, if this is accepted, it will most likely imbue 
the DRM global model with an additional layer of complexity that has 
the effect of legitimizing its existence and aiding in its diffusion. 

 Taken together, many of these fairly diverse forms of diffusion are 
united by a process of transcendence from their functional roots. This 
can be seen in the origins of inter-organizational cooperation based on a 
general lack of capacities to meet a given problem; the simplification of 
the HFA principles; ‘truth-claims’ made when attributing climate change 
with the general increase in the frequency of disasters; and the practice 
of infusing the concept of investment with DRM cooperation despite 
the negligible growth in estimated economic damages from natural 
disasters in regional organizations (see Table 4.1). It is not that these and 
other DRM-related phenomena are fictitious but that they are becoming 
rationalized myths over time. Simplifying an agenda to five instead of 17 
goals makes it easier to diffuse; simplifying rational arguments based on 
the science of climate change not only legitimates DRM but also means 
that it can diffuse more readily. Through a process of simplification the 
DRM model has been able to rapidly diffuse; however, only at the cost 
of transcending the functional and rational origins of the DRM model. It 
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is assumed, therefore, that a balance is needed between simplifying a set 
of ideas in order to make them travel and appear legitimate, while not 
over-simplifying which could increase the risk of delegitimizing a set of 
ideas. A dash of pretence is thus considered helpful for the successful 
diffusion of DRM. 

 The analysis in this chapter does not reflect regional organizations as 
independent disaster managers that can effectively provide the means 
for more resilient communities. Instead, the role of regional organiza-
tions is to act as useful conduits of ideas between the global and national 
levels of governance. Of course, the aims of regional DRM programmes 
are highly rationalized; however, this does not necessarily mean that 
they will be implemented. Indeed, this chapter lays an additional layer 
of doubt on the ability of regional organizations to implement their 
DRM goals. These goals are largely products of relational and cultural 
diffusion practices that have been lifted from their rational moorings in 
order to effectively diffuse; yet their success in diffusion also limits their 
translation into viable goals at the local level. 

 None of the relational and cultural diffusion processes mentioned 
in this chapter can independently account for the diffusion of the 
global DRM model. However, taken together as a whole, they provide 
a multifaceted and complex process of diffusion that has influenced 
states to construct a particular type of regional cooperation on DRM. 
One important aspect of relational diffusion that has not yet been fully 
covered is  how  the intersubjectivity between international and regional 
organizations constructs particular roles that affect how states cooperate 
through regional organizations. This theme is turned to in the following 
chapter.  
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     6 
 Norm Reproduction in 
the School of DRM   

   This chapter examines the interaction between international and regional 
organizations and how this creates particular roles that reproduce the 
global DRM model.  1   When an individual or an organization acts out a 
global model, the set of norms embodied within that model is reproduced. 
This is essential for the existence of a norm that would cease to exist if it 
were not practiced by its recipients. Thus, following the logical thread in 
the previous two chapters – that established the existence of a global DRM 
model (Chapter 4) and described its diffusion (Chapter 5) – this chapter 
examines how this model, once diffused, is maintained through inter-
subjective exchange. This reproduction of the global model is achieved 
through a hierarchical relationship between the receiver and the teacher 
of DRM norms (see Finnemore, 1993).  2   The ‘student’ of norms will practice 
and attempt to mimic the ‘teacher’, while the teacher will tell the student 
what type of acceptable behaviour is warranted in the area of DRM. 

 This school of DRM is largely divided between regional organizations 
that act as the students and the UN that acts as the teacher. The perform-
ances of these organizations in taking on particular roles is a central 
concept in the sociology of knowledge that is influential in world 
society theory: ‘Institutions are embodied in individual experience by 
means of roles … [as an] essential ingredient of the objectively available 
world of any society (Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 74). This relation-
ship and the extent to which these organizations embody different roles 
are distinguished through an analysis of public and private speeches 
made by regional DRM authorities in international fora as well as official 
agreements on DRM. These authorities are individuals that oversee DRM 
cooperation in regional and international organizations such as the EU 
Commissioner responsible for International Cooperation, Humanitarian 
Aid and Crisis Responses, and the Secretary General for ASEAN. 
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 The first section of this chapter outlines how a discourse analysis is 
used to identify the roles within an inter-organizational setting and how 
these roles help to reproduce the global DRM model. Attention is then 
focused on the role of the regional organizations as learners or students 
of the regional DRM model. The outcome of this analysis reveals that 
a majority of regional organizations tend to conform to the role of a 
student, with the case of the EU as the main exception. This ambiguity 
is explored in the next section where speeches and statements from 
the EU show signs of an ideational shift from a student to a teacher of 
regional DRM. The final section analyses the extent to which the UN 
and international organizations act as teachers of regional DRM. The 
overall findings give further weight to the importance the global norma-
tive environment has on state decisions to cooperate on regional DRM; 
it emphasizes the dynamic roles played by regional organizations who 
strive to become more like the teacher of norms; and it casts a partic-
ular reading on the role regional organizations have in reifying global 
DRM norms rather than providing resilience to local communities from 
natural hazards. The findings also place emphasis on the power gained 
through enacting a global model: the more authority an organization 
gains as a teacher of DRM norms, the more normative power it gains in 
determining the future trajectory of the policy field.  

  Reproducing norms through discourse 

 When regional organizations conform to a global model their activities 
not only become standardized, but they will also ceremonially repro-
duce the global cultural script. By enacting a global model – derived 
from the world cultural script – regional organizations are consequently 
awarded with legitimacy, not because the model serves a functional 
requirement but because member states observe that others also follow 
a similar pattern of cooperation (Jepperson, 2001: 5). Member states will 
thus reproduce an existing global model as common practice through 
interrelational exchange between international and regional organiza-
tions (Meyer et al., 1997: 158).  3   This reproduction is usefully explained 
through the interaction between students and teachers of norms. 

 The teacher is understood as the ‘disinterested other’ who teaches 
and spreads the global script to the ‘interested actor’. Also referred to 
as professionalized ‘others’, teachers of norms ‘instruct and advise indi-
viduals and organizations on how to be better actors in light of general 
principles’ (Meyer, 2010: 7). They confirm, support, and give advice on 
the correct and most appropriate type of behaviour. On the other hand, 
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students of norms learn and enact the global model as taught by the 
teacher and consequently reproduce the global model by standardizing 
policies and by reciting their policies and activity – that are homogenous 
with the global script – to teachers of norms. Just like the formal school 
system that emphasizes ‘individual achievement, individual capacities 
and individual limitations and … individualized attention to the unique 
properties of each student’ (Boli, 2005: 389), organizations can also act 
as an ‘individuating institution’ to a regional organization or a state.  4   An 
example of the student–teacher relationship is when students repeat to 
the teacher what they have learned as well as the accomplishments that 
they have achieved. Conversely, an example of a teacher–student rela-
tionship is when the teacher rewards good behaviour, teaches best prac-
tices and punishes non-performance. To be sure, the teacher–student 
dichotomy is not static but fluctuates from interested to disinterested 
actorhood. This is based on the idea that if an organization promotes 
the DRM model to others, it will obtain a higher degree of legitimiza-
tion. States and regional organizations will thus embark on a process 
of becoming an ‘interested agent’ of norms which ultimately leads to 
becoming a ‘disinterested other’ (Meyer, 2010: 7): from a student to a 
teacher of norms (see Meyer and Jepperson, [2000] 2009). 

 The principal method used to analyse the interrelational role between 
regional organizations and the UN is discourse analysis. Here, speeches 
and official regional DRM agreements are used to uncover the roles of 
regional organizations in teaching or learning the DRM model. A herme-
neutic discourse analysis is based on the assumption that meaning can 
be interpreted through texts. When a question is applied to a text a 
discourse is produced between the researcher and the material. By asking 
the same questions – or ‘knocking’ on the door of the text until it gives a 
resonating tone (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 2009: 122) – an interpretation 
of a text is created. The text in this case is largely made up of speeches 
and official documents on DRM. The principal question applied to 
these texts is: can the context of the whole (world culture) relate to its 
parts (regional organizations) and vice versa? This is subsequently sepa-
rated into two specific questions: (1) is there continuity in the texts in 
terms of common values and principles of world culture? And (2) does 
the author of the text act as a teacher or as a student? The aim of this 
study is to reveal the authority associated with the roles of a teacher 
and student of a DRM model and how this constitutes state behaviour. 
The typical ‘method’ used to systemically review the meaning of texts 
in IR is predicate analysis that concentrates on the (ad)verbs and adjec-
tives that are attached to nouns (Milliken, 1999: 232). This is loosely 
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applied to the analysis and is complemented by an emphasis on personal 
pronouns (see Fairclough, 1992, 1995; Hardt-Mautner, 1995; Wodak and 
Chilton, 2005), as the main focus is on identifying the roles an organi-
zation performs. To be specific, it is assumed here that when the first-
person singular is favoured, it reflects interested behaviour. When the 
first-person plural is used in the context of others or as a community, it 
reflects disinterested behaviour.  

  Learning the global DRM model 

 As students of norms, individuals and organizations will emulate and 
thus reproduce the core values embodied in a particular global model. 
To a large extent, this can be seen in the rhetoric of regional officials 
who relay the global aims and goals of the HFA, present lists of achieve-
ments, reiterate their commitment to upholding the global model and 
will favour the use of the first-person singular. As noted in the previous 
chapter, one important relational diffusion technique used by the inter-
national community is to simplify a global agenda to only a few goals, 
which can greatly assist in its diffusion and cognizance. This was effec-
tively achieved with the establishment of the HFA in 2005. As the goals 
of the HFA can be instantly recognized by this acronym, inserting HFA 
in speeches and texts adds legitimacy to an organization as it connects 
the local with the global and thus ushers in authority to the text via 
increased legitimacy. ‘HFA’ can thus be interpreted as a linguistic symbol 
that provides a (detached) meaning within the institutionalized world 
of DRM. Put simply, a linguistic symbol is a commonplace word that 
expresses a set of ideas within a specific issue area that is easily trans-
mittable (see Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 57). The following experts 
provide some examples of such rhetoric presented by practitioners from 
regional organizations. That is, they reiterate their commitment to the 
global DRM model by invoking the importance of the HFA and present 
lists of achievements as an expression of the good student. 

 Celebrating the International Day for Disaster Reduction, the Secretary 
General of ASEAN made the following statement:

  let us use this event to reflect not only the importance of disaster 
risk reduction towards achieving sustainable development, but 
to also reaffirm our commitment to speed up and achieve the 
ASEAN Community, Hyogo Framework for Action and Millennium 
Development Goals by 2015. I would also like to extend my sincere 
recognition to the international community, non-government 
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organisations, academic institutions and civil society for their 
outstanding energy and assistance for supporting the ASEAN Member 
States in every level of disaster risk reduction initiatives. I would 
encourage that we continue the existing collaboration and keep on 
inventing new strategies and technologies to further enhance disaster 
risk reduction, climate change adaptation as well as poverty allevia-
tion initiatives. (Pituwan, 2010)   

 Pituwan’s speech reiterates ASEAN’s desire to commit to the HFA. It 
expresses gratitude to the international community, it favours the 
personal pronoun in the first-person singular, and it encourages the 
continual process of institutionalization of DRM at the regional and 
global level. ASEAN thus appears to claim its membership in a global 
community of DRM through a shared sign system and through 
expressing its commitment to the global DRM model. Similar traits 
are observable in other regional organizations that not only refer to 
the HFA but are also keen to pledge their allegiance to the global aims 
of DRM. Expressing their commitment and desire to uphold the DRM 
model, a LAS representative at the UN’s third Global Platform for DRR 
notes: ‘I would like to assure you of the commitment of the Arab League 
to continue its efforts to reduce disaster risks’ (El Mallah, 2011b). 
Presenting a speech at the same venue, the AU Commissioner for Rural 
Economy and Agriculture, Tumusiime Rhoda Peace, similarly notes that 
their political commitment to implement ‘global and regional frame-
works for disaster risk reduction remains strong in Africa’ (2011: 3). 
Addressed to a similar audience, Adelina Kamal, head of the disaster 
management and humanitarian assistance division in the ASEAN secre-
tariat notes that their framework agreement (AADMER) ‘reaffirms and 
is a manifestation of ASEAN’s commitment to the implantation of the 
HFA’ and contributes to the ‘global disaster reduction aims’ (2009). 
And in the opening remarks at a conference for the preparation of the 
2001–2004 framework on DRM, CARICOM’s coordinator for CDERA 
notes: ‘It is our expectation that your presence [UNDP and USAID] will 
assist us in fashioning a strategy that promotes a broad based consensus 
approach to disaster management in general and risk reduction in 
particular’ (Collymore, 2001: 1). 

 Pituwan’s speech and other statements from regional organizations 
not only emphasize the HFA as a linguistic symbol but also share a 
common sense of commitment. This predicate clearly reflects a hierar-
chical structure where regional organizations assume a sense of humility 
in the face of more normatively powerful organizations. Put differently, 
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these expressions illustrate a loyalty to an external ‘other’ in a student–
teacher relationship. The regional organizations wish to live up to the 
expectations and obey the rules set by an external source that is close to 
the DRM global model. 

 These commitments are often followed by the practice of listing a 
set of achievements that represent progress towards the aims and goals 
advocated by the ‘teacher’ and thus further reinforce the performances 
of the role of a student. For example, Russell Howorth, the director of 
the agency responsible for DRM in the PIF, notes in a speech at the UN’s 
third session of the Pacific Platform for DRM that:

  Over the past two years progress has been made, in areas such as 
agriculture and education…training courses available at regional 
and national level…humanitarian response is being streamlined and 
strengthened … development planning and decision- making frame-
works is progressing [sic]. (2011: 6–7)   

 Other examples of listing include the AU (Tumusiime, 2011), LAS (El 
Mallah, 2011a), OAS (Ramdin, 2009), CARICOM (Riley, 2011), SADC 
(Mothae, 2010) and ASEAN (Kamal, 2009). Indeed, a general pattern in 
the construction of many speeches made by regional organizations can 
be recognized. For instance, if a new regional organization wishes to 
become part of the institutionalized field of DRM, then, preassembly, 
it would construct a speech along the following lines: (1) begin with 
salutations to appropriate guests and special thanks to the UNISDR; 
(2) explain why DRM is important for your regional organizations 
(increasing frequency of disasters and need for investment); (3) note 
your commitment to the HFA; (4) list capacities and initiatives that the 
regional organizations have already achieved (in line with the HFA); 
note some challenges; and (5) end with reinforcing the commitment 
the regional organization has to the HFA and give particular thanks to 
the UNISDR. The first-person singular will also be used (instead of the 
first-person plural), which will place the regional organizations in the 
lower echelons of a hierarchical relationship between the student and 
the teacher. After all, the student would not dare to teach the teacher. 
This is the general ‘script’ used by regional organization. When they 
enact this script, the global DRM model is reproduced. While this may 
be a general trend there is also variation amongst the regional organiza-
tions. This is most clearly the case with the EU, which positions itself in 
a more authoritative position than most other regional organizations, 
yet less so than the UN.  
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  The EU as an apprentice of DRM 

 A review of speeches and texts from EU practitioners reveals that it is 
more of a teacher than a student of norms. The EU, for example, reiter-
ates and expresses a cultural diffusion technique (see previous chapter) 
by promoting a rights-based DRM, it prefers the personal pronoun in 
the first-person plural, and it uses a declarative rather than complying 
tone in its rhetoric. The EU appears to be more of an apprentice than a 
student of norms. The following experts from various speeches help to 
convey this particular performance. 

 The European Commissioner for International Cooperation, 
Humanitarian Aid and Crisis Response delivered a speech to the United 
Nations on 24 September 2010. Conveying some of her activities, 
Kristalina Georgieva noted:

  I travel to countries that are suffering because of natural or man-
made disasters, from Haiti to Pakistan, from Sudan to the Sahel and 
many other places. In these moments of human hardship, it is not 
just relief staff and money that come to rescue lives. It is above all the 
common and universal values of our shared humanity which bring 
us together to express our solidarity with our fellow men and women, 
across borders, across oceans, across cultures, across religions. This 
is the very common cultural heritage, which we need to value and 
promote through the Alliance. The promotion of universal human 
rights lies at the heart of that common cultural heritage. (2010c)   

 The rhetoric used by the EU conjures up images of world culture writ 
large, where global principles of human rights and progress are reified. 
Georgieva claims human rights as the basis for a global common 
heritage. She does this by claiming that global empathy is fashioned 
through the suffering of humankind that is brought on by natural and 
man-made disasters. This empathy is then transferred and made synon-
ymous with human rights. The Commissioner thus invokes a rights-
based DRM that is in line with the cultural diffusion practice used by 
the UN and other international organizations to diffuse the DRM model 
(see Chapter 5). The EU is thus acting as a diffuser instead of a receiver 
of DRM norms. The statement is also strongly declarative. Georgieva 
proclaims the universal values as facts: this is ‘our shared humanity’; 
this is our ‘common cultural heritage’.  5   This tone is important because 
it implies a hierarchical relationship in the sense that the Commissioner 
gives herself the right, or has the power, to claim status. This statement 
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is thus not only representative of a European worldview, but also makes 
an ideational claim, and legitimates its action through reiterating the 
core values of the world script. This stands in contrast to a majority of 
other regional organizations that take on a more sober image that is 
more indicative of a student. 

 On occasion the EU also provides lists of achievements to the UN (EU, 
2014). However, a subtle difference in the type of language used can be 
detected. Instead of only using the first-person singular that would iden-
tify a dialectical relationship between a student and a teacher of norms, 
the EU also uses the first-person plural. By using ‘we’ and not ‘I’, the EU 
shifts its ideational position from a student to an apprentice or even a 
teacher itself. For example: ‘We fully share the Secretary General’s view 
that there is evidence of greater investment needs in disaster risk reduc-
tion’; and ‘We all know that investing in disaster risk reduction (DRR) 
activities before a disaster takes place pays significant dividends’ (Ibid). 
This effectively puts the EU on a more equal footing with the UN and 
other international organizations that diffuse the DRM model. 

 To be sure, the EU has not always taken such an authoritative stance. 
Earlier speeches at international conferences tend to be more ‘standard’ 
whereby, the first-person singular is favoured and the language used is 
more compliant (Guth, 2007; EU Presidency, 2009). A similar pattern may 
also be emerging with the OAS, whereby speeches made by OAS officials 
have recently included a more inclusive and declaratory tone. For example, 
Sherry Tross, the OAS Executive Secretariat for Integral Development (SEDI) 
notes in the fourth session of the global platform for DRR:

  We (the international community) should be talking about a single 
development agenda around the objectives and principles of sustain-
able development, where disaster risk reduction and adaptation to 
climate change are integral components and  imperatives  for improving 
the well-being and prosperity of our people, measured in terms of 
access to health, education and employment; a healthy environment 
capable of meeting the needs of present and future generations; and 
strong democratic institutions. (Tross, 2013)   

 This general movement from ‘interested’ to ‘disinterested’ action empha-
sizes the importance of the dynamic hierarchical structure between the 
student and the teacher of norms. This role change over time is impor-
tant for the normative authority an organization holds in relation to 
related organizations within the institutionalized field of DRM. The 
increasing authority of the EU as an apprentice also means that they 
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will embody the global script to the point that the global values become 
their own:

  We need to focus political attention, to ensure a shared understanding 
and commitment regarding humanitarian action. The Development 
agenda has benefited from the formidable political traction of The 
Millennium Development Goals. It is time to build a renewed  global 
consensus  on the  goals, norms and principles  for humanitarian 
assistance. (Georgieva, 2011b, original emphasis)   

 Although the Commissioner’s speech is performed in a different context, 
there is continuity in her declarative language (see Georgieva, 2010b). By 
acting out this specific role, Georgieva reinforces the EU’s self-identity 
as a moral leader and implicitly proclaims what type of cooperation is 
needed in the future: a presumptuous and authoritative statement. The 
various initiatives made by the EU in the past three years as an external 
supplier of Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) have only strengthened such 
resolve. In a recent trip to Southeast Asia, the Commissioner describes 
a number of ‘needs’ that ASEAN ought to adopt, using language that 
resonates a teacher–student relationship:

  In our own development, we Europeans have learned how important 
it is to share the benefits of growth: when economic resources are 
shared, the society is far more resilient. This is why in this time of 
more disasters and rapid economic changes, we need to be particularly 
vigilant to tackle inequalities, as the poorest are also the most vulner-
able. This is an important lesson for Europe’s unity and future, and 
a lesson that will matter for the future of ASEAN as well. (Georgieva, 
2011a: 2)   

 The Commissioner continues by advising how to ‘realise environmental 
degradation’ and what type of collective cooperation should be executed. 
Not only does Georgieva’s speech provide a list of the most appropriate 
types of cooperation – such as the need to cooperate collectively in the 
area of preparedness, response and recovery – but she also tells ASEAN 
what type of threat will be important for them based on European 
historical experience. This statement, thus, assumes that the EU is some-
what ahead in the DRM game – Europeans have already learned the 
importance of sharing knowledge – and therefore is in a ‘better’ position 
to share their knowledge to those who are less privileged. While this 
may be disconcerting, a neocolonial image appears to be embedded in 
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the language and helps to reveal how the EU perceives itself in Southeast 
Asia as an authoritative teacher. 

 The EU has thus increasingly become more of a disinterested ‘other’ 
rather than an ‘interested agent’ of DRM norms, whereby it confers 
power and authority to itself through the promotion of DRM values. 
Keeping this in mind, a common thread remains: all regional organiza-
tions claim strong links with the UN and a majority play a student-type 
role when in its presence. If the UN is the classical ‘teacher’ of a global 
DRM model, does it also ‘act’ as a teacher?  

  Teaching the global DRM model 

 The UN is a teacher of norms. Its rhetoric on global DRM is infused with 
declarative statements, the use of the first-person plural and cultural 
diffusion techniques. The UN also employs the ritual of award giving 
to ‘good’ students who follow the global script and facilitate arenas of 
diffusion. 

 Cast in dramatic imagery reminiscent of Winston Churchill’s chron-
icle of the Second World War, the UN Secretary General’s opening 
speech at the 2009 global platform on DRR is clear in its authoritative 
message: the HFA goals must be incorporated if the values that ‘we’ wish 
to protect, based on the world cultural script, are to remain.  

  Risks are growing, especially in poor countries. In many parts of the 
world, we are losing ground. Moreover, it is clear that climate change 
is making things worse. The storm clouds are gathering. We face a 
more threatening future from natural hazards. Millions of people 
will be hit twice over. First, by more extreme weather. Second, by the 
loss of ecosystems and food and water supplies … Risk reduction is 
an investment. It is our first line of defence in adapting to climate 
change. It will pay handsome dividends. The Hyogo Framework for 
Action is vital in reducing risk. We can link the implementation of 
Hyogo with a new climate agreement. We can achieve a triple win – 
against poverty, against disasters and against climate change. I chal-
lenge you to set a target…. I urge you to start working now on the 
immediate practical steps that will achieve this goal. The United 
Nations will back you in this effort. As one UN … [W]e know the 
problem. We know what to do. (Ban, 2009)   

 This message could be easily read as a call to arms. We will be ‘hit’, ‘we 
are losing ground’, action is ‘vital’ and ‘our first line of defence’, we need 
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to ‘win’, achieving the ‘goal’ will be ‘challenging’, we need to be ‘prac-
tical’, and the top brass will ‘back you in this effort’. A second image that 
surfaces in this statement is a calculative need to ‘invest’ in the future. 
These images are not unique to Ban’s speech but are often repeated in 
different fora by UN officials when referring to DRM (Egeland, 2005; 
Ban, 2010, 2011; Wahlström, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c).  6   Ban and other UN 
practitioners set forth a single and clear instruction: to insert the HFA 
goals in national and regional organizational structures. By incorpo-
rating images of a collective by using the first-person plural and the use 
of phrases like ‘as one UN’, the Secretary General signals the reward of 
surmounting his ‘challenge’: namely, acceptance into the global cultural 
order. Thus legitimacy is bestowed upon regional organizations and 
states that adopt the DRM model embodied in the HFA framework, as 
well as the cultural script of human rights and environmental protec-
tion. Like the EU’s relationship to ASEAN, the UN constructs itself as a 
‘knower’ who transmits (objectified) knowledge to the ‘non-knowers’ 
(see Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 70–71). 

 An example of ritual creation by the UN offers a further illustration of 
the power the UN holds in forming the ‘rules of the game’ on regional 
DRM. On 11 May 2011 the UNISDR recognized President Susilo Bambang 
Yudhoyono of Indonesia as the ‘UNISDR Global Champion for Disaster 
Risk Reduction’. In a letter of commendation to the President, Special 
Representative of the Secretary General for Disaster Risk Reduction 
Margareta Wahlström noted:

  I am honored that you have accepted to be the in recognition of your 
efforts and commitment in protecting people and communities from 
the impact of disasters [sic] …You have been instrumental in instilling 
a culture of safety under pinned by strong community engagement, 
both at the national and local levels…I applaud your leadership in 
fostering a drive for resilience within the South East Asian Nations, 
underscored by greater coherence and coordination among Member 
States. Your guidance and leadership will be of immense value to 
countries at risk around the world [sic]. (UNISDR, 2011c)   

 This ritualistic action legitimizes the role of the UN, Indonesia and 
ASEAN through a public award-giving ceremony. By publicly awarding a 
state for adopting the institutionalized rules of (regional) DRM, the UN 
sends a clear signal of what action is necessary for increasing the status 
of a state; and reifies its position as a higher-order organization that 
holds the rights – through the disinterested action of its professional 
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employees in promoting (Western) transcendental values – to instruct, 
teach and advise regional organizations and nation states. The statement 
by Wahlström also provides a map of the most appropriate action for 
other states: (1) they ought to engender a ‘culture of safety’ at the local 
and national levels; (2) they ought to actively participate at the regional 
level; and (3) they ought to cooperate on regional DRM.  7   Interestingly, 
this practice has recently been used by CARICOM which celebrated 
CDEMA’s 20th anniversary by awarding ‘individuals and institutions 
whose long term efforts have fundamentally changed the delivery of 
disaster management in the region for the better’ (CARICOM, 2011). The 
process of award giving through symbolic or ‘mnemotechnic aids’ not 
only reaffirms transmitted knowledge (Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 71), 
but also strengthens the constructed relationship and ongoing perform-
ance between organizations. Furthermore, the act reinforces the central 
cultural script of liberal individualism: as soon as individual organiza-
tions are signalled as being superior to others, a logic of competition 
arises which further reinforces the individualism of each contestant. 

 Like the UN, other international organizations – such as the IFRC 
(2013), the Global Network of Civil Society Organizations for Disaster 
Reduction (GNDR, 2013) and the WHO (2013) – also act as teachers, and 
less as students, in reproducing the global DRM model. The first-person 
plural is preferred over first-person singular, which limits the construc-
tion of a student–teacher dichotomy, and the language used is authorita-
tive rather than complying. For example, the Secretary General of IFRC 
notes in his official speech at the fourth global platform for DRR:

  On behalf of vulnerable people across the world … the IFRC calls on 
 Governments  to ensure that resource and policy commitments are 
put in place; we call on  the private sector  to see disaster risk reduc-
tion as a responsive, innovative and cost effective investment; we call 
on  the people  themselves to change their lifestyles, attitudes and 
mindsets to fit the demands of change, and we call on  civil society 
organizations  to participate and facilitate support to vulnerable 
populations in a timely manner. (Geleta, 2013, original emphasis)   

 This authoritative statement unequivocally tells the audience what is 
needed and what needs to be done, echoing Ban Ki-moon’s statement 
on DRR: ‘we know the problem. We know what to do’ (2009). In contrast 
to this position, regional organizations such as CARICOM (Riley, 2013), 
the AU (Timamy, 2013), ECCAS (Tchoungui, 2013), ECOWAS (Diop, 
2013), IGAD (Sebhatu, 2013) and ASEAN (Reyes, 2013) prefer the first-
person plural, use more compliance-based language and tend to focus 
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on listing their own achievements and their own needs for the future. 
At the same global platform, for example, the ASEAN Technical Advisor 
for Disaster Risk Reduction notes:

   As   we near 2015,   ASEAN sees the need for us to step up towards 
achieving the goals of not only   AADMER but also   HFA.  Despite 
the challenges and constraints in the implementation of HFA and 
AADMER Work Programme in the region, the ACDM affirms that HFA 
remains relevant and its goals pursued beyond 2015.  From the current  
 HFA,   we believe that   we have established a stable foundation for 
effective   DRR by (1) strengthening national and local capacity for  
 DRR, (2) localizing   DRR at the community level, (3) ensuring inclu-
sive approaches and engaging   multi-stakeholders and (4) main-
streaming   DRR in development.  (Reyes, 2013, original emphasis)   

 Keeping in mind the importance of these and other international organ-
izations in promoting DRM, they generally reinforce the UN’s general 
advocacy of DRR, rather than competing or acting as students of the UN. 
They collectively create a community that is important for fostering, 
developing and reifying norms on DRM. As reflected in the speeches 
above, the UN and its agencies are of significant strategic importance 
for reifying and producing the global DRM model. This is largely in line 
with an insight into the sociological roles of institutions made more 
than 30 years ago. While  

   all  roles represent the institutional order …  Some  roles, however, 
symbolically represent that order in its totality more than others. 
Such roles are of great strategic importance in a society, since they 
represent not only this or that institution, but the integration of all 
institutions in a meaningful world. (Berger and Luckmann, 1967: 76, 
original emphasis)   

 While the EU does not seem to ‘fit’ with the general student–teacher 
model, it can be understood more as an apprentice of the global DRM 
model. That is, it has recently begun to act out features of the UN’s 
teaching role by not only learning, but also exporting the DRM model.  

  Summary 

 This chapter demonstrates how the global DRM model, once diffused, is 
reproduced through the continual interaction between regional organi-
zations and the international community. This is an important aspect 
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of global norm activity that helps to explain why states have been so 
willing to cooperate on DRM via regional organizations in the last ten 
to 20 years. Typified as a teacher–student relationship, the empirical 
analysis emphasizes the critical role the UN plays in the promotion and 
production of regional DRM and it highlights the important role regional 
organizations play as students of the regional DRM model. However, the 
EU does not fully conform to the role of a student or a teacher of DRM. 
Carrying on the analogy of the ‘school of DRM’, the EU was instead clas-
sified as an apprentice of the global DRM model. The ambiguity raised 
through the ‘apprentice’ status of the EU suggests that the idealized roles 
of the regional organizations are dynamic, albeit one that is theoretically 
inclined to expect a shift from interested agents to disinterested others. 
Put simply, the ‘students’ tend to strive to become like the teacher and 
thus not only adorn the same principles, values and patterned activity of 
DRM, but also begin to teach the same pattern to others.  8   The dynamic 
nature of role playing between interested and disinterested others also 
touches on the importance organizations have in constructing the 
rules of the game. The more an organization establishes itself with the 
authority of a ‘disinterested other’ or as a teacher of global DRM norms, 
the more power it will have in determining the trajectory of a vital policy 
field that has direct relevance to other associated global models, such as 
state sovereignty. Indeed, the notion of normative power should not be 
underestimated: the clear dichotomy between the UN and other regional 
organizations places emphasis on the power the UN has in constructing 
the rules of the game. However, even these organizations are also limited 
to the extent to which they can use such power within the confines of 
the existing world cultural script. 

 A focus on ideational reification between regional organizations and 
the international community also emphasizes the role of regional organ-
izations in substantiating the global DRM model. It emphasizes how the 
external normative environment influences the motivations of states to 
cooperate on regional DRM.   

   



135

     7 
 The Great Divide: Translating 
Expectations into Capabilities   

   What regional activities are actually taking place to increase the resil-
ience of communities from natural hazards? Previous chapters have 
charted a journey through two explanations for why states have chosen 
to cooperate on regional DRM revealing the anticipated role of regional 
organizations in DRM. However, it is also necessary to go beyond expec-
tations and analyse the operational aspects of regional activity on DRM. 
This provides insight into the functioning role of regional organiza-
tions and allows for a more accurate analysis on their current limita-
tions and future possibilities. A similar quantitative scheme used to 
assess the anticipated role of regional organizations is applied to ten 
cases according to the extent to which they have development-specific 
regional capacities in encouraging local DRM awareness, instigating 
information sharing, providing operational support, developing stand-
ardized procedures and pooling DRM assets. This review reveals that a 
majority of regional organizations have struggled to implement regional 
DRM goals and consequently hold few substantial DRM-related capaci-
ties. A majority of regional organizations, for example, fail to successfully 
impact the community level or provide operational capacities to facilitate 
responses to disasters. It is also revealed that all cases, except for the EU, 
are heavily dependent on external donor or operational support which 
limits their roles as independent crisis managers. All regional organiza-
tions, however, do exhibit a strong capacity to facilitate dialogue and 
exchange information within and across the international community. 
One can also observe a fairly high level of operational capacity to facili-
tate responses to disasters in the EU, CARICOM and ASEAN. 

 When regional DRM aims (anticipated cooperation) are compared 
to this lack of capacities a general capability-expectations gap appears 
across all cases. For some organizations, such as the EU, ASEAN and 
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CARICOM, this gap is fairly small as reflected in their regional prepared-
ness and response capacities. Whereas for others, such as SADC, LAS and 
PIF, the gap is expansive as they have made little substantial efforts to 
meet words with deeds. By reaching back to the empirical examples and 
theoretical explanations offered in previous chapters, this gap is prin-
cipally explained through the successful advocacy of the international 
community on shaping regional policy. 

 This chapter is divided into four sections. First, regional capacity is 
defined along with a discussion on how it is measured. Second, a review 
of regional capacity is conducted for all ten cases and measured according 
to the five qualitative anchors described in the previous section. Third, 
the main empirical findings from this review are discussed including a 
capability-expectations gap that exists in all regional organizations. The 
chapter concludes by highlighting persistent challenges to the expected 
role of regional organizations in DRM and tentatively suggests some 
avenues for practical and low-cost cooperation, such as expanding inter-
regional dialogue to encourage useful strategies to overcome the current 
limitations and apparent lack of incentives.  

  Regional capacity 

 Regional capacity is understood as the operational or actual activities 
that are being pursued by regional organizations. Through a review 
of national self-evaluation reports and civil society, international risk 
surveys and HFA progress reports, the capacity of regional organizations 
is mapped out in the following section according to the quantitative 
scale used in Chapter 2 to map out the anticipated role of regional DRM. 
In order from low to high capacity this scale is determined by five quali-
tative anchors: the actual capacity of regional organizations to improve 
DRM awareness; support information sharing and knowledge crea-
tion; facilitate responses to disasters; establish standardized procedures 
among member states; and pool DRM-related assets.  1   Few changes have 
been made to the original qualitative anchors to allow for close compari-
sons. A slight exception to this is this ‘awareness’ category, which is now 
defined more broadly to include the regional transfer of information 
and awareness to national and local levels of governance. This means 
that instead of analysing the extent to which regional organizations 
formally acknowledge the need to cooperate (through agreements and 
declarations), an assessment of a regional organization’s capacity exam-
ines its role in increasing formal awareness at the national and local 
levels.  2   For a more specific and thorough overview of the five qualitative 
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anchors used to assess the level of regional capacity see the ‘scorecard’ 
in Appendix A2. This ‘scorecard’ provides a systematic guide to assessing 
the empirical material in order to produce meaningful and comparable 
results across the selected cases.      

 The results of this qualitative assessment are displayed in Table 7.1. 
In comparison to anticipated cooperation, regional capacity is gener-
ally low across most regional organizations except for the EU, ASEAN 
and CARICOM. Regional organizations that have least DRM capacity are 
Mercosur, ECO and PIF. Explaining the lack of capacity in some of the 
regional organizations can be, in part, contributed to the little antici-
pated activity reflected in their DRM agreements. This is the case, for 
example, with Mercosur and ECO. However, other regional organiza-
tions such as PIF, SADC and LAS were expected to have higher levels of 
capacity according to their regional goals. As will be discussed in the 
third section of this chapter, reasons for this capability-expectations gap 
include a lack of resources, political will, and incomplete information. 

 Before moving on to a review and measurement of the selected regional 
organizations’ capacities, it ought to be made clear that this analysis is 
based on ten regional organizations that have been selected according 
to their differences rather than their similarities. While this provides 
sufficient grounds for effective comparisons, it can be misleading if a 
case is interpreted as fully representing regional activity in a particular 
region. To be sure, most geographical regions now showcase ‘spaghetti 
bowls’ (Baldwin, 2006) of regional organizations many of which now 
cooperate with some form of DRM (see Table 1.1). The SPC and its asso-
ciated agency, SOPAC, for example, are more active than PIF in the 

 Table 7.1     Set values for regional capacity 

 Regional 
organization  A  I  OC  S  AP 

 Total 
2013 

AU 0.10 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.45
ASEAN 0.00 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.65
CARICOM 0.10 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.15 0.70
ECO 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
EU 0.05 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.75
LAS 0.10 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25
Mercosur 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
OAS 0.10 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.45
PIF 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
SADC 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15

     Note : Awareness (A); Information (I); Operational capacity (OP); Standardizations (S); Asset 
pooling (AP).    
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Pacific, and SICA is more active than Mercosur in South America. These 
regional ‘spaghetti bowls’ are furthermore part of a complex network 
of international actors that, as we have seen, play an important role in 
shaping regional approaches to DRM. It should also be emphasized that 
evidence of increased regional capacity is not equivalent to increased 
resilience. Rather, it elevates the likelihood of producing safer communi-
ties through the continual and effective use of its regional capacities. 

  African Union 

 The capacity of the AU does not meet its anticipated goals as projected in 
its Regional Strategy (AU, 2004) and Programme for Action (AU, 2009). 
According to reports from the AU’s African Working Group (AWG) 
and the UNISDR, there remains a significant gap between regional and 
global objectives and national and local implementation. There is a lack 
of awareness at the national level due to limitations in information flow 
from the regional level (UNISDR, 2013b: 12) and there has been little 
development of planned regional policies and ‘operational mechanisms’ 
to ‘prepare for and ensure rapid and effective disaster response in situ-
ations that exceed national coping capacities’ (AU, 2009: 13). Other 
issues that have not been satisfactorily addressed include integrating a 
gender perspective in DRM, increasing the capacity of DRM at the local 
and community levels, and a lack of decentralization (UNISDR, 2013b: 
12). As of 2013, less than half of AU member states had established insti-
tutional and legal frameworks on DRR, and only 31 member states had 
developed contingency plans (Ibid: 21). 

 Positive inroads have nevertheless been achieved. The instigation of 
one regional and 40 national platforms by the AU and the UNISDR, for 
example, provides important forums for dialogue, information sharing 
and knowledge dissemination. The Regional Economic Communities 
(REC) – ECCAS, ECOWAS, IGAD, SADC, EAC and IOS – have established 
DRM programmes and COMESA, SADC and EAS have established an 
inter-regional joint five-year climate change adaptation and mitigation 
program. Another important achievement is the African Risk Capacity 
(ARC), established in 2012. The ARC provides a similar function to the 
Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility (CCRIF) by pooling risk 
across countries, which requires less financial input from each country 
compared to independent insurance schemes. At the time of writing, the 
ARC has not yet been activated but is operational. The African Center 
for DRM (ACDRM) was also established in the same year, which provides 
regional-based training and knowledge dissemination on DRM. Other 
markers of progress include an increase in the adoption of building 
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codes and land use management, media training in West, Eastern and 
Southern Africa, and disaster loss databases in Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, 
Mozambique and Mali (UNISDR, 2013b: 20–21). A further development 
is reflected in the formation of the AWG in 2010 which is designed as 
the main institutional mechanism to transfer regional DRM goals to the 
national level: its official purpose is to ‘provide coordination and tech-
nical support to Member States for the implementation of the African 
Regional Strategy’ (AU, 2009: 4). 

 These progressive events cast some positive light on the DRM capacity 
of Africa as a region. However, it is difficult to establish any significant 
causal links between the role of the AU in orchestrating many of these 
and other activities. If the AU aims to be an authoritative actor on advo-
cating DRR, it is clearly overshadowed by the more active participation 
and financial backing of international organizations, states and NGOs. 
For example, the establishment of AWG was proposed and facilitated 
by the UNISDR; the Nairobi Action Plan for Parliamentarians was facili-
tated by the UNISDR; a number of the RECs were established with the 
support of UNDP, Japan and other international actors; and the ACFRM 
was established with support of the Addis Ababa University, the Asian 
Disaster Preparedness Center, Cordaid, UNDP, and the Ethiopian DRM 
and Food Security Sector (ACDRM, 2013). While the ARC is an AU-led 
initiative, it is supported by the WFP and has received financial support 
from the UK, the Rockefeller Foundation and IFAD (ARC, n.d.). Other 
related projects, such as the establishment of the African Centre for 
Disaster Studies in 2002, suggest that there are a number of initiatives 
that are contributing to a more resilient Africa through international 
and local actors that bypass the AU. Without regional oversight region-
al-based activities on DRM may become sidelined and increase the 
potential for the unnecessary duplication of resources. This is a role that 
the AU ought to take on more forcefully in light of the limited impact 
regional and international efforts have had on the national level. 

 The AU Programme of Action and the African Regional Strategy 
project an anticipated regional capacity that focuses on the promotion 
of awareness, information, dialogue, some operational capacity as well 
as preliminary efforts to mainstream DRM into national and local emer-
gency management systems. While there may be more advanced capacity 
in some RECs, the actual capacity of AU paints a less optimistic picture 
where national and local systems have been slow to make changes, and 
a majority of activities that contribute to a more resilient Africa has been 
predominantly instigated by the international community. Accordingly, 
the AU’s DRM capacity is awarded with a total of value of 0.45. That is, 
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0.10 for awareness (31 member states have developed national contin-
gency plans and less than half have established legislation), 0.20 for 
information and 0.15 for operational capacity (the creation of a rein-
surance programme). Its major limitations include weak political will, 
budget constraints and inadequate resources.  

  Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

 Over the past decade ASEAN has been criticized for its inability to 
facilitate responses to transboundary disasters and promote prepared-
ness and prevention policies at the national and local level (Gentner, 
2005; Lee, 2011). Institutional mechanisms and programmes related 
to DRM are seen as rhetoric that reflects ‘good intentions’ rather than 
actual capacity (Lee, 2011: 40). The sovereignty-sensitive aspects of the 
ASEAN-way prevent any credible cooperation at the regional level (Ibid: 
47). However, others argue that some of the regional DRM-based initia-
tives may be a sign of a gradual shift from the principle of non-interven-
tion to non-indifference (Amador, 2009: 19). The following empirical 
overview of ASEAN’s existing capacities confirms the latter: ASEAN is 
making significant steps towards achieving its ambitious DRM goals. 

 ASEAN’s anticipated activity as reflected in its Regional Programme 
(ASEAN, 2004) and its Agreement on Disaster Management (ASEAN, 
2005a) include a number of aspiring goals such as: the establishment of 
a disaster relief fund, a centre for facilitating responses to requests and 
monitoring disaster risk, simulation exercises, and the dissemination of 
information and best practices through training. Many of these goals are 
currently being translated into action. Perhaps the most significant insti-
tutional mechanism that has emerged is the ASEAN Coordinating Centre 
for Humanitarian Assistance on disaster management (AHA). Since its 
establishment in November 2011 (operational a year later in 2012), the 
centre has set up a Disaster Monitoring and Response System (DMRS), 
produced standby arrangements (including information on available 
national assets for emergency response), and facilitated and responded 
to eight disasters.  3   For example, the AHA centre sent an assessment team 
to the 2012 Myanmar earthquake and dispatched 250 tents; in collab-
oration with a Rapid Needs Assessment (RNA)team was sent to assess 
possibilities for assistance in the aftermath of Typhoon Bopha in the 
Philippines in 2012; and AHA acted as an information hub for national 
disaster management organization focal points, deployed a coordination 
team and offered nine rescue boats to the Philippines’ national disaster 
risk reduction and management council in response to Typhoon Haiya 
(AHA, 2013; ADInet, n.d.). HFA has also created and used the Disaster 
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Emergency Logistics System (DELSA) warehouse of emergency stockpiles 
that includes boats, generators, mobile storage units, family kits, shelter 
toolkits and tents (Personal Correspondence, 2014). 

 Together with the Asian Disaster Reduction Center (ADRC), ASEAN has 
also established various workshops and training modules including an 
intensive six-month training programme for executives and a Training 
for Trainers (TOT) initiative designed to build local capacity by training 
local government officials. Simulation exercises have also been conducted 
which aim to test and use the operational capabilities of the AHA and the 
Standard Operating Procedures, and to test national customs, immigra-
tion and quarantine clearance systems to allow for faster reaction time 
for external assistance. Since 2005 a simulation exercise has also been 
conducted each year which is based around common natural hazards, 
such as earthquakes, hurricanes and landslides (ASEAN, 2008, 2013). 

 These and other observations on the increasing capacity of ASEAN as 
an emerging disaster manager in Southeast Asia must be seen in light of 
continuing challenges. First, the local level appears to be lagging behind 
regional developments. Only half of National Disaster Management 
Organizations (NDMO) have an annual budget allocation for poten-
tial response needs, and only six out of ten local governments have a 
budget allocation for potential disasters (GFDRR, 2011: 25).  4   Cambodia, 
Lao PDR and Myanmar have particularly limited budget provisions, and 
a number of member states have been slow to release emergency funds 
in times of disasters (Ibid: 25–26). This tends to reflect a lack of political 
will at the local level.  5   Some explanations for this may be due to limited 
information sharing among some member states, the lack of enforce-
ment mechanisms and no specific funds for assisting the implementa-
tion of regional goals into local practices (Novak, 2011). In an effort to 
improve this situation a consortium of seven civil society organizations 
was established in 2009 to assist the ASEAN secretariat to implement the 
AADMER at the local and national levels (APG, 2012). 

 Second, not all member states have established national action plans 
on disaster management, and many of the national action plans that 
are in place are not consistent with the regional goals anticipated in 
AADMER (Ibid). Member states display a considerable range of differing 
capacities, levels of development and preparedness (Thuzar, 2013). 
Third, ASEAN’s impressive DRM capacities are predominantly financed 
by external actors. The operationalization of the AHA centre, staff 
recruitment, and administration costs, for example, are supported 
by Australia, Belgium, Japan, New Zealand, USA, the EU and the UN 
family (AHA Centre, 2013). Out of these donors, Japan stands out as 
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a particularly strong supporter of ASEAN. In 2006, Japan established 
a Japan-ASEAN Integration Fund (JAIF) with a pledge to provide USD 
70 million to strengthen the regional organization including its DRM 
capacity. Japan-ASEAN cooperation on DRM then accelerated after the 
T�hoku earthquake in 2011. Japan has since provided and introduced 
satellite communications equipment to the AHA centre to upgrade risk 
identification and monitoring systems; it supports the DELSA stockpile 
emergency supply depot; is assists with the management of the AHA 
centre; it conducts workshops and conferences; and it has proposed 
the formation of a disaster management network for the ASEAN region 
(MOFA, 2012). Japan has even improved national information and tech-
nology systems in Laos, Myanmar and Cambodia in order to streamline 
effective communication between member states (Thuzar, 2013: 303). 

 Financial and technical support from civil society, international 
organizations and states clearly provide important capacities for ASEAN. 
However, this also means that ASEAN remains fairly dependent on 
external sources of financing, particularly as its own budget is extremely 
limited (UNU-CRIS, 2008). As along as external actors see value in 
supporting ASEAN’s role as a disaster manager in the region, ASEAN will 
have the resources and capacity to support member states. The impres-
sive capacity of ASEAN does not necessarily reflect its political will as a 
regional actor. For example, ASEAN has been criticized for not taking 
a leading role in the recent catastrophe in the Philippines (Keithley, 
2013); yet, the example of its diplomatic success in Myanmar proves 
that it does have the capacity to make a difference. 

 Notwithstanding its limitations, ASEAN holds much potential as a 
regional actor in Southeast Asia. It has made significant steps in fulfilling 
the aims of the AADMER, such as enhancing dialogue, disseminating 
knowledge and establishing operational capacities through the AHA 
centre. Concerted attempts have been made to streamline operational 
capacities among member states through annual simulation exercises, 
and it has even established a stockpile of emergency supplies. Despite 
these inroads, the extent to which these activities translate into effec-
tive operational capacity remains unclear: its role will be determined 
in analysing its future responses to disasters. Its continual dependency 
on international support makes it difficult to measure its political will 
and the limited success in translating regional goals into local practice 
hampers the effectiveness of the member states acting together in order 
to meet future transboundary threats. The level of ASEAN’s DRM capacity 
is equivalent to 0.65 in Table 7.1. It receives 0.15 for its operational 
capacity through the HFA (its reliance on external funding means that is 
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does not receive a full value for this condition); 0.15 for standardization 
(simulation exercises); 0.15 for asset pooling (DELSA warehouse); 0.20 
for information sharing (simulations exercises, TOT initiative, training 
modules); and 0.00 for national and local awareness.  

  Caribbean Community 

 The role of CARICOM/CDEMA as a regional actor in disaster management 
has significantly developed since its member states established CDERA in 
1991. It has become increasingly active in facilitating preparedness and 
prevention programmes in member states, organizing forums of dialogue 
and information exchanges, and delivering operational capacity through 
its Regional Response Mechanism (RRM).  6   According to its own data-
base of programmes, the agency has implemented 45 projects that focus 
on enhanced community resilience, knowledge management, improved 
institutional support and DRM mainstreaming (CDEMA, n.d.). A promi-
nent example is the Caribbean Hazard Mitigation Capacity Building 
Programme (CHAMP) that aims to assist in the development of national 
hazard mitigation policies, promote the use of hazard information in 
development decisions and strengthen building standards and training 
(OAS, 2004). Another initiative to translate regional goals into national 
or local levels includes the formation of the Comprehensive Disaster 
Management Coordination and Harmonization Council (CDM CHC). 
CDEMA also established a specific programme, with financial support 
from the Australian government, to enhance the national capacities of the 
Haitian Civil Protection Directorate, with an express aim of streamlining 
its national preparedness, prevention and response plans with CDEMA’s 
regional strategy (CDEMA, 2010). Through these or related programmes 
Caribbean countries, such as Trinidad and Tobago, Grenada and Jamaica, 
have made significant efforts to mainstream regional goals and aims into 
national action plans (HFA, 2013d, 2013j; Kirton, 2013: 12). 

 In the area of response, the RRM and its sub-regional focal points in 
Antigua, Barbados, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago have been acti-
vated a number of times to respond to disasters that have overwhelmed 
national capacities. The technical teams, the Rapid Needs Assessment 
Team (RNAT), and representatives from the CDEMA Coordination Unit 
(CDEMA CU) have been deployed in various disasters, such as the Haitian 
earthquake and Hurricane Tomas in 2010, Hurricane Irene in 2011 and 
the ‘Christmas disaster’ in the Lesser Antilles in 2013. Sub-regional ware-
houses that store basic first aid and relief equipment have been used in 
a number of these disasters as well as the facilitation of aerial reconnais-
sance and technical and administrative support to national emergency 
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authorities (CDEMA, 2014). The Caribbean Disaster Risk Unit (CDRU), 
made up of 35 police, fire and military personnel from the participating 
states, was also deployed to Haiti in 2010 and participates in collective 
training exercises (Arthur, 2011). In terms of financing for response and 
recovery, an East and a North-West Caribbean Donor group have been 
set up by UNDP to coordinate the activities of various international 
donors and support the functioning of CDEMA. The conduct of annual 
simulation exercises by sub-regional focal points (Kirton, 2013: 11) also 
provides additional support and the enhancement of operational prac-
tices at the regional and national levels. 

 The capacity of CARICOM as a disaster manager is limited through 
its high dependence on donor support (HFA, 2011d: 4). Participating 
states of CDEMA provide less than ten per cent of its budget for oper-
ational expenses and only one country has a prioritized budget for 
sub-regional DRM activities (Kirton, 2013: 5, 11). This means that the 
agency must rely on external support for its mitigation and response 
capacities. This is evident, for example, in recent response and recovery 
efforts in the Bahamas (Hurricane Irene) where aerial reconnaissance 
was financed by USAID and OFDA, and in Saint Lucia (Hurricane Tomas) 
where CIDA provided a water infrastructure specialist through CDEMA 
(CDEMA, n.d.). Donor support for response and recovery is also chan-
nelled through the East and a North-West Caribbean Donor groups that 
are constituted by a large number of international and regional organi-
zations. Mitigation projects are also predominantly financed by other 
organizations, such as the CDB, USAID, CIDA and UNDP, which reduces 
the agenda setting capabilities of CDEMA. 

 Judging the impact of these and other projects is difficult to prop-
erly assess. CHAMP, for example, seems to have had some impact, such 
as the formulation of hazard-risk reduction policy in Jamaica (MLE, 
2005). However, the continual range in national DRM capacities almost 
a decade after CHAMP was initiated tends to reflect a limited impact of 
this and other projects dedicated to strengthening national and local 
emergency systems (HFA, 2011d: 4). National disaster risk assessments, 
for example, remain limited in many member states (Ibid: 13) as well 
as a sufficient maritime and air transportation network (Kirton, 2013: 
11). Part of the reason for this lack of capacity is reflected in recent 
country assessments on national DRM activity that highlight the lack 
of financial and material resources and a lack of political will as indica-
tors of continued vulnerability in Caribbean island states (HFA, 2011a, 
2011f, 2013e, 2013f, 2013g; Kirton, 2013: 7). Thus, potentially useful 
initiatives such as CDM CHC are often limited to raising awareness and 
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sharing information while being hampered by a lack of communication, 
resources and capacities (HFA, 2011d: 6). The lack of resources and tech-
nical knowledge at the local level also means that successful develop-
ment projects may risk potential collapse if long-term maintenance and 
support systems are not put in place.  7   

 CARICOM continues to develop its regional capacity in the areas of 
prevention, preparedness, response and recovery. It has made signifi-
cant institutional steps towards achieving a more resilient region. 
However, its continual lack of financing, local implementation of 
regional aims and a general lack of political commitment drives a 
wedge between expectations and capabilities. Its progress in achieving 
its regional aims, even if limited, is an important sign of potentially 
closing this gap in the future. CARICOM receives a total value of 0.70, 
which is divided into: 0.10 (awareness); 0.20 (information); 0.15 (oper-
ational capacity); 0.10 (standardization); and 0.15 (asset pooling). Its 
main limitations are its dependency on external donors and limited 
national support.  

  Economic Cooperation Organization 

 As one of the main regional bodies in central Asia, ECO provides an 
important regional hub for increasing the resilience of its member 
states, many of which are highly vulnerable to natural disasters, such as 
epidemics, earthquakes, landslides and flooding (GFDRR, 2009). As docu-
mented in Chapter 2, ECO has not yet established a specific programme 
on DRM. Instead, it has organized a series of conferences together with 
the UNISDR on enhancing DRM capacity. This has facilitated impor-
tant sharing of information, goal setting and awareness gathering of the 
importance of DRM for the region. On a whole, there has been very little 
development of any DRM capacities other than information sharing in 
the region. MoUs – such as the 2007 MoU between UNISDR and ECO – 
have not been well implemented and there remains a need for harmoni-
zation across the different member states which hold varying capacities 
(HFA, 2013a: 14). A Central Asia Centre for Disaster Response and Risk 
Reduction have been created. However, Tajikistan is yet to sign the agree-
ment (HFA, 2013g: 16). Furthermore, as national HFA progress reports 
on DRM fail to mention the ECO-RCRM, the operational value of this 
Iran-based institute for enhancing regional resilience remains doubtful 
(see de Guttry, 2012: 25). National self-evaluation reports also identify a 
lack of local knowledge and capacity to deal with transboundary threats, 
a lack of joint training to enhance preparedness, and poor warning and 
communication systems (HFA, 2012a: 11–12; HFA, 2012b: 15). There 
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is also a reported lack of dedication of ECO member states as well as 
restrained information flows across countries.  8   

 As a regional disaster risk manager, ECO does not have a signifi-
cantly high capabilities-expectations gap because its expectations are 
low. However, there still appears to be a gap due to limited operational 
capacity and weak collective commitment. Furthermore, the aim of 
increasing awareness and information seems to stay at the regional 
level as there is a real need for information flows and communication 
between the regional, national and local levels. ECO consequently 
receives a low score of 0.05, which is based on its limited information 
sharing capacity.  

  European Union 

 Out of the regional organizations analysed, the EU is one of the most 
equipped and developed disaster managers. Through its community 
mechanism, it coordinates and funds exchanges, training programmes 
and simulation exercises that increase specialized knowledge and informa-
tion, and it encourages transnational disaster management coordination. 
Within a four-year period, from 2010–2013, the EU conducted 15 simula-
tion exercises with another two planned for 2014 as well as 11 module 
exercises (ECHO, 2013a, 2013b). The exercise scenarios involve a range 
of hazards that include terrorism, tsunami, floods, nuclear accidents, 
marine pollution, forest fires and earthquakes. Roughly 2000 national 
experts have participated in the training programmes and over 500 experts 
have completed exchanges (ECHO, 2013b; Hollis, 2010a: 44). In terms 
of response, the EU has been active in its capacity as a leader in facili-
tating and coordinating member state responses to disasters. In 2012, for 
example, the Monitoring and Information Centre (MIC) – now the ERCC – 
facilitated various requests for assistance from member states, such as an 
earthquake in Italy, forest fires in Greece, and floods in Bulgaria. The MIC 
also provided EFFIA forecasts and risk maps to Slovenia and a scientific 
report on the consequences of the Italian earthquake. It is also interesting 
to note an important development in the use of modules for fire fighting 
during the European summer in 2012. Not only were general requests for 
assistance sent to member states, but the MIC specifically requested France 
to activate its ground forest fire fighting module. While France could still 
deny this request, it does mark a small step towards ‘forced solidarity’ and 
an increase in supranational capacities (ECHO, 2012). 

 According to the regional aims and goals of the community mecha-
nism the EU certainly appears to be meeting its expectations. However, 
there are some good reasons to be hesitant in claiming symmetry 
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between expectations and existing capabilities. A recent analysis 
of the EU’s capacity as a crisis manager notes: ‘the Civil Protection 
Mechanism, as it stands today, is unlikely to add much value when an 
overwhelmed state calls for assistance’ (Boin, Ekengren and Rhinard, 
2013: 155). In 2012, for example, a series of forest fires affected five 
southern member states that requested assistance through the MIC. 
However, its available capacities, such as the use of existing fire fighting 
modules, were exhausted; placing limitation on what the MIC could 
achieve as a disaster manager (ECHO, 2012). Other shortcomings of the 
EU’s capacity include: an opaque crisis management venue; a limited 
capacity to collect and interpret data (dependent upon the proactive 
measures of member states); a lack of authority as a crisis manager; and 
no operational standards for the use of its capacities (Boin, Ekengren 
and Rhinard, 2013: 155–156). In addition to these points, there does not 
seem to be any considerable impact at the local level of disaster manage-
ment. According to the 2012 survey of public perception on EU civil 
protection, only 38 per cent of respondents were aware that the EU coor-
dinates civil protection (Commission, 2012b: 4). A similar, albeit more 
generalized, finding is reflected in a recent comparative study of 22 civil 
security systems in Europe which notes that the EU is ‘not a visible actor 
in delivering civil protection in the studied states’ (ANVIL, 2013). The 
study also notes that member states do not always have a clear overview 
on national spending on DRM and that under-funding was a concern 
in some member states (Ibid). Limited funding is also reflected at the 
regional level that prevents the EU from achieving some of its ambitious 
goals (Boin, Ekengren and Rhinard, 2013: 159). Furthermore, national 
participation in preparedness activities, such as the exchange of experts, 
training and simulation exercises, is asymmetrical: a minority of states 
are involved in a majority of the activities (Hollis, 2010a: 60). 

 Despite these shortcomings, the EU’s capacity and role as a disaster 
manager has grown significantly over the last two decades. It may 
suffer from a capabilities-expectations gap; however, this should not 
overshadow its growing role in providing for a more resilient Europe. 
According to its agreement on establishing a community mechanism 
and the review of its actual capacities, the EU reaches a value of 0.75. It 
has limited impact in forming national and local awareness (0.05); it has 
a high capacity in the dissemination of information (0.20) and opera-
tional capacity (0.20); it contributes to standardization efforts through 
simulation exercises and the operational use of modules (0.20).; and 
finally, it has some asset pooling, mainly in the form of its modules and 
CESIS system (0.10).  
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  League of Arab States 

 Anticipated cooperation on disaster risk management through LAS began 
in 1987 where the need for regional solutions to counter regional threats 
was acknowledged. The Arab Supreme Relief Committee was established 
through this agreement. However, implementation of its goals has been 
stifled by a low number of member states that have ratified the agreement 
(IDRL, 2008). Furthermore, its aim to produce relief plans for response to 
disasters and to coordinate communication between member states (LAS, 
1987: Art. 5) appears to be limited. Recent self-evaluations of national 
emergency systems reveal that at least eight of the member states iden-
tify the lack of regional early warning systems, or information exchange, 
as hindrances to effective regional cooperation.  9   Furthermore, only two 
member states mention LAS as a regional partner in DRM, whereas a 
majority mention the importance of: other regional organizations, such 
as the EU, IGAD, GCC and the IOC; governments, such as the US, France 
and Italy; and UN agencies, such as the UNDP, UNISDR and UNESCO. 
Local development towards increasing DRM capacity has also faced diffi-
culty in translating words into action (UNISDR, 2011a: 17). These reflec-
tions cast little positive light on the anticipated outcome from the Arab 
Strategy for DRR (LAS, 2011), although it may still be too early to cast 
judgement on this new initiative. 

 The limited ability to translate regional declarations of intent into 
practice by LAS does not mean that it has been entirely inactive, nor 
does it mean that effective projects and initiatives are not being imple-
mented to increase the resilience of the region from natural hazards. 
For example, the Arab Network for Environment and Development 
(RAED), a complex of NGOs, signed an MoU with UNISDR in 2008 to 
assist member states and local communities to become more disaster 
resilient (UNISDR, 2011a: 17). RAED holds a particularly strategic posi-
tion as a conveyor belt of ideas between the local level and regional 
level as it holds observer status in the LAS Council of Arab Ministers 
Responsible for Environment (CAMRE) and the Council of Economic 
and Social Affairs. Through the Aqaba Declaration, LAS also supports 
the UNISDR global initiative,  Making Cities Resilient , whereby close to 
300 Arab cities and municipalities have now joined the campaign. Some 
activity has also emerged through the Regional Centre for Disaster Risk 
Reduction (RCDRR), such as training programmes on local disaster risk 
management (GFDRR, 2012b), as well as the Arab Center for the Studies 
of Arid Zones and Dry Lands (ACSAD), such as a regional workshop on 
regional climate modelling (PreventionWeb, 2012b). 
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 Existing cooperation on disaster risk is also proceeding through the 
various forums and institutions related to sustainable development. The 
Joint Committee on Environment and Development in the Arab Region 
(JCEDAR), for example, cooperates on DRM in the context of sustainable 
development in the region (UNDP, 2010), and the Centre for Environment 
and Development for the Arab Region and Europe (CEDARE) has been 
active in supporting forums for high-level dialogue on DRM. The Arab 
Initiative for Sustainable Development and the subsequent creation of 
the Arab Environment Facility (AEF) in 2006 also deal with areas of DRM 
such as climate change, desertification, deforestation and urbanization. 
However, the AEF currently has only nine signatories and only three 
countries have ratified the agreement (MOE, 2012). Unfortunately, this 
lack of political will tends to be reflected more generally by LAS member 
states. An evaluation on regional programmes on sustainable develop-
ment, for example, notes: ‘[r]egional declarations on sustainable devel-
opment that have been presented at previous conferences, both in the 
region and internationally, have often expressed ambitious goals with 
little concrete action in support of them’ (ESCWA, 2011: 22). 

 The development of operational capacities that are anticipated to 
emerge based on the League’s agreements on DRM is particularly slow. 
Frequent dialogue on the need for increased cooperation is maintained 
through various forums; however, actual activity is predominantly 
financed and implemented by the UNISDR and other international actors. 
Despite increasing threats from environmental degradation, desertifica-
tion, and climate change, there remains a general lack of political will 
and high dependence on external donors. Accordingly, LAS has a total 
value of 0.25 which is based on is capacity to disseminate information 
(0.15) and assist in awareness raising at the local level (0.10).  

  Common Southern Market 

 Unlike most regional organizations analysed in this book, Mercosur has 
been surprisingly conservative in its anticipated capacity as a disaster 
manager in the region. While there have been more elaborate calls for 
cooperation since the establishment of the REHU, the main purposes 
of the REHU are confined to enhancing coordination and cooperation 
between the DRM systems of member states. Thus far, little capacity 
other than enhancing dialogue and potential coordination between 
similar regional organizations has taken place (Mercosur, 2010: Art. 10; 
Haver and Foley, 2011). Yet, aspirations for cooperation appear to be 
developing. The seventh REHU meeting, for example, expressed the need 
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for organizing and making a record of humanitarian supplies that can 
be used in the event of a disaster (Mercosur, 2012), and a recent meeting 
of environmental minsters agreed on folding DRM issues into environ-
mental policies (AVN/Press, 2013). However, these issues remain in the 
realm of expected capacities. Actual capacities are limited. An evaluation 
of Brazil’s regional cooperation on DRM, for example, notes that devel-
opment of any coordination is going at a slow pace which is partly due to 
a lack of dedication by the government of Brazil (HFA, 2013b: 15). 

 As Mercosur has not established high expectations, there is no signifi-
cant gap between its current lack of regional capacities. This can be at 
least partly explained by member states’ participation in existing regional 
and bilateral initiatives whereby they are concerned about duplicating 
efforts (HFA, 2012d: 12). However, this would not explain the increasing 
expectations reflected in the aims and proposals of recent REHU meet-
ings. Mercosur has a value of 0.10 based on its limited capacity in 
disseminating information.  

  Organization of American States 

 Like Mercosur, the OAS has been less ambitious in its aims, perceiving 
its role in DRM as a supporter of national and sub-regional efforts rather 
than becoming an actor in its own right. Thus, unlike CARICOM, EU and 
ASEAN, the OAS has chosen not to establish a pan-American hub for the 
facilitation of disaster response. Instead it provides a similar meta-regional 
role to that of the AU by supporting sub-regional organizations, such as 
CARICOM and CAPRADE, and national emergency systems. The OAS has 
been fairly successful in achieving these aims. This has principally taken 
shape through its funding of DRM projects, its use of the Inter-American 
Emergency Aid Fund (FONDEM), and its networking and knowledge 
sharing initiatives. Examples of projects the OAS has implemented include 
the Grenada Hurricane Resilient Home Reconstruction Programme, the 
Haiti Building Standards Development Project and the Central American 
School Retrofitting Programme (DSD, 2010). In the period from 1998 to 
2013, FONDEM has been activated at least 35 times to provide relief aid 
to over 20 countries in the Americas from a variety of natural hazards 
ranging from earthquakes, hurricanes, floods and landslides (ReliefWeb, 
n.d.). In terms of networking, the Inter-American Network for Disaster 
Management (INDM) is the main institutional tool used to provide a 
link between (global) civil society and national level of DRM activity. 
Since its operationalization in 2007, the INDM now has a pool of over 
600 experts that can be used to assist programmes, draft proposals and 
develop policies. INDM is also connected to 178 governmental and 45 
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intergovernmental organizations, 67 NGOs, 20 universities, 12 private 
companies and 6 related networks on DRM (INDM, n.d.). It has further-
more facilitated at least 44 training activities that range from space 
applications for early warning systems to risk management and climate 
change, and it has established 34 national focal points to liaise and help 
to provide a link between the regional and national levels. Other notable 
networking and knowledge sharing initiatives include the facilitation of 
UNISDR regional platforms and ‘hemispheric encounters’ for national 
mechanisms and networks on risk reduction. In addition to these activi-
ties, affiliated OAS organizations such as the White Helmets Initiative 
and the Pan-American Development Fund (PADF) are active in the 
region. The White Helmets, for example, were deployed at least 39 times 
in the period 2005–2008 (Cacos Blancos, 2012) and PADF elicits impor-
tant financial support from public and private institutions for response, 
reconstruction and rehabilitation programmes. As PADF is a member of 
the Inter-American Committee on National Disaster Reduction, it also 
plays a significant role in connected regional aspirations to civil society 
and the community level. 

 Even if the OAS does not project relatively ambitious aims, a capabil-
ities-expectations gap can nevertheless be observed. Its projected aim to 
design regional standards, increase inter-agency coordination and decrease 
duplication (OAS, 2011b: Art. 4–5), for example, has not been achieved. 
According to an evaluation of DRM activities by the OAS, some limitations 
included: the lack of a pan-American insurance scheme; the lack of inter-
agency coordination between regional organizations, civil society and the 
private sector; few effective emergency warning systems; dependence on 
international support; and few monitoring systems (HFA, 2011d: 2–8). 
Furthermore, out of the member states that filled out evaluation forms (22 
out of 33), only 63 per cent had established a public information system 
and have taken measures to invest in more resilient urban settlements 
(Ibid: 23–25). This tends to suggest a lack of political will at the national 
level. Indeed, a report by the World Bank notes that despite the increasing 
costs natural disasters produce, only 3.6 per cent of international disaster 
financing is used to invest in risk reduction (Jamie, 2012; see Kapila, 2010). 
Finally, the extremely slow process of ratification of the Inter-American 
Convention to Facilitate Disaster Assistance also points to a lack of polit-
ical will and limited trust in the OAS as a disaster manager.  10   

 The aim of strengthening pan-American resilience through the OAS 
is ultimately dependent on the collective will of its member states. 
Currently, this will appears to be fairly limited. While there are certainly 
positive developments that push the region towards a more resilient 
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community, it appears hampered by a lack of integration. OAS mecha-
nisms are designed and used primarily for increasing awareness, knowl-
edge sharing and relief funds. Response and recovery capacities, however, 
remain in the hands of the affiliated WHI. The OAS has a total value 
of 0.45. Its strength lies in its networking abilities (information: 2.0) 
largely through the INDM and the use of its financial capacity through 
FONDEM (operational capacity: 0.15), whereas its weakness lies in stand-
ardization (0.00), asset pooling (0.00) and awareness (0.10).  

  Pacific Islands Forum 

 The PIF has a very limited set of capacities. Its one and only strength lies 
in its ability to organize and participate in high-level discussions on DRM 
and related issues. The PIF is conspicuously absent in its support for the 
Regional Platform for Disaster Risk Management and the Pacific Disaster 
Risk Management Partnership Network. The latter reflects an impres-
sive coordination of DRM activities that are currently being conducted 
by international organizations, such as the IFRC, the UNISDR, SOPAC, 
AUSAID, NZAID and the Pacific Disaster Centre. To date, the website 
lists 235 projects that have been completed or are ongoing in the area of 
DRM. However, the PIF is not registered as having led or financed any 
DRM-related projects in the last two decades. In comparison, the SPC 
has financed seven and implemented over 60 of these projects since 
2004 (PDRMPN, 2009). These and other programmes aim to strengthen 
national legislation on DRM through the creation of Joint National 
Action Plans, support community level disaster management through 
education initiatives, and provide capacity through promoting early 
warning systems. Furthermore, self-evaluations on the role of regional 
organizations in the Pacific rarely emphasize the PIF. Instead, a collection 
of other international and regional organizations are usually referred to 
that provide technical, policy and community support. It is interesting 
to note that a number of self-evaluations are critical on the over-supply 
of international support programmes that have poor exit strategies in 
relation to the existing capacity of PICs to maintain many short-term 
programmes (HFA, 2013c, 2013h; RNZI, 2012). 

 While the PIF remains fairly dormant on DRM issues, it has not been 
entirely inactive. For example, PIF leaders published a communiqué in 
2012 that aims to work with the IFRC to implement IDRL in the Pacific 
(IFRC, 2013) and collaborate on DRM with other regional organizations 
through the Council of Regional Organisations of the Pacific (CROP). An 
example of the latter is the establishment of a ‘a roadmap’ to incorporate 
climate change and DRM into a single regional strategy (PIF, 2013b). The 
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PIF secretariat also uses its regional platform to elicit support from member 
states to continue DRM-based programmes, such as the Pacific Catastrophe 
Risk Assessment and Financing Initiative (PIF, 2013a). Through the support 
of the World Bank, SOPAC and other organizations, this initiative aims to 
improve the capacity of PICs through providing disaster risk modelling 
assessment tools and financial resilience through reinsurance. 

 This brief overview demonstrates the narrow role the PIF musters in 
obtaining high-level support for DRM initiatives. Based on its antici-
pated activity according to the Madang Framework, there is a large gap 
between the expectations and capabilities. This does not mean that the 
role of regional organizations is void in the Pacific – SOPAC, for example, 
is an important actor – but that PIF as an institution remains limited. 
Accordingly PIF has a value of only 0.10 based on its limited impact on 
national and local levels and its capacity to disseminate information.  

  Southern African Development Community 

 SADC has been particularly slow in turning its DRM ambitions from 
anticipated to actual activity. Its DRR Strategic Plan, among other 
things, aims to: strengthen legal and institutional frameworks at the 
regional, national and local levels; monitor, identify and assess risks, 
and develop early warning systems at all levels; and ensure that DRR 
becomes a national and local priority (RRSU, 2009). These aims have 
not been fulfilled. The following represents some of the shortfalls that 
were identified in national self-evaluations by SADC member states as: 
no dedicated funding for disaster preparedness and response; a lack of 
government commitment; limited collaboration among neighbouring 
states; a lack of standardized reporting tools and monitoring systems; 
little information management capacity; and a general failure to conduct 
a review on ‘lessons learned’ after a disaster session (SADC, 2012c: 17–19). 
Similar reflections are made in HFA progress reviews by SADC member 
states who note: that SADC ‘has a very weak disaster risk Management 
Structure that is still at its infant stage. It has never … facilitated coop-
eration in DRR within the regions’ (HFA, 2011c: 9); that ‘SADC based 
early warning system is non-functional and requires capacity building’ 
(HFA, 2011b: 9); that there ‘is still a large gap in development of regional 
cooperation on risk reduction … [and that there] is inadequate informa-
tion and experiences sharing on regional risk assessments … among the 
national disaster risk management authorities’ (HFA, 2010: 13; see HFA, 
2009: 6; HFA, 2013i: 20–21; SADC, 2013). 

 In spite of these reports, SADC is pursuing its aims of networking and 
knowledge dissemination through the 2011 inauguration of a regional 
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platform for DRR, workshops, and facilitation of a biannual meeting 
of the heads of national disaster management organizations (the SADC 
Disaster Management Technical Committee) who meet when ‘finan-
cial constraints’ do not overwhelm them (RRSU, 2009). Pockets of 
progress can also be seen in the integration of DRR in school curricula in 
Zimbabwe and Malawi, and multi-hazard response strategies are report-
edly being developed in member states (SADC, 2013). A DRR Unit has 
also been established that aims to coordinate regional preparedness and 
response projects; however, its capacity is fairly weak (Niekerk, 2010; 
SADC, 2012b; Ferris, Petz, and Stark, 2012: 46). International donors are 
attempting to increase the capacity of SADC through various projects 
and funds. The European Development Fund for Regional Political 
Cooperation, for example, provided SADC with 18 million euros to 
enable it to fulfil its mandate. A priority area of the fund is to enhance 
DRR and DRM (SADC, 2012d). The EU-ACP Natural Disaster Facility, the 
UNISDR, the World Bank, UNDP and the Swedish Civil Contingencies 
Agency are also active donors in supporting SADC’s DRM capacities. 

 While SADC has not been very successful in fulfilling its goals as set 
out in the DRR Strategic Plan, there are a number of related initiatives 
that SADC has achieved. SADC is cooperating, for example, with the AU 
to implement the Africa Monitoring of the Environment for Sustainable 
Development (AMESD) project (financed by the EU). This includes a 
drought service and a fire satellite information service for member states 
(AMESD-SADC, n.d.). In addition to this, the SADC Climate Service 
Centre produces and disseminates climate-change information and 
conducts training modules. Some of the listed ‘results’ from its website 
include seasonal weather forecasting, and the production of hazard maps 
for droughts, floods and cyclones. It is also in the process of setting up a 
Climate Data Processing Centre that will establish a Real Time Extreme 
Weather and Climate Monitoring System (MONIS). The centre is funded 
by the UNDP, WMO, World Bank, various US government agencies 
and Belgium (SADC, 2012a). As part of SADC’s Regional Food Security 
Programme, the SADC Regional Remote Sensing Unit (RRSU) – estab-
lished in 1988 – provides training programmes and technical support, 
monitors seasonal changes through satellite images, and maintains a 
database of historical data (RRSU, 2010). As the RRSU cooperates with 
national departments of meteorological services, National Early Warning 
Units (NEWU), and National Disaster Management Units (NDMU), an 
important information flow between the regional and national levels 
can be maintained. Incorporation of these associated projects into 
SADC’s DRM cooperation would certainly increase its limited capacities. 
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However, based on the national self-evaluation, the potential value of 
this appears to be underdeveloped. 

 Regional and national capacity and political will to implement the 
goals outlined in SADC DRR’s strategy are lacking. Little progress has 
been made in translating anticipated activity into operational capacity. 
While there has been some progress in sharing information this, too, 
according to national self-evaluations, needs to be improved. Increased 
support for international donors, such as the EU, UNDP and the World 
Bank, may provide the necessary funds to see some of its goals imple-
mented. However, this does not ensure long-term development of the 
regional DRM capacity: SADC must take ownership of regional DRM 
practices in order to achieve greater resilience in the region. Accordingly, 
SADC has a value of 0.15 which is contributed by its only real capacity, 
which is to network and disseminate some information.   

  Comparing capacities 

 This subsection aims to highlight general patterns across the cases in 
order to reveal the current and potential role of regional DRM. One of 
the most apparent patterns is the high prevalence of (inter)national 
organizations and civil society groups that are understood as a necessary 
condition for the maintenance and existence of a majority of regional 
DRM arrangements (see Chapter 3). It is furthermore argued that this 
DRM community not only assists regional organizations to increase 
national and community resilience, but that they have also paradoxi-
cally contributed to a capability-expectations gap that they seek to 
reduce by encouraging states to set regional aims that are beyond the 
states’ capacity to effectively implement. Regional organizations are 
strategically placed to close this gap; however, this means taking owner-
ship of regional DRM seriously. Until this happens, the role of many 
regional organizations will remain highly limited. 

 The most developed aspect of DRM, according to the five qualita-
tive anchors used to assess the capacity of regional organizations, is 
the production and dissemination of information. That is, their role in 
implementing and facilitating information exchanges through various 
media, such as networks, conferences, regional platforms, workshops, 
education programmes and the exchange of experts. Every regional 
organization was awarded a value between 0.1 and 0.2 reflecting a 
significantly high level of capacity across all cases (Table 7.1). It is also 
worth noting that half of the organizations also play a substantial opera-
tional role through either facilitating responses to disasters – such as 
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ASEAN, CARICOM and the EU – or facilitating reinsurance schemes, 
such as the AU and CARICOM. However, the role of regional organiza-
tions in increasing the awareness of local and national levels, increasing 
standardization procedures across member states and pooling assets is 
restricted. These findings generally follow neoliberal institutionalist 
expectations that would anticipate reduced cooperation as the transac-
tion costs increase. However, a minority of regional organizations are 
performing more developed roles. 

 Regional organizations that have achieved significant progress in 
translating words into deeds include the EU, ASEAN and CARICOM (see 
Figure 7.1). These organizations have established information and oper-
ational-based capacities, they have instigated standardizing procedures, 
and they have even begun to pool emergency response assets. They 
appear to be developing into significant regional crisis managers in their 
own right. These examples reflect great potential for the role of regional 
organizations in supporting global resilience efforts. However, there are 
also a number of issues that restrict the potential role of regional DRM. 

 An important difference within the above-mentioned triad is the 
dependency ASEAN and CARICOM have on international donors; a 
dependency that is endemic among all regional organizations examined 
in this book, except for the EU. Most descriptions of regional capacities 
are often intricately supported by, and dependent on, various external 
actors such as national governments, civil society, regional financial 
institutions and international organizations. Indeed, the hypothetical 
absence of international donor support provides a powerful counter-
factual for supporting the claim that the international community is a 
necessary condition for regional DRM in most regional organizations. 
External support to regional DRM includes operational capacities as well 
as various programmes that aim to increase preparedness and prevention 
capacities. As many regional organizations have small budgets, access to 
external funds is often the only means available to pursue increased 
cooperation on DRM: international donors cover the transaction costs 
of cooperation as de facto regional paymasters. While this provides an 
important avenue for enhancing regional resilience to natural disasters, 
it also means that short-term projects with visible outcomes tend to be 
favoured over long-term measures to increase resilience. This, in turn, 
restricts successful approaches to addressing root causes of vulnerability 
in many developing countries. Poor exit strategies in disaster resilience 
programmes, and few monitoring and evaluation tools, can moreover 
revert capacities to pre-existing levels. While this may not be the case for 
all DRM programmes, these prevailing conditions are likely to produce 
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a cyclical system of recurrent assistance.  11   At its extreme, international 
and regional DRM programmes reify rather than reduce risk. A total of 
220 DRM programmes, for example, were implemented in the Pacific 
region in the period 2002–2012, yet the level of DRM development in 
most Pacific island countries have not significantly developed (DRR 
Project Portal, 2013). According to self-evaluations, this is partly the 
result of the over-supply of international support programmes in rela-
tion to existing resources. If this is the case, that regional- and interna-
tional-sponsored DRM programmes are not having a significant impact, 
then the current approach taken must be seriously examined. 

 There is nevertheless a silver lining in the abundance of international 
donors. Regional organizations can provide the appropriate forums for 
connecting like-minded organizations together to produce more than a 
sum of their parts. The Pacific Catastrophe Risk Assessment and Financing 
Initiative (PCRAFI), for example, includes partnerships with the World 
Bank, the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), and the Asian 
Development Bank; financial support from the Global Facility for Disaster 
Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR), the European Union (EU-ACP), and 
the government of Japan; and technical support from GNS Science, 
Geoscience Australia, and AIR Worldwide. Other examples of similar 
coalitions of external actors include RAED in the Arab region, PADF in the 
Americas, and the East and a North-West Caribbean Donor groups for the 
Caribbean. These types of collective initiatives not only produce a sizable 
and potential contribution to regional resilience, but also make future 
contributions more certain as the loss of one donor will not severely 
decrease donor-related capacity. However, it bears to keep in mind that 
currently most regional organizations tend to be mere participants rather 
than leading facilitators of these groups, limiting their potential role. 

 The excessive presence of, and support by, international organizations 
and NGOs to most regional organizations questions the apparent role of 
regional organizations as independent or potential crisis managers. At 
times it would seem that regional organizations are used as legitimate 
conduits for fulfilling the mandates of international organizations rather 
than acting as autonomous actors. While the interests of regional and 
international organizations is often aligned it can be difficult to fully 
disentangle the real and perceived interests of regional organizations. Yet, 
the limited political will to implement regional aims and goals suggests 
that regional interests are influenced from international rather than local 
concerns, demands and interests. As world society theorists would expect, 
this produces a decoupling between international and local levels. This is 
also reflected in a lack of awareness at the local level, which is reflected 
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as a general pattern across all regional organizations including the EU. 
Regional organizations naturally focus their perspective on the regional 
level to the detriment of strengthening local and community-based capac-
ities. They provide paper-thin resilience at the regional level and intermit-
tent support at the local level. However, the ‘gap’ is not consistent across 
all regional organizations. As the following subsection explains some 
regional organizations have much larger gaps than others. 

 Apart from the lack of financial capacities and the consequent reli-
ance on third parties, a related issue that feeds through most regional 
organizations is the lack of political will. This is reflected in, for example, 
limited budget provisions and the lack of signatories or ratification 
of DRM agreements. Even when regional and international support 
produces legislative changes in countries, such as the Joint National 
Action Plan (JNAP) on DRM in Pacific countries (UNISDR, 2013c), it 
does not necessarily mean that they have obtained greater capacity. 
As of 2013, for example, Tonga has not portioned any of its national 
budget for DRM activities (HFA, 2012c) even though it has recently 
established a JNAP through the support of SOPAC and UNISDR. This 
example is not specific to Tonga; as we have seen, national budget allo-
cations in a number of regional organizations such as the AU, EU, ECO, 
LAS and SADC are limited (see also UNISDR, 2013c: 11). Until states 
take ownership of their role as disaster managers, capacity will remain 
apparent rather than real. However, it would also seem that some 
regional organizations are more willing to develop regional resilience 
than others. The PIF and CARICOM, for example, face similar environ-
mental hazards such as rising sea water levels and hurricanes and both 
regions exhibit high vulnerability (WRR, 2013). There is high func-
tional demand for regional DRM and there is plenty of international 
support to overcome transactions costs. Yet, despite these structural 
conditions CARICOM has developed considerable capacities while the 
PIF has not. 

 The limited amount of inter-regional cooperation is another determi-
nant that reduces the potential role of regional organizations. While the 
EU is actively supporting the DRM capacities of other regions and devel-
oping countries, its self-perceived role as a teacher (see Chapter 5) tends 
to blind it from learning from other regions. On a whole, it would appear 
that greater inter-regional dialogue could help to foster the exchange 
of ideas. The EU’s formation of modules, for example, could be easily 
implemented in other regions as it cleverly uses existing national capaci-
ties or combines sub-regional capacities that can be used in the event 
of a disaster. Likewise, the establishment of sub-regional focal points 
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in the Caribbean is a useful initiative that could provide more efficient 
response times in the EU and in ASEAN. Furthermore, the OAS makes an 
explicit connection between developing DRM capacities and democracy 
promotion. This is an important link that could be grafted easily into 
the global discourse on DRR as a stepping stone to address root causes 
of vulnerabilities. Another related role that regional organizations could 
easily develop through their existing capacity is to harness existing 
programmes that currently exist outside their orbit, such as the African 
Centre for Disaster Studies, and through this act as a leading informa-
tion hub for regional, national and local DRM.  

  The capability-expectations gap 

 When the level of regional capacities is compared against anticipated 
cooperation (as reflected in regional DRM agreement), a general capabil-
ity-expectations gap emerges. This gap is illustrated in Figures 7.1 and 
7.2. While this is an expected finding – at least according to world society 
theory – the gap between expectations and capabilities varies across 
cases and is, in some cases, fairly minor. The EU, CARICOM and ASEAN 
projected advanced DRM cooperation (>0.5) and displayed advanced 
capacities (>0.5), and Mercosur and ECO projected nascent DRM cooper-
ation (<0.5) and displayed nascent capacities (<0.5). However, the other 
five cases projected advanced DRM cooperation (>0.5), yet displayed 
nascent capacities (<0.5). The gap between these cases is generally quite 
large except for the AU (see Figure 7.2).      

 Figure 7.1 illustrates the corresponding DRM values of expectations 
and the capabilities of regional organizations. The former is based on 
the anticipated role of regional organizations according to the projected 
goals of regional DRM agreements (see quantitative scale in Chapter 2; 
Appendix A1). The latter is based on actual cooperation that has been 
achieved by the regional organizations (Appendix A2). As both expecta-
tions and capabilities were measured according to similar criteria and 
the same quantitative scale (between 0 and 1), they can be plotted on 
the same chart in order to illustrate the gap between expectations and 
capabilities. When the anticipated role of regional organizations closely 
resembles actual capabilities, the organizations are plotted within a close 
proximity to the diagonal line the runs across the graph. This means 
that organizations that are located southeast of the chart generally have 
a high capability-expectations gap, while organizations that closely 
align to the northeast or southwest of the chart have a low-to-medium 
capability-expectations gap. One can observe the generally low levels of 
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regional capacity in all but three cases and note that half of the cases 
display high expectations and exert low capabilities.      

 Figure 7.2 displays the findings through a radar chart, which provides 
for a more explicit depiction of the expectations gap. That is, the gap 
between capabilities (dashed line) and expectations (single line). The 
smaller the distance between the lines, the smaller the capability-expec-
tations gap. The regional organizations are presented clockwise begin-
ning with the smallest gap and ending with the largest gap. 

 What can explain this gap and variation between the cases? One expla-
nation, based on world society theory, explains the former by empha-
sizing the mismatch between standardized models of DRM, on the one 
hand, and the general lack of available resources and local customs on 
the other. It is argued that regional organizations develop highly elabo-
rate and standardized agreements (Chapter 2) according to ‘imagined 
truths’ (Meyer and Jepperson, [2000] 2009: 123) that are reified by the 
international community (Chapters 4 and 5). Regional organizations are 
understood here as ‘isomorphic actors’ that act out a global DRM model 
through words rather than deeds. Acting out this model is often priori-
tized over and above rational concerns of implementation. This produces 
endemic decoupling: ‘for organizations, decision-making discourse will 
be disconnected from decision-making and both from action’ (Ibid: 124). 
Seen in empirical light, these inferences are broadly confirmed as there 
is a general decoupling between institutional elements and practice. 
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This is most apparent with SADC, PIF, LAS and the OAS. The theory 
also helps to explain the lack of enforcement mechanisms and evalu-
ation procedures in DRM agreements, as this could potentially create 
inconsistencies and legitimacy issues for the organizational structure 
of a regional organization by revealing its limited function (Meyer and 
Rowan, [1977] 2009: 104). However, the theory struggles to convinc-
ingly explain variation between the cases. Why, for example, are there 
large capability-expectations gaps in PIF and SADC and much smaller 
gaps in CARICOM and ASEAN? World society theory provides a clue in 
the form of differences in local customs and path-dependent histories. 
Accordingly, the role of regional organizations in providing resilience is 
limited to an unlikely match between local resources and customs, on 
the one hand, and elaborate global goal setting on the other. 

 An alternative explanation emphasizes the functional logic of coopera-
tion. Regional organizations create agreements on DRM because it provides 
a collective good that will benefit its members. States agree to invest in 
regional cooperation on the assumption that the institutional initia-
tives will serve the functions they are designed for and that the expected 
benefits of cooperation will outweigh the costs. Why then would states 
agree to cooperate on regional DRM when they cannot carry through 
with implementation? At least two inter-related reasons can account for 
this gap. First, criticizing the functional logic of states on the outcome of 
cooperation is logically misleading according to the classic  post hoc ergo 
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propter hoc  fallacy. That is, it is difficult for states to anticipate the future 
costs of cooperation based on the often broad aims featured in regional 
DRM agreements. This is particularly the case when states have to make 
decisions with limited information. This may also be why evaluations and 
enforcement mechanisms are mostly absent in regional DRM agreements 
as this keeps contingent costs low. Second, the information that states 
use to motivate their decision to cooperate through regional DRM initia-
tives is based on ‘apparent information’: acquired knowledge that is legiti-
mated through a collective belief system (Chapter 3). As we have seen, 
this belief system is largely constituted by the international community 
who iterate rationalized or functional-based arguments for regional DRM 
cooperation; that is, there is a general increase in the frequency and costs 
of weather-related disasters and the benefits of investing in regional DRM 
outweigh the costs. These rational arguments help to persuade states to 
cooperate on regional DRM as the benefits outweigh the costs. 

 These two explanations converge in their emphasis on the impor-
tance the international community has in shaping regional DRM goals 
through ‘imagined truths’, or a collective belief system and the offer 
of technical and financial support. World society theorists see states as 
agents of world culture – supported and reified through the interna-
tional community – that structure their interests according to highly 
standardized and rationalized goals. Neoliberal institutionalists see states 
as rational actors who cooperate on DRM when the benefits outweigh 
the costs. The international community is an intervening variable, or 
de facto regional paymaster, that reduces the transaction’s costs and 
provides ‘apparent’ information that persuades states on the benefits of 
cooperation. While these two explanations are based on highly different 
presuppositions, they converge in their emphasis on the international 
DRM community as a necessary condition for regional DRM. 

 Paradoxically, this international community that is so necessary for 
regional DRM also contributes to the problem (capability-expectations 
gap) they are trying to fix by encouraging regional organizations to 
realize goals that they are incapable of implementing. A cyclical – or, 
at worst, a Sisyphean – process thus develops whereby regional organi-
zations are necessarily supported by a dense network of actors to help 
implement their goals; yet, consistent problems prevent these goals from 
being realized. This results in continual and earnest efforts that do not 
produce the desired outcomes. One of the main issues of resistance is that 
regional organizations are unwilling or unable to increase resilience due 
to various factors raised in this book, such as limited political will, sover-
eignty concerns (the ASEAN way), and inadequate resources. Other likely 
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candidates that deserve future attention include diplomatic tensions, 
inter-state and intra-state conflict, and cultural customs and beliefs. 

 Another issue – that is also reflected in the general orientation of 
regional DRM – is that the international community has focused on 
disaster response rather than prioritizing local disaster risk reduction. 
Out of the USD 3 trillion in aid provided by the international commu-
nity in the last 20 years, only 3.5 per cent (USD 106.7 billion) was used 
for disasters and only 0.4 per cent (USD 13.5 billion) was channelled to 
reducing disaster risk (Kellett and Caravani, 2013: 5). Put differently, for 
every dollar spent on DRR more than 106 dollars was spent on response 
(Ibid: 37). These financial constraints on DRR projects mean that short-
term DRR projects will be most likely to be favoured over longer-term 
projects, which reduces the possibility of improving the root causes of 
vulnerability. Furthermore, there is an imbalanced distribution of inter-
national financing whereby the low-income countries come out as the 
‘losers’ (Ibid: 35).  12   Developing countries should instead be the ‘winners’ 
in receiving a greater proposition of financial aid in order to strengthen 
their capacities. States ought to use their regional organization as a forum 
for influencing international donors to rethink through their priorities 
in order to achieve a safer and more resilient world.  

  Summary 

 This chapter has reviewed the capacities of regional DRM and found 
that they are very limited. The most consistent and developed capacity 
across all cases is the ability of regional organizations to provide forums 
for dialogue between regional, national, international and civil society 
actors. However, the aims and objectives that much of this dialogue 
produces, such as providing increased community-based resilience, 
increasing regional operational practices, and standardizing risk infor-
mation across countries, has not been effectively implemented. Despite 
international technical and financial support, disaster losses continue to 
increase (GNDR VFL, 2013). 

 When the level of capacities is measured against anticipated cooperation 
a clear capability-expectations gap can be observed in all ten cases. This 
gap presents a much more modest role for regional organizations than 
expressed through various regional DRM agreements and declarations. 
Out of these cases, the EU, ASEAN and CARICOM clearly stand out as 
established crisis managers despite their existing weaknesses. Significantly, 
the EU is not dependent on financial donors for implementing its disaster 
management goals compared to other cases examined in this book. 
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 Support from the international DRM community is understood as a 
necessary condition for regional DRM in a majority of regional organi-
zations. As many regional organizations have highly limited budgets, 
donor support is the only means by which it can develop its own capaci-
ties. However, this also means that its ability to act independently is 
restricted. While it may be too simple to claim that regional organiza-
tions are used as convenient conduits for achieving the goals of inter-
national organizations, donor support does have implications for the 
type of initiatives that are implemented. Short-term programmes, for 
example, are often favoured over long-term projects, which is partly 
the result of financial inequity in the distribution and prioritization of 
international development aid. This means that limited efforts are being 
made to tackle the root causes of vulnerability and enhance resilience. 

 While the EU does not rely on donor support, it is restricted in its capacity 
to strengthen community-based resilience; a general pattern encountered 
across all cases. Less focus is placed on frequent small-scale events that 
erode the resilience of local communities. Regional organizations ought 
to expand their mandate to encompass a more holistic role not only as 
managers and facilitators, but also as aides and suppliers of local commu-
nity resilience initiatives. Indeed, this is one of the HFA aims that appear 
in most standardized versions of regional DRM agreements. However, a 
lack of political will, inadequate resources, short-term DRR projects with 
poor exit strategies, and limited financial support to low-income countries, 
represent a small list of barriers towards achieving greater resilience. 

 While the current capacity of most regional organizations are fairly 
low they do hold much potential for translating standardized global 
goals into specific, culturally sensitive aims for the betterment of their 
member states and their local communities. The example of ASEAN’s 
diplomatic role in facilitating international relief aid in the aftermath 
of Cyclone Nargis, for example, provides an important yet under-ex-
amined role that could be developed: as regional organizations stand 
at the crossroads of national and global actors, it is perfectly situated to 
act as a legitimate diplomatic actor. Another potential means for estab-
lishing greater resilience is through greater inter-regional cooperation 
where each regional organization can learn and debate on the most 
effective tools available to cross the luminous gap between talk and 
action. Finally, regional organizations can use their existing capacity to 
coordinate forums for dialogue in an effort to persuade the international 
community to prioritize DRR efforts that can make real and long-lasting 
changes by increasing the resilience of their member states.  
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     8 
 A World of Regions   

   In an eye-witness account of the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, Jack 
London poignantly noted: ‘[a]ll the shrewd contrivances and safe-
guards of men had been thrown out of gear by thirty seconds’ twitching 
of the earth-crust’ ([1906] 2003: 108). London’s observation reverber-
ates a general truism that has increasingly come into sharp relief as 
today’s ‘shrewd contrivances’ augment transnational vulnerabilities in 
an interdependent environment. Regional DRM is a modern attempt 
to counter such disruptions of society. The last two decades have 
witnessed a substantial increase in regional activity on DRM, such as 
the formation of ASEAN’s agreement on disaster management and 
emergency response, the EU’s community mechanism on civil protec-
tion and the AU’s Africa regional strategy for disaster risk reduction. 
Over 30 regional organizations now cooperate on DRM with the aim of 
increasing the resilience of their member states and communities from 
natural hazards. But what role do these regional organizations play as 
disaster managers? 

 The short answer is that their current role is limited and their potential 
role in reducing risk from natural hazards is promising. Member states need 
to first increase their political commitment and financial support to DRM 
if the ambitious goals of their regional organizations are to be realized. 
The international community has been highly influential in supporting 
regional organizations to adopt a standardized set of principles on DRM 
and provide financial and technical support. This has been important for 
raising awareness on the need for regional responses to regional problems. 
Yet, until member states translate these global principles into a manage-
able and localized context a capability-expectations gap will continue 
to hinder efforts to increase the resilience of communities. On a more 
global scale, states will also need to get serious about funding long-term 
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risk reduction initiatives instead of concentrating on short-term disaster 
relief operations. The 0.4 per cent of global aid that is earmarked for DRR 
is unacceptably low (Kellett and Caravani, 2013). States and international 
organizations need to increase their commitment and coordination in 
order to secure a more resilient future. 

 According to the aims and goals of regional DRM agreements, the 
 anticipated  role for regional organizations is particularly ambitious. Out 
of the ten regional organizations examined in this book, a majority have 
not only acknowledged the functional need to cooperate on reducing 
vulnerability to natural hazards but have also agreed to increase prepar-
edness and prevention measures as well as facilitate regional responses 
to member states that are overwhelmed by a disaster. Some organiza-
tions, such as CARICOM and ASEAN have even agreed to produce and 
maintain collective stockpiles of emergency supplies and aim to stand-
ardize DRM knowledge and practices between their member states. 

 The anticipated role of regional organizations has been assessed 
through two classical lines of thought in international relations theory 
that explain why states choose to cooperate. This, in turn, provides a 
useful gateway for understanding the role of regional organizations in 
DRM. The first, informed through neoliberal institutional theory, argues 
that regional DRM is informed through a ‘bottom-up’ process: functional 
demand-driven conditions, such as rising levels of intra-regional interde-
pendence, provide a rational basis for motivating states to cooperate on 
regional DRM. In this case, the role of regional organizations in DRM is 
to provide an additional tool of the state that will reduce the economic 
risk of future disasters. A second explanation, informed through world 
society theory, argues that the role of regional DRM is constructed and 
constituted through a ‘top-down’ process: from the global to the local. 
The main instrument used to motivate states to cooperate on regional 
DRM is a complex international community of DRM organizations. The 
role of the regional organization is to act as a legitimate conduit of ideas, 
which reflects and reifies the world cultural script.  

  A ‘bottom-up’ perspective 

 A ‘bottom-up’ perspective is carved out in Chapter 3 which argues that 
member states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM when the 
perceived benefits outweigh the costs. Four explanations are conse-
quently explored: that high interdependencies, asymmetrical risk, 
expectations of future disasters and intra-regional power disparities will 
influence the preference structure of states to cooperate on regional 
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DRM. At least two of these underlying structural conditions are identi-
fied as jointly forming a sufficient condition to explain when states are 
willing to cooperate on regional DRM: the level of interdependence and 
the extent to which risk is concentrated in a small number of states.  1   
While the consistency and coverage of this explanation may be ques-
tionable when states first began regional DRM cooperation from the 
mid-1970s to the mid-1990s, it does provide a fairly accurate explana-
tion for a developed or more advanced level of cooperation after the 
mid-1990s.  2   

 A further explanation based on intra-regional power distribution – that 
regional DRM cooperation would be likely when the relative amount of 
material capacity and risk from natural disasters is located in a single 
country – produced less satisfactory results. As not all regional organiza-
tions have regional ‘paymasters’, this explanation could not be applied. 
However, a nuanced adjustment to the initial proposition to include 
the possibility of ‘regional risk coalitions’ – the concentration of mate-
rial power and risk in a minority of states – does improve its explana-
tory power. In fact, the addition of this explanatory condition to the 
configuration of interdependencies and asymmetrical risk increases the 
accuracy of an explanation for the outcome. 

 The fourth explanation – based on the hypothesis that when the rela-
tive economic costs from previous natural disasters rise the demand for 
regional DRM cooperation will increase – was also difficult to prove. Instead 
of observing increasing relative costs to regional organizations, the actual 
costs (as a percentage of GDP) decreased in most regional organizations 
over the 40-year period of investigation.  3   This anomaly is explained by 
emphasizing the intervention of external actors in regional organizations 
that reduce the transaction costs of cooperation through financial and 
technical support as well as the exchange of information. Most notably, 
the exchange of ‘apparent information’ on the increasing number and 
severity of natural disasters tends to be a consistent basis for creating and 
developing regional DRM agreements (Chapter 4; also see ASEAN, 2005a; 
Council, 2007b; PIF, 2009a: 3; González, 2011; LAS, 2011). 

 Despite some pessimism of usefully applying neoliberal institution-
alism to comparative regional studies, it remains highly appropriate 
for revealing the functional-based motivations that contribute to state 
cooperation on regional DRM. While not all hypotheses were corrob-
orated, those that failed usefully questioned their scope conditions. 
‘Bottom-up’ demand-driven conditions for generating DRM cooperation 
at the regional level exist within a complex formula of interdependence, 
asymmetrical risk, external intervention and power disparities.  
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  A ‘top-down’ perspective 

 Chapters 4 through 6 analyze the role of regional DRM through a ‘top-
down’ perspective by positing that the role of regional DRM cooperation 
is largely constructed through the successful diffusion of standardized 
ideas by the international community. This explanation begins with the 
assumption that a world cultural script – informed by highly institution-
alized and taken-for-granted concepts – structures appropriate behav-
iour for the individual, the state, and international organizations. These 
institutionalized concepts include scientific progress, individualism, 
human rights and rationalization. Emerging out of this world cultural 
script are particular global models that prescribe appropriate behaviour 
such as the ‘nation-state’. It is suggested here that regional DRM can also 
be understood as a global model that is legitimized through its connec-
tion to, or ‘theorization’ of, the global cultural script, such as ration-
alization and the use of science to legitimize its existence. This model 
is then diffused and supported by a rising league of professionalized 
‘others’. This is illustrated by the rise of DRM organizations from the 
late 1970s onwards, which is interpreted as a prerequisite for regional 
DRM cooperation. It was shown that various techniques of relational 
and cultural diffusion are mutually administered by the international 
community such as inter-organizational cooperation and arenas of 
diffusion (Chapter 5). The outcome of this model is the standardization 
of regional DRM cooperation in terms of the content, concepts, and 
values that appear in regional DRM agreements (Chapter 4). Evidence 
for this narrative is understood to verify the role global norms have on 
constructing the interests of states for enacting regional DRM. 

 Regional organizations thus reflect an emerging global strategy for 
increasing the resilience of their communities; however, the locus of 
this strategy and its successful diffusion by the international commu-
nity also produces challenges to its implementation. These hurdles 
are produced through the standardization of regional DRM agree-
ments, limited capacities, the simplification of ‘global targets’ and the 
lack of their translation and enforcement. The scientific and rational-
ized discourses that legitimate global DRM may also reduce effective 
implementation if technical solutions to disaster-prone countries are 
emphasized rather than focusing on social vulnerabilities. Moreover, 
the empirical evidence tends to suggest that regional organizations are 
primarily concerned with either reifying the global cultural script on 
DRM or transcending the ‘underlying self’ towards ‘enacted agency’, 
which essentially deprioritizes the implementation of DRM goals. These 
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issues combined mean that endemic decoupling occurs. This is largely 
confirmed in Chapter 7, which highlights a general capability-expecta-
tions gap across all regional organizations. While an account on the role 
of norms in a globalized world produces invaluable insights, it is by no 
means the only perspective that can shed light on the role of regional 
organizations in DRM.  

  A parallel perspective 

 Both ‘bottom-up’ and ‘top-down’ approaches have something useful to 
say and provide important, albeit different, lenses for viewing the same 
issue. The following narrative for example emphasizes one or the other 
lens according to the extent to which they are considered most useful in 
explaining an empirical observation over  time . 

 Regional DRM cooperation first emerged through largely rational 
concerns in the South. As ASEAN, PIF and CARICOM share a long history 
of disasters it was recognized from an early stage that regional coopera-
tion would be beneficial. The ASEAN declaration on mutual assistance 
on natural disaster, for example, was signed only a few months after the 
establishment of the ASEAN Concord in 1976. However, little activity 
other than the signing of declarations and promoting awareness was 
made; a limitation predominantly due to the small amount of resources 
and jurisdiction assigned to regional organizations. This limited involve-
ment in DRM was the standard regional response to natural hazards 
until the emergence of a league of international organizations emerged 
during the 1980s, many of which aimed to improve the DRM capaci-
ties of (developing) countries through, inter alia, empowering regional 
organizations. This mandate was then standardized through consistent 
intersubjective exchange in a highly interconnected group of interna-
tional organizations that supported and helped to produce an emerging 
global strategy on resilience: the Yokohama conference in 1994 and 
the HFA in 2005. These and other global fora have helped to develop 
a global DRM model. The influx of international organizations and 
the production, reification and diffusion of this model resulted in its 
emulation into standardized regional programmes and strategies that far 
surpass the actual capacities of the regional organizations. The predomi-
nantly Western script thus feeds into existing functional concerns in 
the South which resulted in the  potential  use of regional organizations 
as effective disaster managers. However, this potential remains largely 
dormant as seen in the general capability-expectations gap. We thus can 
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see that ideational- and material-based structure has informed the role 
of regional organizations in the area of DRM.  

  The capability-expectations gap 

 The actual capacity of regional organizations in administering DRM 
reveals a limited role for regional DRM (Chapter 7). The most consistent 
and developed area of regional cooperation on DRM is their ability to 
provide or facilitate forums of dialogue between local, national and 
international actors. However, only a minority of regional organiza-
tions – the ASEAN, the EU and CARICOM – have been active in response 
activities as well as supporting standardized interoperability meas-
ures. Furthermore, the EU is the only regional organization that is not 
dependent on external donor support. This issue of dependence curtails 
effective long-term planning for increasing the resilience of member 
states and their communities. Of course, without external support 
many regional organizations may not have even begun cooperating on 
DRM: international donor support has been hugely important for the 
development of regional DRM. Yet, continual reliance also means that 
regional activities are not fully determined by regional actors. One of 
the outcomes of this reliance is the favouring of short-term risk reduc-
tion programmes over long-term projects. This is, at least partly, due 
to financial inequity in the distribution of international development 
aid whereby a very small percentage is dedicated to DRR. The polit-
ical will of member states furthermore reinforces these limitations as 
many have not yet taken an active role in implementing regional-based 
goals centred on increasing the resilience of local communities. All this 
means that, in spite of good-willed international technical and finan-
cial support, disaster losses continue to increase (GNDR VFL, 2013). It 
is thus not surprising that a capability-expectations gap characterizes all 
ten regional organizations examined in this book. Yet, it is important 
to keep in mind that regional organizations have an important role to 
play even if their potential has not yet been realized. Even with limited 
capacities, regional organizations can still provide impetus towards 
achieving a more resilient world of regions.  

  Theoretical reflections 

 The theoretical approaches applied in this book hold a number of different 
presuppositions. World society theory has a bias to structure over agency, it 
elevates the importance of ideas and norms over self-interested action, and 
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it critiques the rational(ized) structure that constitutes states. Neoliberal 
institutionalism has a bias to agency over structure, it elevates the impor-
tance of self-interested action over ideas and norms, and it emphasizes 
the pursuit of rational goals. When explaining the role of regional DRM, 
neoliberal institutionalism implicitly assumes social reality, while world 
society theory sees this as the principal object of inquiry.  4   Keeping these 
significant differences in mind, these theories do not have to be viewed in 
isolation, but rather as two distinct and alternative perspectives that can 
assist one another to provide a richer understanding and explanation of 
an ‘interesting’ phenomenon. 

 As these theoretical perspectives are idealized depictions of a non-
reality, the ambiguities that are created when comparing these abstract 
notions to empirical data not only produce knowledge, but can also 
create overlap between the theories’ substantive emphasis on the 
international community. The limits of the ‘expectations condition’ 
for explaining the outcome in Chapter 3, for example, ushers in the 
importance of the international community in reducing the transac-
tion costs of states and providing ‘apparent information’ that presum-
ably motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM. This rational basis 
for cooperation is, in turn, largely confirmed through the analysis on 
the standardized features of regional DRM agreements (Chapter 4). Of 
course, questions of validity can be raised; however, if the different 
presuppositions of these theories are accepted in parallel by the reader a 
greater explanation can emerge not by merging the theories but through 
a bifocal perspective. 

 The usefulness of this approach is reinforced by understanding the 
limits of the theoretical lenses used in this book. For example, the 
strongest and weakest aspect of world society theory is its inherent 
focus on global similarities. World society theory gains parsimony by 
explaining much but is simultaneously limited in its accuracy; its breadth 
outweighs its depth of explanation. Mercosur, for example, is difficult to 
explain because it has few standardized features, and unlike a majority 
of regional organizations, has not developed advanced versions of DRM 
cooperation. Similarly, the low and idiosyncratic pattern of regional 
DRM cooperation before the mid-1990s is difficult to explain.  5   Neoliberal 
institutionalism, on the other hand, can provide useful answers to some 
of these anomalies through its ‘bottom-up’ focus. Instead of focusing on 
similarities, it expects differences based on the varying capacities and 
material resources of states and their regional organizations. It can thus 
easily explain the pre-1990 level of regional DRM cooperation, although 
it struggles to adequately explain cooperation after the 20th century 
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without recourse to the international community as an intervening vari-
able. The rational application thus excels in its emphasis and fine-tuning 
of the functional moment that was deemed sufficient for the emergence 
of regional DRM. World society theory, on the other hand, excels in its 
emphasis and fine-tuning of the social construction of DRM. The latter 
takes a critical step back from the functional moment by connecting 
DRM to a broader environment of global norms.  6    

  A state in a world of risk 

 The central actor in determining the current and future role of regional 
DRM is the state, which is at present fairly restrictive in offering its 
full support to regional organizations. According to the two perspec-
tives offered in this book, both confirm the central role of the state in a 
highly interdependent and globalized world. This position tends to go 
against the grain of commentaries on the devolving status or porous-
ness of the state (see Kirchner and Sperling, 2007). Contra this position, 
the state is not conceived as a degenerate actor in world politics but as a 
dynamic actor/agent that is able to (re)shape itself in an ever-changing 
contextual environment. 

 According to neoliberal institutionalism, states will cooperate in order 
to achieve greater gains or solve collective action problems. If there are 
disincentives, such as the number of states (Olson, 1971), ‘free-riding’ 
and ‘distrust’ (Ostrom, 1990; Barett, 2007), the likelihood that states 
will agree to advanced forms of cooperation that restrict their behaviour 
is limited. If this logic is applied to regional DRM, it is not surprising 
that states are guarded in the amount of obligation they would entrust 
to regional organizations, particularly as the area of civilian protection 
arguably runs close to the heart of state sovereignty. However, since the 
mid-1990s, a large majority of the cases examined in this book produced 
advanced forms of cooperation that, while not reaching the level of an 
independent supranational capacity on DRM, do include emerging initi-
atives that require states to standardize DRM coordination and provide 
lists of assets that can be used in the event of a transboundary natural 
disaster. Nonetheless, it is argued that states remain in full control of 
the protection of their citizens for the following two reasons. First, most 
regional organizations exhibit an intergovernmental system of DRM 
cooperation, which means that state cooperation remains voluntary. 
Second, even the establishment of framework agreements that provide 
obligatory measures does not necessarily equate to a loss of sovereignty 
if there is a lack of enforcement measures. The poor translation of 
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regional aims into national and local DRM practices – contributing to 
the capability-expectations gap – furthermore emphasizes the role of the 
state in determining the success of regional DRM. 

 World society theory frames state sovereignty in different terms. 
Instead of an a priori condition, it is understood as a global model and 
therefore liable to change as a contingent social construction. The inter-
relationship between the regional DRM model and the ‘nation-state 
model’ strengthens rather than weakens the modern state by heaping 
further responsibility on it to enact through an additional model – via 
regional organizations – and thereby increase its legitimacy as a state. As 
global models are attached to the legitimate and external action of states, 
and less on the actual practices of states, there will be little competi-
tion between the two global models as decoupling would be expected to 
occur between official statements and operational practice (Meyer, 2009: 
50). The state is not impervious to change; rather it achieves resilience 
as an entity through its ability to change either through the adoption of 
global norms, or by striking a balance between functional concerns of 
the state and preservation of its own sovereign identity. 

 The centrality of the state also raises an important and troubling ques-
tion: why do states support global initiatives on increasing the resilience 
of societies from natural hazards, yet generally fail to implement the 
goals produced by these organizations? Why do high levels of vulner-
ability continue to exist despite consistent and determined action by 
the international community? This book offers some answers to these 
questions, such as world society theory’s emphasis on decoupling and 
neoliberal institutionalism’s hypothesis on incomplete information. 
However, these are questions that deserve greater attention. It calls 
for future studies that go beyond the structural scope of this study by 
examining, for example, the role of leadership or norm entrepreneurs in 
shaping the role of regional DRM.  

  The added value of regional DRM 

 The  current  value and role of regional organizations is fairly limited. 
While the anticipated cooperation of regional organizations appears 
highly promising, actual cooperation to date is less praiseworthy. Most 
regional organizations have had limited success in translating global and 
regional DRM goals into action – a general finding across most regional 
organizations that is particularly apparent in the inability of states to 
implement and share DRM-based knowledge at the community level. 
Compounding this issue is the heavy reliance regional organizations 
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have on international donor support. However, some regional organi-
zations have made significant efforts to provide an additional layer of 
regional protection through a range of activities, such as the produc-
tion of early warning systems, the publication of education material for 
schools, the facilitation of responses, simulation exercises, and emer-
gency stockpiling. 

 The role of regional organizations in DRM can be improved: they hold 
great potential that has not yet been fully realized. Regional organizations 
are strategically located at the intersection of the global and national 
level of interaction. They can provide an important depository of region-
al-based knowledge on threats, risks, political nuances and cultural 
customs that can complement the international community’s activity 
on supporting risk reduction measures and other DRM activities. At their 
best, regional organizations can provide a ‘cultural filter’ that will effec-
tively translate and prepare global DRM aims and goals into workable 
and context-specific practices. This enhanced role is plausible as it does 
not require extensive resources. However, it does necessitate member 
states to be more proactive and committed at the regional level.  7   

 It should also be noted that some regional organizations appear to be 
designed to perform slightly different functional roles that, if realized, 
could provide for a more effective distribution of roles and capabilities. 
Out of the ten cases examined in this book, the AU, the EU and the OAS 
stand out as ‘meta-regional’ organizations. That is, they are regional 
organizations that encapsulate sub-regional organizations. For example, 
the AU includes SADC, IGAD, ECOWAS and EAC; the EU includes the 
CBSS, the CEU, the CoE, the DPPI SEE and the Nordic Council; and the 
OAS includes CARICOM, Mercosur, SICA, CAN and SELA. The functional 
role of these regional organizations ought to concentrate on the facili-
tation of information to reduce duplication. Armed with the leading 
concepts of solidarity and subsidiarity, these regional organizations can 
also empower and support sub-regional organizations that are often 
more in tune with sub-regional risk solutions and local customs and 
traditions. Concentration on operational activities, for example, may 
be better suited to sub-regional organizations rather than these meta-
organizations. The EU, for example, may provide an added value to its 
member states not only though facilitating responses to transboundary 
disasters, but also through enhancing sub-regional national and local 
participation in community resilience. While this may require increased 
costs in the short term, it will most likely produce lesser costs in the long 
term if local preparedness and prevention strategies were strengthened in 
member states. Through an effective distribution of capabilities, regional 
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resilience ought to increase. This requires, however, increased inter-re-
gional coordination that is currently lacking in many organizations. 

 Inter-regional cooperation is also useful for other regional organiza-
tions that are not geographically connected. CARICOM, for example, 
could provide useful information and lessons learnt in the use of sub-
regional contact points to the EU; ASEAN could provide useful infor-
mation on stockpiling to the OAS and the AU; while the AU could 
also provide valuable information to the EU on reinsurance initiatives. 
While regional organizations may be dependent on external donors and 
have limited capacities, there is still much they can do to enhance their 
role as disaster managers that will, in turn, produce increased resilience 
to natural hazards. Regional organizations, as assumed by the interna-
tional community, have the potential to provide a crucial link between 
global and local initiatives. However, until states take regional organiza-
tions seriously and provide collective will, then regional organizations 
will remain limited disaster managers. 

 Disaster risk management is global. The challenge is thus to under-
stand how various global actors – from the local to transnational – can 
effectively coordinate in order to produce a more resilient environment. 
Charged by functional and ideational concerns, states have begun to 
operate through regional organizations as an important entity within 
this emerging field that has been increasingly disciplined within a global 
strategy for resilience. Yet, until states commit themselves to imple-
menting this global strategy and until the global community discovers 
more effective measures to work through regional organizations, 
achieving this grand strategy will remain elusive. Regional organizations 
have much to offer, but this will require a reorientation of member states 
and the international community. This is a difficult and complex task 
that if achieved will truly produce a more resilient world or regions.  

   



 Ta
bl

e 
A

1   
  A

ss
es

sm
en

t 
‘s

co
re

ca
rd

’ f
or

 r
eg

io
n

al
 e

xp
ec

ta
ti

on
s 

 Q
u

al
it

at
iv

e 
an

ch
o

rs
 

 V
al

u
es

 

0.
10

0.
15

0.
20

A
w

ar
en

es
s

R
el

at
ed

 c
oo

p
er

at
io

n
 o

n
 D

R
M

N
on

-e
xe

cu
ti

ve
 s

ta
te

m
en

t 
on

 
th

e 
n

ee
d

 f
or

 r
eg

io
n

al
 D

R
M

 
co

op
er

at
io

n

Ex
ec

u
ti

ve
 s

ta
te

m
en

t 
on

 t
h

e 
n

ee
d

 f
or

 
re

gi
on

al
 D

R
M

 c
oo

p
er

at
io

n

 e.
g.

 S
A

D
C

 c
oo

pe
ra

ti
on

 o
n 

dr
ou

gh
t 

m
it

ig
at

io
n 

 e.
g.

 E
C

O
 M

oU
 w

it
h 

U
N

IS
D

R
 

(E
C

O
) 

 e.
g.

 A
D

EM
ER

 (
A

SE
A

N
, 2

00
5)

 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Es
ta

bl
is

h
m

en
t 

of
 o

n
e 

or
 t

w
o 

sp
ec

if
ic

 
m

ea
n

s 
of

 i
n

fo
rm

at
io

n
 e

xc
h

an
ge

 a
n

d
 

co
op

er
at

io
n

In
st

it
u

ti
on

al
iz

ed
 r

eg
io

n
al

 
or

 i
n

te
r-

or
ga

n
iz

at
io

n
al

 
co

op
er

at
io

n

Es
ta

bl
is

h
m

en
t 

of
 n

u
m

er
ou

s 
m

ea
n

s 
of

 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
 e

xc
h

an
ge

 a
n

d
 c

oo
p

er
at

io
n

 e.
g.

 w
or

ks
ho

ps
, r

eg
io

na
l p

la
tf

or
m

s,
 

co
nf

er
en

ce
s 

 e.
g.

 n
at

io
na

l e
m

er
ge

nc
y 

m
an

ag
er

s’
 m

ee
ti

ng
s 

 e.
g.

 n
et

w
or

ks
, p

la
tf

or
m

s,
 e

xc
ha

ng
e 

of
 

ex
pe

rt
s,

 c
om

m
is

si
on

ed
 s

tu
di

es
, r

is
k 

m
ap

pi
ng

 
O

p
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

y
Pr

ep
ar

ed
n

es
s 

an
d

 p
re

ve
n

ti
on

-b
as

ed
 

op
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

y
A

ff
il

ia
te

d
 o

r 
li

m
it

ed
 

op
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

y
Fu

ll
 a

n
d

 s
p

ec
if

ic
 o

p
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

ie
s 

fo
r 

p
re

ve
n

ti
on

, p
re

p
ar

ed
n

es
s,

 r
es

p
on

se
 

an
d

 r
ec

ov
er

y
 e.

g.
 d

at
a 

an
al

ys
is

 c
en

tr
es

 (
i.e

. E
C

O
 c

en
tr

e)
 

 e.
g.

 O
A

S 
an

d 
th

e 
W

hi
te

 H
el

m
et

s 
In

it
ia

ti
ve

 
 e.

g.
 r

eg
io

na
l h

ub
 f

or
 f

ac
ili

ta
ti

ng
 r

es
po

ns
es

 t
o 

di
sa

st
er

s,
 r

ap
id

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t 

te
am

s 
O

p
er

at
io

n
al

 
st

an
d

ar
d

iz
at

io
n

Tr
an

sb
ou

n
d

ar
y 

p
re

p
ar

ed
n

es
s 

p
la

n
s

Tr
an

sb
ou

n
d

ar
y 

op
er

at
io

n
al

 
h

ar
m

on
iz

at
io

n
In

st
it

u
ti

on
al

iz
ed

 o
p

er
at

io
n

al
 

in
te

ro
p

er
ab

il
it

y
 e.

g.
 t

ra
ns

bo
un

da
ry

 r
is

k 
m

ap
s 

 e.
g.

 s
im

ul
at

io
n 

ex
er

ci
se

s,
 

St
an

da
rd

 O
pe

ra
ti

ng
 P

ro
ce

du
re

s 
 e.

g.
 E

U
 m

od
ul

es
 

A
ss

et
 p

oo
li

n
g

Pr
er

eg
is

tr
at

io
n

 o
f 

n
at

io
n

al
 c

ap
ac

it
ie

s
R

eg
io

n
al

 s
to

ck
p

il
in

g
R

eg
io

n
al

ly
 o

w
n

ed
 a

n
d

 o
p

er
at

ed
 

re
sp

on
se

-b
as

ed
 a

ss
et

s
 e.

g.
 E

U
’s

 C
EC

IS
 

 e.
g.

 A
SE

A
N

’s
 D

EL
SA

 
 e.

g.
 r

eg
io

na
lly

 o
pe

ra
te

d 
ae

ro
pl

an
es

, b
oa

ts
, 

pe
rs

on
ne

l f
or

 r
es

po
ns

e 
an

d 
re

co
ve

ry
 

   
  

N
ot

e :
 I

f 
ev

id
en

ce
 f

or
 a

w
ar

d
in

g 
a 

re
gi

on
al

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
 w

it
h

 a
 v

al
u

e 
of

 0
.1

 i
s 

n
ot

 s
u

ff
ic

ie
n

t,
 t

h
er

e 
is

 n
ev

er
th

el
es

s 
so

m
e 

ev
id

en
ce

 o
f 

li
m

it
ed

 c
oo

p
er

at
io

n
 

a 
va

lu
e 

of
 0

.0
5 

is
 g

iv
en

.    

A
p

p
en

d
ix

A
1 

M
ea

su
ri

n
g 

R
eg

io
n

al
 E

x
p

ec
ta

ti
o

n
s



 Ta
bl

e 
A

2   
  A

ss
es

sm
en

t 
‘s

co
re

ca
rd

’ f
or

 r
eg

io
n

al
 c

ap
ac

it
y 

 Q
u

al
it

at
iv

e 
an

ch
o

rs
 

 V
al

u
es

 

0.
10

0.
15

0.
20

A
w

ar
en

es
s

C
h

an
ge

 i
n

 l
oc

al
 a

n
d

 n
at

io
n

al
 

D
R

M
 p

ra
ct

ic
es

Es
ta

bl
is

h
m

en
t 

of
 n

at
io

n
al

 
co

n
ti

n
ge

n
cy

 p
la

n
s

D
R

M
 l

eg
is

la
ti

on
 c

h
an

ge

 e.
g.

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
lo

ca
l a

w
ar

en
es

s 
th

ro
ug

h 
st

re
ng

th
en

in
g 

ci
ty

 r
es

ili
en

ce
, 

an
d 

pr
im

ar
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 

 e.
g.

 r
eg

io
na

l s
up

po
rt

 t
o 

m
em

be
r 

st
at

e 
to

 
cr

ea
te

 r
is

k 
m

ap
s 

 e.
g.

 c
re

at
io

n 
of

 J
oi

nt
 N

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
Pl

an
 in

 T
on

ga
 

th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

as
si

st
an

ce
 o

f 
SO

PA
C

 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

Es
ta

bl
is

h
m

en
t 

of
 o

n
e 

or
 t

w
o 

sp
ec

if
ic

 m
ea

n
s 

of
 i

n
fo

rm
at

io
n

 
ex

ch
an

ge
 a

n
d

 c
oo

p
er

at
io

n

In
st

it
u

ti
on

al
iz

ed
 r

eg
io

n
al

 o
r 

in
te

r-
or

ga
n

iz
at

io
n

al
 c

oo
p

er
at

io
n

Es
ta

bl
is

h
m

en
t 

of
 n

u
m

er
ou

s 
m

ea
n

s 
of

 i
n

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

ex
ch

an
ge

 a
n

d
 c

oo
p

er
at

io
n

 e.
g.

 w
or

ks
ho

ps
, r

eg
io

na
l p

la
tf

or
m

s,
 

co
nf

er
en

ce
s 

 e.
g.

 M
oU

 w
it

h 
U

N
IS

D
R

, r
eg

io
na

l 
co

m
m

it
te

e 
gr

ou
ps

, n
at

io
na

l e
m

er
ge

nc
y 

m
an

ag
er

s’
 m

ee
ti

ng
s 

 e.
g.

 n
et

w
or

ks
, c

on
fe

re
nc

es
, r

eg
io

na
l p

la
tf

or
m

s,
 e

xc
ha

ng
e 

of
 e

xp
er

ts
, c

om
m

is
si

on
ed

 s
tu

di
es

, r
is

k 
m

ap
pi

ng
 

O
p

er
at

io
n

al
 

ca
p

ac
it

y
Pr

ep
ar

ed
n

es
s 

an
d

 p
re

ve
n

ti
on

-
ba

se
d

 o
p

er
at

io
n

al
 c

ap
ac

it
y

A
ff

il
ia

te
d

, l
im

it
ed

 o
r 

in
te

rd
ep

en
d

en
t 

op
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

y
Fu

ll
 a

n
d

 s
p

ec
if

ic
 o

p
er

at
io

n
al

 c
ap

ac
it

ie
s 

fo
r 

p
re

ve
n

ti
on

, p
re

p
ar

ed
n

es
s,

 r
es

p
on

se
 a

n
d

 r
ec

ov
er

y
 e.

g.
 d

at
a 

an
al

ys
is

 c
en

tr
es

 (
i.e

. E
C

O
 

ce
nt

re
) 

 e.
g.

 O
A

S 
an

d 
th

e 
W

hi
te

 H
el

m
et

s 
In

it
ia

ti
ve

, r
ei

ns
ur

an
ce

 in
it

ia
ti

ve
, 

N
or

th
-W

es
t 

C
ar

ib
be

an
 D

on
or

 G
ro

up
 

 e.
g.

 r
eg

io
na

l h
ub

 f
or

 f
ac

ili
ta

ti
ng

 r
es

po
ns

es
 t

o 
di

sa
st

er
s,

 
ra

pi
d 

as
se

ss
m

en
t 

te
am

s 

O
p

er
at

io
n

al
 

st
an

d
ar

d
iz

at
io

n
Tr

an
sb

ou
n

d
ar

y 
p

re
p

ar
ed

n
es

s 
p

la
n

s
Tr

an
sb

ou
n

d
ar

y 
op

er
at

io
n

al
 

h
ar

m
on

iz
at

io
n

In
st

it
u

ti
on

al
iz

ed
 o

p
er

at
io

n
al

 i
n

te
ro

p
er

ab
il

it
y

 e.
g.

 t
ra

ns
bo

un
da

ry
 r

is
k 

m
ap

s 
 e.

g.
 s

im
ul

at
io

n 
ex

er
ci

se
s,

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 
O

pe
ra

ti
ng

 P
ro

ce
du

re
s 

 e.
g.

 E
U

 m
od

ul
es

 

A
ss

et
 p

oo
li

n
g

Pr
e-

re
gi

st
ra

ti
on

 o
f 

n
at

io
n

al
 

ca
p

ac
it

ie
s

R
eg

io
n

al
 s

to
ck

p
il

in
g

R
eg

io
n

al
ly

 o
w

n
ed

 a
n

d
 o

p
er

at
ed

 r
es

p
on

se
-b

as
ed

 
as

se
ts

 e.
g.

 E
U

’s
 C

EC
IS

 
 e.

g.
 A

SE
A

N
’s

 D
EL

SA
 

 e.
g.

 r
eg

io
na

lly
 o

pe
ra

te
d 

ae
ro

pl
an

es
, b

oa
ts

, p
er

so
nn

el
 f

or
 

re
sp

on
se

 a
nd

 r
ec

ov
er

y 

   
  

N
ot

e :
 I

f 
ev

id
en

ce
 f

or
 a

w
ar

d
in

g 
a 

re
gi

on
al

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
 w

it
h

 a
 v

al
u

e 
of

 0
.1

 i
s 

n
ot

 s
u

ff
ic

ie
n

t,
 t

h
er

e 
is

 n
ev

er
th

el
es

s 
so

m
e 

ev
id

en
ce

 o
f 

li
m

it
ed

 c
oo

p
er

at
io

n
 a

 v
al

u
e 

of
 0

.0
5 

is
 g

iv
en

.    

A
2 

M
ea

su
ri

n
g 

R
eg

io
n

al
 C

ap
ab

il
it

ie
s



178 Appendix

                               A3 Interdependence      

 Table A3 displays the raw STI figures and their translation to fuzzy-
values. When a regional organization has an STI indicator below zero it 
has an extra-regional trade bias and when it is above zero it has an intra-
regional trade bias. A figure of 1.00 is equivalent to no extra-regional 
trade and -1.00 is equivalent to no intra-regional trade. In other words, 
the closer the STI value is to 1 the more interdependent the region is in 
terms of trade.  1   Taken over a 40-year period, this indicator demonstrates 
a general trend of economic interdependence before and after the estab-
lishment of regional DRM cooperation (cf. Best, 1997; De Lombaerde 
and Langenhove, 2005). 

 In order to test the interdependence hypothesis, the STI index is 
converted to fuzzy-values in order to make a reliable comparison with 
the regional DRM fuzzy-values calculated in Chapter 2. To make this 
conversion, three qualitative breakpoints are set between ‘full member-
ship in a set’ (0.95), the ‘crossover point’ (0.50) and ‘full non-member-
ship in a set’ (0.05) (Ragin, 2008a: 85).  2   The first step in converting the 
STI index is based on the observation that the STI data value -1 indi-
cates full extra-regional trade and 1 indicates full intra-regional trade. 
Accordingly, the threshold that determines if a regional organization is 
in the set of interdependence is pegged at 0.45. That is, it is assumed that 

 Table A3     Regional symmetric trade-introversion (STI) conversion to fuzzy-values 
(fv)* 

 Regional 
organization 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

STI  fv  STI STI  fv  STI STI  fv  STI STI  fv  STI

EU 0.55 0.66 0.52 0.61 0.74 0.87 0.76 0.89
ASEAN 0.75 0.88 0.71 0.85 0.66 0.80 0.73 0.87
PIF 0.73 0.87 0.75 0.88 0.80 0.91 0.79 0.91
CARICOM 0.89 0.95 0.86 0.94 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97
Mercosur 0.68 0.82 0.72 0.86 0.90 0.95 0.89 0.95
SADC 0.54 0.65 0.26 0.22 0.84 0.93 0.93 0.96
LAS 0.20 0.16 0.20 0.16 0.60 0.73 0.55 0.66
AU 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.11 0.74 0.87 0.81 0.92
OAS 0.69 0.83 0.63 0.77 0.72 0.86 0.75 0.88
ECO -0.10 0.02 0.80 0.91 0.63 0.77 0.55 0.66

    Note: * fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 0.90, 0.45 and 0.00).   

  Source : UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011).  
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when a regional organization’s intensity of internal trade is more than 
0.45, its internal trade bias, as an indicator of interdependence, becomes 
a significant factor for encouraging regional DRM cooperation. This, in 
turn, increases the likelihood that its member states will form ‘insurance 
regimes’ to limit the liability incurred through natural disasters. This 
threshold is based on general commentaries on the level of interdepend-
ence. An STI value of 0.70, for example, is generally accepted as a repre-
sentative figure of high regional interdependence (cf. Hamanaka, 2012). 
Using this as a general base line and keeping in mind that 0.00 is equiva-
lent to an equal share of intra- and extra-regional trade intensity, 0.90 is 
equivalent to full membership in the set of interdependence, and 0.00 is 
equivalent to full non-membership in the set of interdependence.  3    

  A4 Asymmetric Risk      

 The fuzzy-values for the set of asymmetrical risk are presented in Table 
A4. In order to establish a general pattern of (a)symmetrical risk across 
time, the total economic damage from each country in a regional organ-
ization is calculated for each decade.  4   The coefficient of variation (CV) 
is then calculated for each decade from the 1970s to the 2000s. The 
conversion from this raw data is determined by three qualitative break-
points: full membership, the crossover point and full non-membership 
in the set of asymmetrical risk. The following hypothetical scenario 
helps to explain and justify these breakpoints. If a regional organization 
has 21 member states – the average number of the 10 cases examined 

 Table A4     Asymmetric risk (AYS) conversion to fuzzy-values (fv)* 

 Regional 
organization 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

AYS  fv  AYS AYS  fv  AYS AYS  fv  AYS AYS  fv  AYS

EU 212 0.72 236 0.76 115 0.54 194 0.69
ASEAN 122 0.55 130 0.57 172 0.65 137 0.58
PIF 395 0.92 362 0.90 348 0.89 366 0.90
CARICOM 228 0.75 193 0.69 166 0.64 160 0.63
Mercosur 192 0.69 113 0.53 132 0.57 123 0.55
SADC 316 0.86 310 0.85 157 0.62 183 0.67
LAS 236 0.76 305 0.85 203 0.71 259 0.79
AU 306 0.85 444 0.95 354 0.89 452 0.95
OAS 337 0.88 317 0.86 466 0.96 520 0.97
ECO 157 0.62 125 0.56 203 0.71 210 0.72

    Note: * fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 458, 98, 0)   
  Source:  Table A5.2  
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in this thesis – and if one of the member states accounted for 100 per 
cent of the total regional estimated economic damage, the CV would 
be 458 per cent.  5   This is representative of very high asymmetries and 
consequently marks the breakpoint for full membership in the set of 
asymmetries. At the other extreme, if more than half of the member 
states (11 out of 21) equally share the total regional estimated economic 
costs from natural disasters, a CV of 98 per cent is produced. Based on 
the theoretical assumption that if all members of a regional organization 
are equally affected by a catastrophic event there will be no motivation 
to cooperate (Keohane, 1989: 123), 98 per cent represents the crossover 
point. As any figure below 98 will be more symmetrical than asym-
metrical it qualifies as being more out than in the set of asymmetrical 
risks. A CV of 0 per cent consequently represents the breakpoint for 
non-membership in the fuzzy set.  

  A5 Expectations      

 Table A5.1 illustrates the fuzzy-values for the expectation condition, 
which reflects the percentage of regional GDP losses from natural disas-
ters in each regional organization. For a breakdown of these figures 
consult Table A5.2. Following the same procedure for establishing the 
level of interdependence and asymmetrical risk – where three qualita-
tive breakpoints are defined and justified through existing substantive 

 Table A5.1     Regional estimated economic damages (EXP) conversion to fuzzy-
values (fv)* 

 Regional 
organization 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2009 

EXP  fv  EXP EXP  fv  EXP EXP  fv  EXP EXP  fv  EXP

EU 0.16 0.12 0.20 0.14 0.15 0.11 0.09 0.08
ASEAN 1.27 0.99 0.26 0.19 0.45 0.43 0.27 0.20
PIF 1.01 0.96 0.88 0.91 0.29 0.22 0.13 0.10
CARICOM 0.33 0.27 3.75 1.00 1.19 0.98 1.73 1.00
Mercosur 0.82 0.87 0.85 0.89 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.08
SADC 0.22 0.16 1.41 1.00 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07
LAS 0.39 0.34 0.97 0.94 0.19 0.13 0.13 0.10
AU 0.32 0.25 0.67 0.73 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.12
OAS 0.39 0.34 0.24 0.17 0.29 0.22 0.22 0.16
ECO 0.96 0.94 0.38 0.33 1.73 1.00 0.16 0.12

    Note: * fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 1.00, 0.50, 0.00).   

 Source: EM-DAT (2011b), Officer and Williamson (2011), UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011).  
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and theoretical knowledge – the following breakpoints are constructed 
for the set of expectations. The crossover breakpoint is pegged at 0.80 
per cent of regional GDP; the breakpoint for full membership in the set 
of expectations is 1.00 per cent of regional GDP; while the breakpoint 
for full non-membership in the set of expectations is 0.10 per cent of 
regional GDP. These figures were chosen based on previous studies that 
assess the vulnerability of national economies to natural disasters. High 
vulnerability, for example, is set by Lino Briguglio at the loss of 1 per 
cent of national GDP (1995: 1620; cf. Benson and Clay, 2004: 20). As 
the figures in Table 8.1 are averages of the total amount of economic 
damages within a decade, continually high levels of GDP that exceed 
0.5 per cent of regional GDP are regarded as significant for motivating 
states to cooperate on DRM.  6   Figures of more than 1 per cent of regional 
GDP are regarded as severe and thus fully in the set of expectations. 
Conversely, when there is no loss to regional GDP it is considered highly 
unlikely that states will cooperate on DRM.  7        

 Four calculations were made in order to find the percentage of regional 
GDP losses from natural disasters (Table A5.2). First, the figures for the 
estimated economic damages that affected each region were sourced 
from the International Disaster Database (EM-DAT) at the Centre for 
Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED), Université Catholique 
de Louvain.  8   These economic damages include infrastructure, crop and 
housing damage, as well as loss of revenues, unemployment, and market 
destabilization from natural disasters (EM-DAT, 2009). Second, the raw 
figures from EM-DAT – which represent the current value of the year 
of the natural disasters – were adjusted to the real value in 2008 based 
on the Consumer Price Index (Officer and Williamson, 2011).  9   Third, 
the per cent of estimated economic damage in relation to regional GDP 
for each year was calculated to provide for a better approximation of 
the importance and impact natural disasters have on each regional 
organization.  10   Fourth, the data is adjusted to the accession status of 
each member within a regional organization, on the assumption that, 
all other things being equal, the economic impact of disasters from non-
members of a regional organization will not have an effect on regional 
cooperation. Consequently, data for incoming members is included 
from the point of their entry into the regional organization.  11    

  A6 Intra-Regional Power Disparity           

 The empirical indicator used for assessing the asymmetry of intra-regional 
power is based on the multiplication between the percentage share of 
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a member state’s GDP (power) and the percentage share of economic 
damages caused by natural disasters (incentive). By multiplying these 
percentages together, a final score is given that reflects the extent to which 
both power and a high incentive base are located within a minority of 
countries. For example, the regional paymaster in the OAS is the US, 
which accounts for 91 per cent of economic damages in the region and 
76 per cent of regional GDP (2000s). The US thus contributes to 99.6 
per cent of the total score of 6933 for the OAS. On the other extreme is 
LAS, where power is more evenly spread out. The highest percentage of 
economic damage from natural disasters is attributed to Algeria, which 
accounts for approximately 9 per cent of the region’s GDP, while Qatar 
has the highest percentage of GDP but has not incurred any recorded 

 Table A6.1     Intra-regional power disparity (IPD) conversion to fuzzy-values (fv)* 

 Regional 
organization 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2008 

Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD

EU 2036 0.36 1562 0.24 1314 0.19 1276 0.18
ASEAN 2252 0.42 2050 0.36 2305 0.44 1885 0.32
PIF 8413 0.96 7795 0.94 7525 0.94 7969 0.95
CARICOM 489 0.07 1018 0.14 800 0.11 1158 0.16
Mercosur 6696 0.90 4901 0.78 3431 0.62 5732 0.85
SADC 6 0.04 1730 0.28 2744 0.53 2662 0.52
LAS 491 0.08 816 0.11 579 0.08 562 0.08
AU 168 0.05 1221 0.17 934 0.12 913 0.12
OAS 5168 0.81 4883 0.78 6295 0.88 6933 0.91
ECO 1540 0.23 4542 0.75 3252 0.60 1523 0.23

    Note: * fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 8100, 2500, 100).  
  Multi = Multiplication   

  Source:  World Bank (2012); Table A5.1.  

 Table A6.2     Intra-regional power disparity (IPD) conversion to fuzzy-values (fv): 
regional risk coalitions 

 Regional 
organization 

 1970–1979  1980–1989  1990–1999  2000–2008 

Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD Multi  fv  IPD

EU 8480 0.96 7109 0.92 5018 0.79 4719 0.76
ASEAN 7806 0.94 7525 0.93 5907 0.86 3851 0.67
Mercosur 9700 0.98 9583 0.98 9040 0.97 9604 0.98
ECO 9417 0.97 9209 0.97 8602 0.96 7507 0.93

    Note: * fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 8100, 2500, 100).  
  Multi = Multiplication   
  Source:  World Bank (2012); Table A5.1.  
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costs from natural disasters. The League of Arab States receives a total 
score of 562 in the 2000s period. 

 The extent to which each region holds a favourable systemic envi-
ronment for DRM cooperation is translated into fuzzy-values by estab-
lishing three breakpoints between full membership, crossover, and full 
non-membership in the set of intra-regional power asymmetries (Tables 
A6.1, A6.2). The breakpoint that determines full membership in this set 
is a value of 8100. This is based on the hypothetical situation where 
one country holds 90 per cent of a region’s GDP and the percentage 
of economic damages caused from natural disasters. Instead of 100 
per cent, 90 per cent was chosen because it is highly unrealistic that 
a regional organization would exist if only one member was contrib-
uting the full amount of GDP. The crossover point is pegged at a value 
of 2500, which is derived from a condition in which more than 50 per 
cent of GDP and estimated costs are invested in a minority of countries 
within a regional organization. Full non-membership is pegged at 100. 
This represents a condition where countries within a regional organiza-
tion contribute less than 10 per cent of regional GDP and estimated 
damages. Again, 0 was not chosen, as this would be highly unlikely for 
a functioning regional organization.  
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       Notes   

  1 The Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk 
Management 

  1  .   For two exceptions, albeit in neighbouring disciplines, see Hannigan (2012) 
and Ferris and Petz (2013).  

  2  .   Understanding regional DRM is important because it illustrates a  potential  
change in role of the state from a sole protector of its citizens to a sharing 
of this responsibility with neighbouring countries. Of course, this can only 
be partially seen in the development of EU civil protection; however, other 
regional organizations, such as ASEAN’s legal agreement on DRM, reflect a 
slow creep towards supranational capacities. If a part of state sovereignty is 
defined by its ability to protect, then the global rise of regional DRM could 
mark an important global development for the ‘state of the state’.  

  3  .   By motivation I mean reasons for action as justified in official regional 
agreements on DRM (see Davidson, 2001; Finlay and Schroeder, 2008). 
Cooperation is defined as when ‘actors adjust their behaviour to the actual or 
anticipated preferences of others, through a process of policy coordination’ 
(Keohane, 1984: 51).  

  4  .   I thank an anonymous reviewer for this point.  
  5  .   A case is defined as ‘phenomenon for which we report and interpret only 

a single measure on any pertinent variable’ (Eckstein, 1992: 124). Other 
constants represented in the selection of the dependent variable include 
the minimum age of the regional organizations and its multi-dimensional 
attributes (that is, more than just a security community). These are included 
for the purposes of eliminating competing explanations.  

  6  .   For more information on the individual agreements please consult the 
References, which lists all of the agreements or sources of cooperation under 
the name of the organization as it appears in Table 1.1.  

  7  .   On the different concepts of a region, regionalization or regionalism, see 
Deutsch et al. (1957); Russett (1967); Hurrell (1995a, 1995b); Gamble and 
Payne (1996); Fawcett (2004); Katzenstein (2005); Breslin and Higgott (2010); 
De Lombaerde et al. (2010); Karns and Mingst (2010); and Mansfield and 
Solingen (2010).  

  8  .   For a similar review on these definitions, see Börzel (2012a).  
  9  .   This definition is related to Boin’s classification of disaster as a subset of ‘crisis’ 

with the purpose of combining objective and subjective elements (Boin, 2005a, 
2005b; Stallings, 2005; Boin and t’ Hart, 2007; Boin and Rhinard, 2008).  

  10  .   For useful overviews on the use and definition of this highly contested 
concept, see Quarantelli (1998), Perry and Quarantelli (2005) and Perry 
(2007).  

  11  .   Risk can also be understood in a broader sense as a social construction (Beck, 
1992, 1999) that is influenced by a number of social institutions such as 
governments, science, law and mass media (Mythen, 2004: 54).  
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  12  .   For some useful reviews, see Gaillard (2007), Lewis and Kelman (2010) and 
Comfort, Boin and Demchak (2010).  

  13  .   Regional DRM is considered a part of the global ‘policy field’ of DRM (see 
Hannigan, 2012).   

  2 Regional Disaster Risk Management 

  1  .   An exception to this was CARICOM, which established an agency to facili-
tate and manage major natural disasters in the Caribbean region in 1991.  

  2  .   The scope conditions for selecting these regional organizations over others 
are based on the following criteria: (1) regional organizations ought to 
provide variation on the dependent variable that ranges from no cooperation 
to advanced cooperation; (2) they ought to represent a diverse geographical 
range; (3) all selected regional organizations should have existed for at least 
two decades, which allows for a detailed time-series analysis (in order to 
disentangle the rise of regional DRM with the emergence of regional organi-
zations); and (4) all regional organizations should be multi-dimensional.  

  3  .   The choice for using this specific approach is grounded on the following 
points. First, QCA fits neatly into the neo-positivistic methodology used for 
explaining the research question, as it seeks out theoretically derived hypoth-
eses that can be tested via Poppers principle of falsification. False hypoth-
eses can then be eliminated in order to narrow down the field of analysis 
towards provisional truth statements. Second, an emphasis on the combina-
tion of sufficient and necessary ‘conditions’ (independent variables) based 
on ‘multiple conjectural causation’ allows for different combinations of vari-
ables, leading towards the same outcome (Rihoux and Ragin, 2009: 8). This 
opens up the possibility that other combinations of causal conditions can 
lead to the same or different outcome and thus goes beyond typical quanti-
tative studies, such as regression analysis and the assumption of additivity, 
that ‘ignore specific, distinct patterns and “outliers”’ (Rihoux and Ragin, 
2009: 9). This means that equifinality – the situation where more than one 
combination of variables produces an outcome – can be brought to light. 
Third, the technique of applying a specific value to empirical data based on 
the degree to which it fits into a given set demands a high amount of trans-
parency and a continual dialogue between theory and cases. This forces the 
researcher to make clear choices. Combined with the formal methods based 
on Boolean algebra and set theory, QCA methods can easily be replicated, 
which increases its validity (Rihoux and Ragin, 2009: 14). Alternating from 
method to theory also bridges the gap between qualitative and quantitative 
methods by forcing the researcher to clearly relate empirics to a quantitative 
value system and vice versa. This not only provides a valuable tool that can 
utilize techniques from both methods, but also underlines a misconception 
of their incompatibility as methods.  

  4  .   More specifically, there are three ‘qualitative breakpoints’ that constitute a 
fuzzy-set. The threshold for full membership is 0.95, the crossover point is 
0.5 and full non-membership is 0.05 (Ragin, 2008b: 17).  

  5  .   It should be noted that while it is tacitly assumed that a regional organi-
zation ought to have a full value at the first level before going on to the 
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next, this might not always be the case. There may be, for example, limited 
issue coverage of information, no operational capacity, but a commitment to 
standardize national programmes on DRM.  

  6  .   See, for example, recent proposals from the European Commission and 
Council in this area (Council, 2007c, 2011a; FloodWise, 2011).  

  7  .   For a more nuanced study on the difficulties associated with standardizing 
and regional DRM, see Rhinard, Hollis and Boin (2012).  

  8  .   This is based on the assumption that cooperation will not disintegrate over 
time. Once institutionalized, policy issues have a tendency to be ‘locked-in’ 
(Moravcsik, 1997) or ‘path-dependent’ (Mahoney, 2001).  

  9  .   Counterintuitively, the recent increase in farming development in many 
African countries in terms of drilling wells, eradicating parasites, and better 
treatment of cattle diseases, together with rising prices for beef, increased 
demand leading to an overproduction and depletion of natural resources, 
which increased the vulnerability of society to droughts and floods (Newsday, 
1973: 16).  

  10  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for the AU include: UN 1985 (0.30); AU 2004 (0.40); 2009 (0.65), 2010a 
(0.40).  

  11  .   According to this index, Indonesia, Vietnam and the Philippines feature in 
the top 15 most vulnerable countries.  

  12  .   The agreement notes that these initiatives were established on the knowl-
edge that its member countries had limited capacities to meet transboundary 
disasters in the region.  

  13  .   The group met biennially until it was upgraded to the ASEAN Committee on 
Disaster Management (ACDM) which now meets on an annual basis (ASEAN, 
2004, 2011a).  

  14  .   For a more detailed description of this process and the involvement of the 
UNHCR, see ASEAN (2004: 5–9). Also note that the ARPDM was agreed in 
2003 but not published until 2004, which explains the discrepancy with the 
in-text reference.  

  15  .   Other references to DRM include the establishment of the ASEAN socio-
cultural community (ASCC) under the Declaration of ASEAN Concord II, 
which notes the need to ‘intensify cooperation in area of public health, 
including prevention and control of infectious diseases ... population growth, 
unemployment degradation and transboundary pollution as well as disaster 
management’ (ASEAN, 2004: C§4, 6). A Transboundary Haze Action Plan 
(1998) and ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution in June 
2002 was also established.  

  16  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for ASEAN include: ASEAN 1976b (0.20), 1976a (0.30), 2003 (0.20), 2004 
(0.55), 2005a (0.90), 2005b (0.45), 2009 (0.80).  

  17  .   In August 2011, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan formed an intergov-
ernmental centre for disaster response and risk reduction, which is designed 
to improve coordination and cooperation in DRM (UNPAN, 2012).  

  18  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for ECO include: ECO 2006 (0.20), 2007 (0.20), 2008b (0.40), 2009 (0.30), 
2010a (0.30).  
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  19  .   According to Magnus Ekengren, civil protection was placed on the agenda 
three years before the declaration at the ministerial meeting in Rome in 1985 
(2008: 47) and received stimulus from the forest fires and heat waves at that 
time (Ekengren et al., 2006: 460).  

  20  .   Also see European Commission (2003) which set the rules for implementa-
tion of the community mechanism.  

  21  .   Already by the end of 2003, 6737 persons were registered in the database 
(Ekengren et al., 2006: 461).  

  22  .   I am thankful to Sara Myrdal for providing detailed information on this point 
and on the CCA.  

  23  .   I wish to convey special thanks to Ylva Petterson for her assistance in 
providing information on the Council’s DRM activities.  

  24  .   The Treaty was signed by the heads of state on 13 December 2007 and entered 
into force on 1 December 2009.  

  25  .   For a more in-depth discussion on this as well as the five-year history that 
pre-empts this clause, see Myrdal and Rhinard (2010).  

  26  .   Sara Myrdal and Mark Rhinard note that member state requirements are 
further specified in a declaration after the establishment of the Treaty which 
noted that member states could ‘choose the most appropriate means by 
which to comply with its own solidarity obligations towards the stricken 
state’ (2010: 6). This provides more flexibility to the choices available to 
member states, thus, diluting the possible strength of the agreement.  

  27  .   The following selection of key EU documents were used to assessed the level 
of DRM cooperation (individual values in parentheses): Council 1987 (0.30), 
1989 (0.40), 1990b (0.20), 1990a (0.40), 1991 (0.30), 1992 (0.35), 1994 (0.65), 
1997 (0.40), 1999 (0.40), 2001a (0.70), 2001b (0.30), 2002a (0.45), 2002b 
(0.30), 2003 (0.30), 2007a (0.35); Commission 2004 (0.60), 2007 (0.35).  

  28  .   This was supported by the UNDRO, CARICOM, PAHO/WHO, the Red Cross, 
Canada, the UK and the ECC (Carby, 2011: 30).  

  29  .   The creation of CARICOM through the 1973 Treaty of Chaguaramas was an 
extension and development from the previous British West Indies Federation 
(1958–1962) and the Caribbean Free Trade Association (CARIFTA) (YIO, 
2010).  

  30  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for CARICOM include: CARICOM 1990 (0.50), 1991 (0.70), 2001 (0.50), 2005 
(0.65), 2006 (0.45), 2007 (0.75), 2008 (0.70).  

  31  .   Other members include Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Kuwait, 
Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, 
United Arab Emirates, and Libya (suspended in 2011).  

  32  .   The Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) set out five distinct goals in the area 
of DRM that were developed by the UN and disseminated at the 2005 world 
conference on Disaster Risk Reduction. For more on this, see Chapter 4 and 
UNISDR (2005).  

  33  .   The following LAS agencies have also incorporated disaster risk reduction 
measures: the Arab Academy for Science, Technology and Maritime Transport 
(AASTMT), the Arab Centre for the Study of Arid Zones and Dry Lands 
(ACSAD), the Arab Organization for Agricultural Development (AOAD), the 
Arab Labour Organization (ALO) and the Arab League’s Educational, Cultural 
and Scientific Organization (ALECSO) (LAS, 2011: 7).  
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  34  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for LAS include: LAS 1987 (0.45) and 2011 (0.80).  

  35  .   This Treaty emerged in between the 8th and 9th International Conference of 
American States that began in 1890 in Washington, DC.  

  36  .   Cuba was suspended in the period 1962–2009.  
  37  .   Meetings of consultation of ministers of foreign affairs are also held upon the 

Permanent Council request.  
  38  .   Colombia, Nicaragua and Panama signed the agreement in 1992 followed 

by Peru in 1996. Member states that have ratified the agreement include 
Panama, Peru, Uruguay, Dominican Republic and Nicaragua (OAS, 1991).  

  39  .   The inter-American committee for emergency situations was also set up at 
this time which consists of the ‘Chair of the Permanent Council, the Secretary 
General of the OAS, the Director of the Pan American Health Organization, 
the President of the Inter-American Development Bank, and, in due course, 
the Chair of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development, or their 
respective representatives’ (OAS, 1995a: Art. VI).  

  40  .   Inter-American Defence Board also has some influence on DRM through the 
provision of technical, advisory and educational services (OAS, 2006b).  

  41  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for OAS include: SOA 1994 (0.55); OAS 1991 (0.10), 1995a (0.40), 1999 (0.30), 
2002 (0.50), 2003a (0.40), 2005b (0.40), 2006a (0.55), 2006c (0.45), 2006b 
(0.50), 2007b (0.55), 2008a (0.65), 2009 (0.30), 2010b (0.40), 2011b (0.65).  

  42  .   Other regional declarations on security include the 1992 Honiara Declaration, 
the 2000 Biketawa Declaration, and the 2002 Nasonini Declaration. None 
of these declarations mention natural disasters, although the latter comes 
close when it notes its commitment to the ‘adverse effects of globaliza-
tion’ (PIF, 2002). Two treaties have also been signed within the lifespan of 
the Forum, both of which have a security dimension. First, the Treaty of 
Rarotonga, signed in 1985, establishes a nuclear-free zone in the Pacific. The 
second treaty is referred to as the 1995 Waigani Convention, which bans the 
exporting of hazardous and radioactive wastes to the Pacific (Boxall, 2005: 
169).  

  43  .   This is not particularly surprising given the strong links between SOPAC and 
the UN and the financial support from the EU (SOPAC, 2010).  

  44  .   The Pacific Plan was released in the same year, which outlines the need to 
develop and implement ‘policies and plans for the mitigation and manage-
ment of natural disasters’ as well as supporting the Madang Framework (PIF, 
2005: 7).  

  45  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for PIF include: PIF 1975 (0.35), 1997 (0.20), 2005 (0.65).  

  46  .   The Southern African Development Cooperation Community (SADCC) 
created a food security sector in 1980, which was placed under the Agriculture 
and Natural Resources (FANR) Development Unit (SADC, 2002: §1.3.2). This 
was followed by a Regional Early Warning System established in 1986.  

  47  .   The reason for this facelift was due to non-implementation of the strategy, 
pressure to realign DRM with the 2004 Regional Indicative Strategic 
Development Plan (RISDP) and the 2004 Strategic Indicative Plan for the 
Organ (SIPO), and external pressure to conform to the 2004 African Union 
Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) in 2004 (SADC, 2004, 2006).  
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  48  .   Assessed DRM documents and their individual total scores (in parentheses) 
for SADC include: SADC 1999 (0.30), 2001b (0.20), 2001a (0.55), 2006 
(0.70).   

  3 The Rational Role of Regional DRM Cooperation 

  1  .   These figures can be retrieved through an advanced search on the EM-DAT 
website under the following selection pattern: ‘all regions’; time period 
1970–1979/2000–2009; ‘natural’ type of disasters; and estimated economic 
damages (USD) (2011b). Note that the 1970 result of USD 53.8 billion was 
adjusted to current prices in 2005 (Officer and Williamson, 2011).  

  2  .   As noted more extensively in Chapter 2, neoliberal institutionalism is selected 
because it cannot easily explain the empirical phenomenon. Neoliberal insti-
tutionalism is consequently applied to (1) explain what motivates states to 
cooperate on regional DRM cooperation by (2) testing neoliberal institution-
alism through a reassessment of its scope conditions.  

  3  .   There is another definition of interdependence that Keohane and Nye refer 
to, which is based on ‘relative vulnerability’: ‘the relative cost of alternatives 
for the parties, the less dependent state is the one which possesses relatively 
lower costs from the termination or drastic alteration of the relationship’ 
(1973: 160). The broader definition based on mutual sensitivity is used in 
this study.  

  4  .   The primary source used for generating the STI data comes from the 
UNU-CRIS Regional Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) platform data-
base. It organizes the STI data – sourced from the United Nations Commodity 
Trade Statistics Database – into regional groups (UNU-CRIS RIKS, 2011). 
According to the UN statistics division, this database, notwithstanding its 
limitations, is the most comprehensive with over 1 billion records (see Chen 
and Lombaerde, 2011: 5). Some limitations mentioned by the UN statistics 
division include: (1) confidential trade statistics not revealed to the UN; (2) 
discrepancies in country report to the UN statistical division (based on new 
commodity classifications); and (3) the imports reported from one country 
do not always match the exports from the connecting country. For a fuller 
account see UNcomtrade (2010).  

  5  .   Intra-regional trade intensity, in turn, is measured by the ratio of intra-re-
gional trade share to the region’s share of total world trade. Intra-regional 
trade share is the percentage of a regional organization’s total trade (regional 
imports and exports) (Iapadre, 2006). For more on the link between natural 
disasters and the economy see Bergholt and Lujala (2012).  

  6  .   The STI is chosen because it takes into account internal and external bias 
of trade and is generally considered to be the most appropriate indicator of 
trade interdependence (Hamanaka, 2012). An internal bias to trade means 
that the intensity of trade within a region is higher than its external trade 
intensity: it has a bias to intra- and not extra-regional trade (Ibid). This 
indicator is also chosen because it can provide valuable comparisons across 
regions. Intra-regional trade share, for example, can be over-determined 
when a large trading country exists within a region even if the region does 
not have a trade bias (Anderson and Norheim, 1993, cited in Hamanaka, 
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2012: 3). Comparing intra-regional trade share across different regions would 
thus create an unrepresentative illustration of regional trade activity.  

  7  .   The only exception to this is ASEAN, which has generally maintained a value 
around 0.70.  

  8  .   This is according to the 2000–2008 period. Only ASEAN, the EU and the OAS 
share more than 20 per cent of their trade internally.  

  9  .   For example, this could include the Maastricht Treaty in the EU, the reconfig-
uration of the OAU to the AU, SADCC to SADC, and the creation of Mercosur 
in the 1990s.  

  10  .   The outcome condition is measured according to five indicators of 
ascending cooperation, beginning with collective declarations and knowl-
edge sharing activities (nascent cooperation), and ending with regional 
operational capacities and collective asset sharing (advanced cooperation). 
See Chapter 2.  

  11  .   Coverage is the proportion of membership of the outcome condition that 
can be explained by the explanatory condition (Ragin, 2008b: 86).  

  12  .   Consistency is expressed in the following formula: (Xi ≤ Yi) = ∑ [min Xi, Yi] ∑ 
(Xi). The operator ‘min’ stands for the lower of the two values; Xi stands for 
the degree of membership in the causal combination; and Yi is the degree of 
membership of the outcome condition (Ragin, 2008a: 134). The function of 
assessing necessary conditions in the fsQCA 2.0 software was used as a more 
efficient manner to arrive at these values.  

  13  .   By drawing on the data set for the expectation hypothesis, the standard 
deviation (SD) is first calculated and then divided by the mean to produce a 
coefficient of variation (CV). The SD is helpful for showing the distribution 
of economic costs within a region in relation to the mean; the larger the SD, 
the wider the distribution. The CV expresses the ratio of the SD to the mean, 
which provides for a more coherent comparison between regions as the CV 
does not rely on a single mean (see UCLA, 2012). For more on estimated 
economic costs see Appendix A5.  

  14  .   That is, all cases are more in than out of the set of asymmetries, and more out 
than in the set of regional DRM cooperation.  

  15  .   The coverage has increased from 48 per cent in the 1990s to 82 per cent in 
the 2000s. While some consistency is lost – such as the EU and CARICOM in 
the 1990s – it remains at a fairly high level: 98 per cent in the 1990s and 88 
per cent in the 2000s.  

  16  .   Including social costs – the number of deaths – have been purposefully 
omitted as the number of deaths caused by transboundary disasters has 
continually decreased over the last century (EM-DAT, 2010).  

  17  .   The annual estimated costs for each member of a regional organization was 
sourced from the EM-DAT database (2011b), the total estimated damage for 
each year was then calculated. This figure was then adjusted to the current 
USD value in 2008 (Officer and Williamson, 2011) and then divided by the 
total regional GDP (UNU-CRIS RIKS, 2011) of a particular year, giving the 
percentage of regional GDP affected by natural disasters. In order to more 
clearly illustrate general trends, the average figure for each decade was calcu-
lated. The EM-DAT advanced search was limited to the following categories: 
countries of the selected regional organization, natural disasters occurring in 
the period 1970–2008, estimated economic damages. As the regional GDP 
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figures were only accessible up to 2007, the average for the last period is 
shorter. See Appendix A5 for a more detailed description.  

  18  .   Here, I assume that each member state of each regional organization is suffi-
ciently aware of its own economic history and the impact disasters have had 
on the region’s economy, an assumption of perfect information.  

  19  .   Significant economic damage also occurred in Spain during 1980 from the 
result of drought. A major storm in Germany also produced significant 
damage in 1976 (EM-DAT, 2011b).  

  20  .   The source for this information was taken from an advanced search on the 
EM-DAT database (2011b).  

  21  .   Keohane argues that these entrepreneurs are necessary for international 
cooperation in regimes. However, this will only come about if (1) the entre-
preneur gains through cooperation and (2) the organizational costs to the 
entrepreneur will be lower than the anticipated gains (1989: 112).  

  22  .   Generally accepted levels are above 75 per cent (Ragin, 2008a: 136).  
  23  .   According to the adjusted intra-regional power disparity figures, a negated 

configurational analysis shows that a combination of independence, asym-
metrical risk and intra-regional power disparities (DRM→STI*ASY*IPD) can 
explain DRM with a 75 coverage rate and a 94 per cent consistency rate. 
However, as this formula is produced by negating the DRM values, the impor-
tance of this alternative causal pathway would be more consistent than the 
original formula (DRM→STI*EXP*~IPD) but with a very low coverage. It can 
explain much but with little accuracy. Note also that this is one of two possible 
causal pathways to the same result. As the alternative (DRM→~STI*ASY*EXP) 
has much lower consistency and coverage levels (80 and 30 per cent, respec-
tively), it has not been included.  

  24  .   The Intra-regional power (IPD) disparity for coalitions of four or fewer coun-
tries is derived by adding the percentage of the combined share of GDP and 
percentage of economic costs to the three or four most affected and affluent 
members of a regional organization. These two percentages are then multi-
plied. The resulting value is then added to the values produced by repeating 
the same procedure individually for all other member states in a regional 
organization. These raw figures were then subjected to the same qualita-
tive breakpoint classification used in the previous section on determining 
the membership of a regional organization in the set of power disparity 
(8100 for full membership; 2500 for the crossover point; and 100 for full 
non-membership).  

  25  .   The inclusion of regional coalitions thus increases the explanatory value of 
power, however, to the point of becoming a trivial condition. Converted into a 
configurational analysis, the new intra-regional power disparity values produce 
the following most complex formula: DRM→~STI*ASY*EXP*~IPD. The solu-
tion coverage is 38 per cent and the solution consistency is 79 per cent.  

  26  .   Note that the figures for LAS are based on the percentage of estimated 
damages in the period 2006–2009 and the average percentage of regional 
GDP share from 2006–2010.  

  27  .   There is no observable necessary condition for the development of regional 
DRM as there is no consistent subset of the outcome. However, a combina-
tion of sufficient conditions can be found, which is expressed in the following 
‘most complex solution’: DRM→STI*ASY*~IPD+STI*ASY*~EXP. This means 
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that DRM is a product of high membership in the set of interdependence 
(STI) and asymmetrical risk (AYS) and intra-regional power symmetry (IPD), 
or that DRM is a product of high membership in the set of interdependence 
(STI) and asymmetrical risk (AYS) and not expectations (EXP). This formula 
was arrived by a minimization process based on a high consistency (≥75) 
of empirically relevant combinations of the explanatory conditions. The 
minimization process is based on the standard rule as expressed by Charles 
Ragin: ‘If two Boolean expressions differ in only one causal condition yet 
produce the same outcome, then the causal condition that distinguishes the 
two expressions can be considered irrelevant and can be removed to create a 
simpler, combined expression’ (Ragin, 2008b: 38).  

  28  .   This causal recipe (DRM→STI*ASY*IPD) has a coverage of 84 per cent and a 
consistency rate of 86 per cent.  

  29  .   This more parsimonious causal recipe (DRM→STI*ASY) has a coverage of 82 
per cent and a consistency rate of 83 per cent.  

  30  .   The values are prioritized over the raw data because it has a single numer-
ical dimension between 0 to 1 and covers a general trend between decades, 
limiting biased or idiosyncratic results that could emerge with raw data.  

  31  .   It should be noted that the AU and the OAS over-determine the increase in 
interdependence over time. If these two cases were hypothetically removed, a 
more constant trend would result, which would mean that, while important, 
the INUS condition (DRM→STI*ASY) becomes more trivial for explaining 
regional DRM. If an increase in the interdependence condition over the 
entire 40-year period of investigation is calculated, interdependence as a 
causal condition becomes less trivial. Furthermore, the particular increase 
in intra-regional trade intensity during the 1990s correlates with the general 
increase in regional DRM development in most regional organizations.  

  32  .   However, this does not mean that uncertainty can be eliminated. Even if 
there was perfect information on DRM in a regional organization it would 
not reduce uncertainty as the future is ultimately unknowable (DeSombre, 
2009: 152). Keeping this in mind, the spread of information can still reduce 
uncertainty to a point that advances in cooperation are possible.  

  33  .   SOPAC’s donors include: Australia, Fiji Islands, Canada, France, Ireland, 
Japan, New Zealand, USAID, Taiwan, the UK, the Commonwealth Secretariat, 
the EU and certain UN agencies (SOPAC, 2011).   

  4 The Standardization of DRM 

  1  .   Following a standard world society definition of ‘institutionalization’, a 
global DRM model is a ‘set of cultural rules’ on the preparedness, prevention, 
response and recovery to natural disasters ‘that give[s] generalized meaning 
to social activity’ for states, regional and international organizations ‘and 
regulate[s] it in a patterned way… [it] involves processes that make such sets 
of rules seem natural and taken for granted while eliminating alternative 
interpretations and regulations’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas, [1987] 2009: 85).  

  2  .   Rationalization is a central term used in world society theory that is defined 
as ‘the structuring of everyday life within standardized impersonal rules that 
constitute social organization as a means to collective purpose’ (Meyer, Boli 
and Thomas, [1987] 2009: 76).  
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  3  .   This is understood as an adequate cause for the emergence of regional DRM. 
An adequate cause is when the outcome cannot be imagined without its 
existence and a coincidental cause is when the outcome cannot be imagined 
without its existence even though the condition is not part of the ideal type 
(Jackson, 2011: 150–151). The idea in this case is that regional DRM is stand-
ardized by a global set of norms.  

  4  .   A standard content analysis is used as the main method to retrieve empirical 
data on the extent to which regional DRM is standardized. If regional DRM is 
a global model that states attempt to replicate, there are a number of features 
of DRM that ought to appear in a majority of the regional organizations under 
investigation. The three ‘operationalizing measures’ (Neuendorf, 2001) – the 
content of regional DRM agreements that includes the aims and methods of 
cooperation, the concepts or type of language used in the agreements, and 
the types of values propagated in the agreements – are assessed according to 
the degree to which they display similarities with other regional organiza-
tions. If these categories reflect a high degree of homogeneity, a stronger case 
can be made for the importance of the global normative context on regional 
activity.  

  5  .   The raw figures are sourced from the EM-DAT database according to the 
following search categories: countries pertaining to selected regional organi-
zations; time period ‘1970–2009’; ‘natural disasters’; and ‘estimated economic 
damages per country’. These figures are adjusted for inflation based on the 
Consumer Price Index (Officer and Williamson, 2011) according to real 2008 
prices. These are adjusted for inflation because the raw figures correspond to 
‘the damage value at the moment of the event, i.e. the figures are shown true 
to the year of the event’ (EM-DAT, 2009). Once adjusted, the average amount 
of estimated damages for each decade was calculated.  

  6  .   By rationalization I mean ‘the structuring of everyday life within standard-
ized impersonal rules that constitute social organization as a means to collec-
tive purpose’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas, [1987] 2009: 76).  

  7  .   ‘Disinterested Others’ or ‘Otherhood’ is described as a process where an agent 
rises above the self to become an ‘Other’ (Otherhood) and is empowered by 
universal rights and scientific authority (Meyer, 2010: 7). Agents that embody 
this universal script and become Others achieve the ultimate form of legiti-
macy by transcending self-interest and drawing on scientific authority. This 
is explained by Meyer as the ‘sacralization of the modern individual in terms 
of the highest and most universal principles reflects this [religious] character-
istic … and it tends to empower this individual (and the organizations and 
states derived from the individual) as an agent for the universal principles 
themselves’ (2010: 7). The UN is assumed as the ‘other’ in this case as all 
regional organizations have references to the UN, a similarity not shared 
with any other organization.  

  8  .   ECO and Mercosur do not yet have a framework agreement, and the PIF, LAS, 
OAS and AU do not list definitions in their agreements.  

  9  .   Note that SADC’s referent point of protection is not clearly stated in its agree-
ments except for the environment. Its website, however, does mention the 
importance of human life and the preservation of essential assets and the 
economy.  

  10  .   An early connection made between DRM and women’s rights by the UN was 
through the 1968 international conference on human rights. A resolution 
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was adopted by the Commission on the Status of Women and the General 
Assembly that recommended the protection of women and children against 
violence in territories with armed conflicts and natural disasters (UN, 1969: 
516–517; see UN, 1989: 334; UN, 2010).  

  11  .   This is at least according to Voltaire’s  Candide  (Internationalist, 2005).  
  12  .   Until the turn of the 18th century slavery was commonly accepted, the 

punishment for crime was often administered through mutilation, burning, 
flogging, execution or exile (see Foucault, 1977: 1–6). Even brutality was 
considered an ‘uncomplicated “pleasure in life” in the medieval period’ 
(Elias, 1978, cited in Haskell, 1985a: 548).  

  13  .   For more on these relative ranking systems, see UNDP (2011). ‘Very high 
human development’ is ranked between 0.955 and 0.805; ‘high human 
development’ is ranked between 0.796 and 0.712; ‘medium human develop-
ment’ is ranked between 0.710 and 0.536; and ‘low human development’ is 
ranked between 0.534 and 0.327 (UNDP, 2013).   

  5 International Organizations and Norm Diffusion 

  1  .   DRR is defined by the UN as ‘The concept and practice of reducing disaster 
risks through systematic efforts to analyse and manage the causal factors of 
disasters, including through reduced exposure to hazards, lessened vulner-
ability of people and property, wise management of land and the environ-
ment, and improved preparedness for adverse events’ (UNISDR, 2004b). 
DRR can, thus, be understood as a sub-category of DRM which also includes 
response and recovery aspects risk management.  

  2  .   These include conventional and non-conventional IGOs and INGOs. 
Conventional international organizations are defined as ‘autonomous inter-
national governmental and non-governmental organizations of a non-profit 
nature. Multinational enterprises are therefore excluded. All such bodies have 
members in at least 3 countries and do not have their activities or decision-
making structured in favour of any particular country’. Non-conventional 
organizations also include (autonomous) conference series and multilateral 
treaties (UIA, 2012; see YIO, 2010). Also note that 20 per cent of the organiza-
tions were not listed with an origin date.  

  3  .   The year 1863 marks the beginning of the modern period of international 
organizations in DRM. The first recorded emergency relief organization with 
an international mantel – that continues today – is the Sovereign Military 
Hospitaller Order of St John of Jerusalem, of Rhodes and of Malta, established 
in 1099.  

  4  .   Although the Red Cross at this time did not include emergency relief from 
natural disasters in its mandate, it was part of the original plans when the 
organization was established by Henry Dunant and others (McEntire, 1998: 
50) in 1863.  

  5  .   These various links are based on the Yearbook of International Organization’s 
criteria for organizational links.  

  6  .   The Voluntary Organisations in Cooperation in Emergencies (VOICE) is a 
network of 83 European NGOs cooperating in the area of humanitarian aid.  

  7  .   I would also like to especially thank an anonymous reviewer for emphasizing 
this point.  
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  8  .   The global food shortage spurred 44 nations to meet in 1943 to ‘banish 
hunger and establish a stable world agriculture’ (UN, 1951: 872). This grew 
into the UN Interim Commission on Food and Agriculture, which eventu-
ally led to the creation of the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
in October 1945. While attention to natural disasters was not its original 
concern, it was soon added to the FAO’s mandate in the early 1950s as the 
concern with food shortages and increasing population growth continued.  

  9  .   In 1953, these organizations as well as the Organisation for European 
Economic Co-operation (OEEC) were included on the council’s list of organi-
zations with similar responsibilities (UN, 1953: 495).  

  10  .   Examples of the type of aid provided include milk, drugs, soap, insecticides, 
vitamin capsules and food. The typical costs of aid ranged between USD 
53,000–120,000 (UN, 1954: 265).  

  11  .   Examples of coordinated relief efforts include the 1964 volcanic eruption in 
Costa Rica, the 1966 hurricane in Western Samoa and the flooding of the 
Euphrates River in Syria in 1967. Aware that the UN still had ‘virtually’ no 
resources to provide assistance directly after a natural disaster had occurred 
(UN, 1964: 390), and noting the increase in requests for assistance by devel-
oping countries (UN Res. 1049(XXXVII), 1964), acting Secretary-General U 
Thant set up a voluntary emergency trust fund, requested to draw funds from 
the Working Capital Fund (see UN, 1968: 672) and also recommended an 
increase in technical assistance (UN, 1964: 390). Similar proposals continued 
throughout the 1960s and intensified in the early 1970s: the ceiling for 
disaster relief funds, or the ‘Working Capital Fund’, increased from USD 
100,000 to 200,000 in the period 1969 to 1971, doubled again in 1974 and 
continued to increase during the 1970s (UN, 1971: 475; 1973: 458; 1975: 
562; 1976: 514; 1979: 941). By the early 1990s, annual contributions from 
the UNDRO had reached above USD 200 million (UN, 1991: 413; see 1990: 
346; 1994a: 850–851; 1999: 858). By 2007, OCHA was receiving contribu-
tions amounting to over USD 800 million (UN, 2007: 911).  

  12  .   In order to operationalize these objectives and bolster the UN’s emerging 
organizational structure in DRM, the Council requested the Secretary-
General to appoint a disaster relief coordinator (UN, 1971: 474). The Office of 
the United Nations Disaster Relief Co-ordinator (UNDRO) was subsequently 
created in 1972.  

  13  .   To be sure, the UN was not coercively applying a set standard of appropriate 
behaviour on states but was principally, and increasingly, requested by states 
and later regional organizations to provide advice and administrative assist-
ance on DRM. Indeed, a part of the stated motivation to increase cooperation 
was due to the increasing requests by states (UN, 1989: 345). Viewed through 
world society theory, this represents a ‘dialectic of knowledge’ whereby the 
state increasingly recognizes that legitimate action can be obtained through 
cooperation that is based on an idealized functional need (in order to diffuse) 
that not only legitimizes the state but also encourages the expansion of 
activity by the UN. The UN and the state, thus, carry out a necessary mutu-
alistic mode of activity.  

  14  .   In addition to including existing regional organizations, the UN also created 
regional commissions for the purpose of promoting economic growth. 
These commissions were set up in Europe (UNECE) and Southeast Asia 
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(ESCAP) in 1947 and in Latin America (UNECLAC) in 1948 (at this time the 
Commission in South America was the UN Commission for Latin America 
and the Commission for Southeast Asia and the Pacific was the Commission 
for Southeast Asia). A decade later, a regional commission was also estab-
lished in Africa (UNECA) and a Western Asia Commission emerged in 1973 
(UNESCWA). The use of these agencies to disseminate and promote DRM strat-
egies already began in the 1950s, when ESCAP assisted in the creation of the 
Mekong River Commission in 1957. ESCAP was also instrumental in forming 
the Typhoon Committee in 1968 and, together with WMO, ECAFR created a 
‘regional action programme for natural disaster relief’ in 1970 (UN, 1970: 424). 
While significant, these events tended to be ad hoc rather than institutional-
ized arrangements, as few other DRM activities arose. Indeed, the mandate of 
the commissions has only recently begun to include attention to DRM activi-
ties. The UNECE has now begun to cooperate with the OECD on DRR; ESCAP 
established a committee on disaster risk reduction in 2009; UNECLAC signed 
an MoU with the Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility (CCRIF) on 
DRM in 2010, and a recent dialogue between ECOSOC and the commission 
executive secretaries emphasized the need to strengthen the commissions’ role 
in development strategies (IISD, 2011). As these commissions are well estab-
lished it is somewhat surprising that no official DRM cooperation has emerged 
until very recently. Instead of focusing on its own regional bodies, the UN has 
been more active in promoting the DRM model on regional organizations.  

  15  .   Regional organizations were also considered essential partners in global DRM 
coordination by the early 1980s. UN resolutions on DRM before 1980 did not 
include ‘regional organizations’ when referring to partner organizations that 
provide relief assistance; instead, the general term ‘intergovernmental’ was 
used. However, in 1980 regional organizations were mentioned in apprecia-
tion of their relief aid, and from 1981 ‘regional organizations’ were included 
in the standard list of partner organizations that provide disaster relief (UN, 
1980: 980; 1981: 498; 1982: 676; 1983: 493).  

  16  .   A further observation that emphasizes the increasing importance the UNISDR 
places on regional organizations can be seen in the 2010–2011 expendi-
ture breakdown, where a majority of the costs went to the regional work 
programmes (UNISDR, 2010c: 22).  

  17  .   The UN’s cluster approach provides a further example of inter-organiza-
tional coordination. In an effort to create a more efficient response effort by 
the international community, the UN’s Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
(IASC) adopted the ‘humanitarian reform agenda’ in 2005 (UN, 2007: 914). 
An ongoing initiative that has emerged from this new agenda are global 
‘clusters’ of relief organizations that are grouped around particular themes 
such as education and disasters, emergency shelters, emergency telecommu-
nications, child protection, and nutrition. The aim of the cluster programme 
is to strengthen global response capacity to disasters by coordinating relief 
organizations in principal fields of response (OneResponse, 2011). The main 
focus on the cluster approach is to provide effective response from the inter-
national community to states. The global cluster leads do not include any 
regional organizations and even though sub-clusters have been set up in 
some regions – such as the Pacific Humanitarian Team (PHT) – it is unclear 
the extent to which regional organizations are involved.  
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  18  .   This does not mean the EU has been inactive in supporting developing coun-
tries with disaster resilience as reflected in the various programmes conducted 
through DIPECHO; however, there has been no concerted or strategic coop-
eration on disaster risk reduction at the community level (Commission, 
2009: 4).  

  19  .   To be sure, these initiatives do not mean that the EU competes with the 
UN for legitimacy; instead, they are understood as partners (see Meyer, 
2009: 50). As a sign of the EU’s commitment to the UN’s engagement with 
the global dissemination of DRM knowledge, the commission’s financial 
support of the UNISDR in the period 2010–2011 was the third highest, 
below the World Bank and Sweden (UNISDR, 2011b). EU-UN coopera-
tion also tends to be well established with a clear view of their collective 
and complementing roles in the international system (see ECHO, 2012). 
Expressing their joint view on global security issues, the EU and the UN note: 
‘In the years ahead, therefore, Europe’s attachment to multilateralism – and 
to the United Nations, as the pivot of the multilateral system – will help 
determine whether, and how, the institutional architecture established in 
the years after World War II can continue to serve as the bedrock of the 
international system…. An active commitment to an effective multilater-
alism means…taking global rules seriously, whether they concern the pres-
ervation of peace or the limitation of carbon emissions; it means helping 
other countries to implement and abide by these rules; it means engaging 
actively in multilateral forums, and promoting a forward-looking agenda 
that is not limited to a narrow defence of national interests’ (Commission, 
2003).  

  20  .   This is apparently achieved by (1) preparation and agenda setting by profes-
sionalized others around common issues that can be addressed by a global 
collective, and (2) intersubjective exchanges between different countries and 
participating NGOs in the international fora. Differences in terms of customs, 
traditions and perceptions between the participants are expected and it is, in 
part, through this discourse that symbolic documents are produced that lay 
out common principles and plans of action (Lechner and Boli, 2005: 84–88).  

  21  .   Other ways in which cultural scripts can emerge or deteriorate include 
conflicts between different world models and critical shocks to the system 
(Boli, 2005: 395–396; Meyer, 2009: 56).  

  22  .   The second conference has approximately 4000 participants representing 
168 states, 78 observer organizations, 161 NGOs and 152 media organiza-
tions (UN, 2005: 1015).  

  23  .   The promotion of the HFA also gave rise to other structural changes within 
the UN DRM system such as a management oversight board, a reformed ISDR 
task force, an advisory committee and a strengthened ISDR secretariat (UN, 
2005: 1017).  

  24  .   It aimed to review national, regional, and international accomplishments 
of the decade, create an action programme for the future and increase the 
knowledge platform on DRM. Examples of the major themes to be presented 
at the conference included: ‘the cost benefits of hazard mitigation, construc-
tion of safer buildings, drought management, disaster warning and prepared-
ness systems, interaction between natural and technological disasters, and 
the vulnerability of communities and special groups’ (UN, 1993: 741).  
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  25  .   For a full description of these and the other regional organizations under 
review consult Chapter 2.  

  26  .   For a review of the increasing number of educational initiatives from the 
international community see the list under ‘educational materials’ on the 
PreventionWeb website: www.preventionweb.net.  

  27  .   The first registered date for the national production of DRM-related text-
books for children on the PreventionWeb database is by Colombia in 1989.  

  28  .   John Meyer notes that ‘Educational expansion, curricular structures…all 
flow through a professionalized international world, producing pronounced 
world isomorphism’ ([2001] 2009: 347).  

  29  .   The contract is also built on a number of assumptions of actions that must 
be followed in order to achieve the contractual goal. The growth of these 
‘contingent recipes’, argues Thomas Haskell, are fundamental for instilling 
typified causal modes of action as well as moral responsibility (1985b: 554; 
Gasking, 1955). This was an important precondition for the emergence of a 
‘humanitarian sensibility’ (Haskell, 1985a: 559).  

  30  .   Science is described as a ‘cultural canopy’ that supports and constitutes 
modern world society by awarding legitimacy and status to those actors that 
speak science (Drori et al., [2003] 2009: 266–267). Amongst other ‘advan-
tages’, science not only legitimizes action but also provides a layer of meaning 
for action and understanding about how the world works, producing a sense 
of stability and security.  

  31  .   The concept of ‘prediction’ is one of the cornerstones of the UN’s humani-
tarian ‘reform’, tying the desire for scientific knowledge with the expansion 
of cooperation.  

  32  .   As early as 1962, when a separate subsection entitled ‘measures concerning 
natural disasters’ first appeared in the UN yearbook, emphasis was placed 
on promoting scientific knowledge (UN, 1962: 392). The UN also adopted 
the International Relief Union’s assets and responsibilities in 1966 (UN, 
1966: 532). Upon the Secretary-General’s recommendations, it was agreed 
in the following year that UNESCO would take over the scientific study of 
natural disasters from the IRU and that the Administrative Committee on 
Coordination would look into the implication this has for the coordina-
tion of the UN family in the area of natural disasters (UN Res. 1268(XLIII), 
1967).   

  6 Norm Reproduction in the School of DRM 

  1  .   The global DRM model is defined as: a ‘set of cultural rules’ on the prepar-
edness, prevention, response and recovery to natural disasters ‘that give 
generalized meaning to social activity’ for states, regional and international 
organizations ‘and regulate it in a patterned way… [it] involves processes 
that make such sets of rules seem natural and taken for granted while elimi-
nating alternative interpretations and regulations’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas, 
[1987] 2009: 85).  

  2  .   These diametrical terms are also referred to as a principle-agent relationship 
(Meyer and Jepperson, 2000: 111). However, this term is avoided in this thesis 
as it can be too easily confused with Principal-Agent Theory (see Laffont and 
Martimort, 2002).  
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  3  .   Instead of emphasizing the mode of diffusion in argumentation (Risse, 2000), 
deliberation via epistemic communities (Haas, 1992) and modern technology 
(Deutsch et al., 1957), the dynamic ideational reification of global actors 
supports and constitutes global models.  

  4  .   This is not a one-way street. Actor and action are intermittently intertwined, 
which means that actorhood can switch to otherhood.  

  5  .   The emphasis on personal pronouns is an established area of discourse anal-
ysis that this study rests upon. For more on this see: Hardt-Mautner, 1995: 16; 
Wodak and Chilton, 2005: 151; Huckin, 2002; Fairclough, 1992, 1995; Inigo-
Mora, 2004.  

  6  .   The ‘military’ and ‘investment’ themes are repeated in many other speeches 
by top UN officials. The following offers a small selection: ‘We are…on the 
threshold of a breakthrough in acceleration in risk reduction practice, leaders 
and decision-makers and individuals seem to be hesitating – holding their 
step. Let us consider in this meeting why and what we as risk reduction policy 
makers and practitioners can do to accelerate actions’ (Wahlström, 2010a); 
‘we recognize that you … are the front line of defence of humanitarian princi-
ples in times of disaster or emergency’ (Wahlström, 2010b); ‘It is time to invest 
and act immediately to make African continent more resilient to disasters’ 
(Wahlström, 2010c); ‘Experience and common sense agree: we must invest 
today for a better tomorrow’ (Ban, 2011); and ‘we must recognize that climate 
change will bring more incidents of extreme weather. That is why we must 
invest more in reducing the risk of future disasters’ (Ban, 2010).  

  7  .   In addition to this award, the UN also gives out the Sasakawa Award for 
Disaster Reduction as well as Certificates of Distinction and Merit each year to 
individuals that have ‘significantly contributed to the implementation of the 
Hyogo Framework for Action’ (UNISDR, 2009e, 2009f).  

  8  .   The progressive normative bias in world society theory, however, does not 
anticipate disintegration.   

  7 The Great Divide: Translating Expectations into 
Capabilities 

  1  .   For a more full description see Chapter 2.  
  2  .   Two points should be considered here. First, this change digresses away from 

the original qualitative scale that starts with few and ends with high transac-
tion costs, as changes in national legislation has been understood to come 
with high costs. Second, and more generally, the indicators are not perfect and 
it is also recognized that they are not fully independent from each other, such 
as the relationship between awareness and information. However, through 
the systematic use of the qualitative anchors, it should nevertheless provide 
a good indication on the extent to which each regional organizations exhibit 
expectations and capabilities.  

  3  .   These include the 2012 Myanmar earthquake and Typhoon Bopha in the 
Philippines, and the 2013 Jakarta Flood, Aceh Earthquake, Lao PDR flood, 
Maring/Metro Manila flood in the Philippines, Bohol Earthquake in the 
Philippines, and Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines (Personal correspond-
ence, 2014).  



Notes 201

  4  .   Note that Singapore is an exception.  
  5  .   This is also closely connected into development issues. One reason why local 

governments are not prioritizing disaster relief funds is due to the opportu-
nity cost of reserving potentially unspent funds during a fiscal year (GFDRR, 
2011: 26).  

  6  .   The components of the RRM include: a regional coordination centre 
(RCC), a regional coordination plan (RCP), a regional telecommunication 
plan, response teams (the CARICOM disaster relief unit, the Rapid Needs 
Assessment Team, the regional urban search and rescue light level team, 
Caribbean electricity company, Caribbean water and waste water association, 
technical support teams), the Eastern Caribbean Donor Group (ECDG), the 
North Western Caribbean Donor Group (NWCDG), national disaster plans 
and regional warehouses (Arthur, 2011).  

  7  .   The European Commission, for example, provided a 13.2 million euro devel-
opment project that saw the construction of digital radars in strategically 
located areas in the Caribbean in view of creating the Caribbean Disaster 
Early Warning System. The cost of maintenance, however, has presented 
difficulties.  

  8  .   For individual progress reviews see: PreventionWeb.com.  
  9  .   The countries include: Egypt, Bahrain, Jordon, Tunisia, Yemen, Lebanon, 

Mauritius, and the State of Palestine. For individual progress reviews see: 
PreventionWeb.com.  

  10  .   Colombia became the sixth country to ratify the agreement in January 
2013.  

  11  .   The international community has recently become aware of this issue, noting 
that ‘underlying risk factors have not been adequately addressed … and as 
such need to be addressed strongly in HFA2 to build the resilience of commu-
nities’ (UNISDR, 2013b: 11).  

  12  .   Zimbabwe, for example, received an equivalent of USD 0.04 per person 
compared to Lebanon which received USD 68.03 per person (Ibid: 35).   

  8 A World of Regions 

  1  .   That is, interdependencies and asymmetrical risk are insufficient but neces-
sary parts of sufficient but unnecessary condition.  

  2  .   Consistency is defined as ‘the  degree  to which the empirical evidence is 
consistent with the set theoretic relation in question’ (Ragin, 2009: 108, 
original emphasis). Coverage is defined as the proportion of membership of 
the outcome condition that can be explained by the explanatory condition 
(Ragin, 2008b: 86).  

  3  .   Note the single outlier of this finding is CARICOM, which experienced a 
general increase in relative costs from natural disasters over the entire period 
of investigation. This can be generally explained by the excessive and consec-
utive losses from major earthquakes and hurricanes.  

  4  .   Social reality is defined here as ‘the sum total of objects and occurrences 
within the social cultural world as experiences by the common-sense thinking 
of men living their daily lives among their fellow-men, connected with them 
in manifold relations of interaction’ (Schutz, 1954: 261). It should also be
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  noted that it is assumed here that world society theory is generally based on 
different ‘practices of knowledge’ (Gunnell, 2010: 15): world society theory 
is based on analyticism and neoliberal institutionalism is based on neoposi-
tivism (see Jackson, 2011). For a deeper discussion on these issues see Hollis 
(2012).  

  5  .   Anticipated answers from world society theory might argue that it is only 
a question of time before Mercosur also establishes a standardized version 
of DRM cooperation and that DRM cooperation before the mid-1990s can 
be explained by the non-existence of an established  regional  model on DRM 
that only emerged after the first world conference on DRM in 1994. A further 
ambiguity that arose through the empirical analysis was the unexplained 
failure of some DRM organizations, which reveals a progressive bias in world 
society theory that cannot easily explain normative disintegration. A possible 
strategy to deal with these and other outliers is to more fully engage with the 
scope conditions of global norms.  

  6  .   Chapter 4 shows, for example, that cooperation is itself only made possible by 
a historically informed normative environment and a contemporary diffusion 
of DRM norms. There would be no ‘logical’ reason for a state to provide aid 
to a neighbouring country, and no reason for regional or global DRM, in the 
absence of important historical facts, such as the rise of the contract and the 
responsible individual, conjoined with other common social categories and 
global models such as scientific progress.  

  7  .   A useful method for possibly increasing political will is to focus on the use of 
regional insurance coalitions. As shown in Chapter 3, most regional organiza-
tions have one or two states that have most capacity and also suffer the most 
from disasters. Particular attention to these actors as regional leaders may help 
to improve the current situation. Regional organizations have the potential to 
reduce vulnerability of member states and can add value to the long-standing 
humanitarian and development agencies; however, it must overcome the 
challenge of coordination and collective will.   

Appendix

  1  .   For more on the technical specification of this indicator see (Iapadre, 2006; 
Hamanaka, 2012).  

  2  .   Justified on theoretical and empirical claims, these ‘benchmarks’ are used to 
rescale the interval data into fuzzy-values, which is achieved through using 
the ‘estimates of the log of the odds of full membership’ (Ibid: 87). This 
direct method of calibration is translated in the following formula: degree of 
membership = exp (log odds)/[1+exp(log odds)] (Ragin, 2008a: 91). This fairly 
complicated procedure is simplified by using the fsQCA 2.0 software (version 
date: January 2009).  

  3  .   A value of 0.70 is interpreted as being in the set of interdependence and not 
the crossover for full membership as there is clearly a possibility for higher 
interdependence. The threshold is consequently set at 0.90.  

  4  .   See discussion on ‘expectations’ data in Chapter 8.  
  5  .   This would change slightly depending on the values of the other member 

states. Here, ten other member states account for 1 per cent each and the 
remaining states account for 0 per cent.  
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  6  .   That is, more than half of what is considered highly damaging to a region.  
  7  .   Note that even if the crossover breakpoint was shifted to a higher percentage 

of regional GDP such as 0.8, the resulting fuzzy-values would not signifi-
cantly change as there is a significant difference between regional organiza-
tions with high and low values.  

  8  .   While there are certain limitations in terms of the quality and quantity of 
figures sourced from this database, it is nevertheless considered the best 
source of information currently available. Furthermore, as the data is used 
over a long period of time, general trends ought to represent a good approxi-
mation of the economic costs to each region. A missing or false datum for a 
particular year is unlikely to affect the general trend over the 40-year period. 
The collated figures are limited to ‘natural disasters’, including drought, 
earthquake, epidemic, extreme temperature, flood, insect infestation, mass 
movement dry, mass movement wet, storm, volcano and wildfires. These 
disasters are entered into the database only when one or more of the 
following instances occur: more than 10 people are killed, more than 100 
people are affected, and when a state of emergency is declared or when a call 
for international assistance is made (EM-DAT, 2009).  

  9  .   To see the raw figures of the estimated economic damages before adjusted to 
the percentage of GDP, see Table 3.1.  

  10  .   The figures for regional GDP are sourced from the UN Statistics Office. The 
Regional Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) at the UN University Institute 
on Comparative Regional Integration Studies (UNU-CRIS) is also used, which 
has a pre-assembled data-set for each regional organization.  

  11  .   Note that expulsions and suspensions, such as Fiji’s suspension from the 
PIF in 2008, Libya’s expulsion from LAS in 2011, and Seychelles’ period 
of voluntary departure from SADC from 2003–2008, are not taken into 
consideration.  
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