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Executive Summary 
The ProVention Consortium is a global partnership of governments, international organisations, 
academic organisations, the private sector and civil society. Its goal is to support middle- and low-
income countries to reduce the risk and social, economic and environmental impacts of natural 
and technological events and the resulting disastrous aftermath on the poor. The structure and 
membership of ProVention mean it is well positioned to build technical knowledge around 
emerging issues, build communities of practice and advocate for disaster risk reduction.  

The 2006 ProVention Forum focused on the theme of ‘Incentives for reducing risk’. The Forum 
was held in Bangkok and brought together more than 100 partners. The aim of this Forum Report 
is to highlight the most innovative ideas, the greatest challenges and any emerging trends for 
disaster risk reduction that came out of the formal workshop discussions and more informal 
discussions between participants during the meeting. This Executive Summary provides an 
overview of the main report. It is structured around the six working themes of the Forum and also 
includes comment on wider discussions from the Forum. Finally, proposals are made for future 
work that ProVention might consider in coalition building, technical support and learning for 
action. This report is a summary of the views and dialogue of ProVention partners at the Forum 
as captured and contextualised by the author independently.   

Evidence of changing patterns of risk  
and new perspectives on disaster vulnerability 

Data on disaster risk and loss is needed strategically to support the case for disaster risk 
reduction, as an input for understanding the relationship between disaster risk and the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) and for evidence based policy-making. Building the institutions for 
the local collection of data to feed into assessments of vulnerability, risk, disaster impact and 
recovery is a major challenge. This challenge is made harder by the dynamic nature of hazard 
and vulnerability with contributing factors changing from place to place and over time under 
pressure from various factors, including climate change and economic globalisation for example. 
 
Strong momentum in assessment studies points to opportunities for development in this field. 
Beyond supporting ongoing technical advancements and initiatives for building local and national 
capacities for structured data collection and analysis, there is scope for building stronger 
partnerships with sister disciplines in environmental and natural resource management and in 
climate change science. Such partnerships might also help to more fully incorporate ecological 
assets and technological risk in assessment tools. 

Government incentives – and disincentives – for investing  
in disaster reduction 

Governments are potentially the most important guardian and actor for risk reduction. This is not 
a reality in many countries and locales where the culture and rules of government and external 
pressures from citizens, civil society, the media, the business community and international actors 
as well as general apathy conspire to prevent action to reduce risk. But there is scope to shift 
these incentive structures in favour of disaster risk reduction. Movement in this direction is being 
supported by efforts to quantify disaster impacts locally and nationally and to make clear the 
economic case for risk reduction based on the cost-effectiveness of interventions. Donors are 
beginning to consider disaster risk when drawing up loan arrangements. Furthermore, the Hyogo 
Framework for Action identifies a strategy for priority action that has been signed and adopted by 
168 governments. But significant gaps remain, not least in the absence of disaster risk reduction 
in the MDG and Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) processes.  
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ProVention could contribute by documenting national experience of developing and implementing 
risk reduction legislation, investment and technical practice in sector development actions, by 
identifying and discussing the roles of the public and private sector at varying levels in risk 
management, and by making the case for disaster risk and its management in the MDG and 
PRSP process alongside related tools such as international development lending and technical 
assistance, emergency management, and National Development and Climate Change Adaptation 
Plans of Action. 

Post-disaster recovery: is there a real window of opportunity  
for reducing risk? 

Many conflicting demands affect the translation of disaster recovery into an opportunity for risk 
reduction. A central tension lies between the perceived demands of humanitarian action and 
development approaches – of speed over sustainability. Limited involvement of development 
practitioners in recovery means this period is dominated by a humanitarian approach, which 
favours survivors’ rights for the immediate meeting of basic needs over the right for sustainable 
solutions arrived at through dialogue and participation. This is as evident on the ground as it is in 
the procedures of distant organisations such as international financial institutions.  
 
There is a great need for government regulation of reconstruction, to overcome critical problems 
including the lack of co-operation and co-ordination between humanitarians. To achieve this, pre-
disaster planning is required. ProVention is well placed to collect evidence on government or 
voluntary self-regulation and to promote this agenda with actors in recovery. 

Balancing state responsibility and community action in risk reduction 

Structural adjustment, the end of Cold War politics and privatisation have changed the scope and 
relationships between the state and civil society world-wide. There are many opportunities for 
partnerships to be struck between the state and civil society at national and local levels. This 
trend has its dangers. Civil society can become overburdened as state responsibilities for social 
security are offloaded; elsewhere there is a threat of civil society being co-opted by the state. But 
the opportunities for enhanced risk reduction through partnerships are also potentially great.  
 
State-civil society relationships are a core indicator and outcome of the socio-political health of a 
nation. Recognition of this reasserts existing calls for the need to stand back from the technical 
detail of risk reduction and humanitarian action and place this in historical-political context. Only 
in this way can the root causes and dynamic pressures of disaster risk be made visible, enabling 
a long-term, sustainable approach to risk reduction. This view is essential for understanding the 
impact of international strategic policy, and of institutions like the MDGs and Inter-Governmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) on changing patterns of risk nationally and sub-nationally. 

Risk transfer solutions and the business case for managing risk 

The uptake of risk transfer remains lowest in poorer countries, with demand for insurance 
correlated with per capital income. Recently, a number of novel financial risk-transfer schemes 
have been implemented, or are under implementation. These include on the macro level private-
public insurance partnerships involving national governments, international financial institutions 
and the private sector, risk transfer for public liabilities, and microinsurance programmes aiming 
to reach the poor who have been excluded from mainstream insurance. Workshop discussions 
recommended that in order to consolidate the scattered evidence and experience an international 
task force be instituted to critically discuss this experience and evaluate the potential as well as 
the scope for linking these mechanisms to risk and vulnerability reduction in preparation for 
further action by donors. 
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The business case for managing risk is largely built upon corporate social responsibility (CSR). 
There exist only few examples of corporate support for risk reduction that go beyond charity 
donations for recovery. The generosity of many businesses following the Indian Ocean Tsunami 
has been followed by doubt over the transparency of relief and reconstruction mechanisms, 
though the visibility of disaster remains high, offering scope for building partnerships. ProVention 
is well placed to raise awareness and champion risk reduction amongst the business community. 

Turning learning and knowledge into action:  
is it time to rethink our approach? 

Technical knowledge on aspects of disaster risk reduction is mushrooming. The rapid 
development of new information makes it imperative that this material is translated into action. A 
growing number of south-south linkages point to one way of institutionalising action-research, 
other successful alternatives include the use of distance learning for professional and academic 
qualifications in disaster risk reduction that can bridge between hubs of experience and more 
globally disbursed patterns of demand.  
 
There are many philosophies for learning. If risk reduction is about generating capacities for 
decision-makers (including individuals at risk) to manage their own risk better then a philosophy 
of learning that promotes self-reflection may be most appropriate. This would give weight to the 
process of information gathering and analysis as well as material output. Local ownership of the 
learning process, including the definition of knowledge gaps to be addressed, is already promoted 
through ProVention’s work with community based disaster risk assessment, and this perhaps 
provides a model for other aspects of learning for risk reduction. 

In the corridors 

Colleagues identified the following emerging pressures that are set to shape future work in 
disaster risk reduction: changes in the international institutional architecture of development; the 
fluctuating financial support for disaster management; continued privatisation of development and 
reconstruction; increasing capacity for south-south learning; climate change; and, the significance 
of champions and leadership for advocacy. From a more technical perspective, priority emerging 
issues were: making more transparent the ways that data and the media shape understandings of 
disaster; linking assessment of vulnerability and risk with impact and reconstruction outcomes; 
the professionalisation of local risk reduction practice; and, making knowledge on risk and its 
management more accessible to all. Participants also identified other stakeholder groups that 
might be usefully invited to engage with ProVention: political leaders, the military and the media. 

Key Reflections 

Many opportunities for future work arose during the workshop. They are amalgamated below into 
three work clusters and 13 themes: 

Coalition Building 
1. Arrange a high level seminar on risk reduction to focus on the MDGs and disaster risk.  

2. Link to the work of sister policy domains such as social protection, social housing and 
natural resource management.  

3. Establish a high-level task force to develop the potential of risk transfer solutions for 
vulnerability and risk reduction in middle- and low-income countries.   

4. Build champions within the corporate sector to support CSR for risk reduction. 

5. Reach out to new actors including the media, the military and local politicians. 
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Technical Support 
6. Build networks to support: (1) the collection of data on vulnerability, hazard and disaster 

loss at the sub-national level, and (2) risk assessments and modelling. 

7. Continue to build the economic evidence base for disaster risk reduction. 

8. Work with stakeholders on pre-disaster frameworks for regulating reconstruction. 

9. Undertake and document research on microinsurance for risk reduction. 

Learning for Action 
10. Document the processes as well as the outcomes of successful stories of disaster risk 

reduction governance. 

11. Document the requirements and any impacts of the Hyogo Framework for Action as a 
way into exploring linkages between risk reduction and the MDGs, PRSPs and National 
Adaptation Plans of Action.  

12. Encourage research and thinking that can explore disasters in their wider historical-
political contexts. 

13. Develop and support institutional arrangements at international to local levels that support 
learning between groups at risk.  

 
 

1. Introduction and Background  
The aim of this document is to capture the key issues, main conclusions and future agenda 
resulting from the dialogue at the 2006 ProVention Forum in Bangkok, Thailand, which focussed 
on incentives for reducing risk. 
 
ProVention is dedicated to increasing the safety of vulnerable communities and to reducing the 
impacts of disasters in poor, or so-called developing countries. The ProVention Consortium is a 
global partnership of governments, international organisations, academic institutions, the private 
sector and civil society organisations.  ProVention links key actors and resources together 
through partnership and collective action so that efforts and benefits are shared. 
 
Because ProVention is supported by a range of stakeholders committed to risk reduction it is 
uniquely placed to advance disaster risk management policy and practice in poor countries.   
ProVention does this by: 

w identifying emerging issues, or issues that are known by practitioners or policy workers but 
lack coherence; 

w commissioning work to extend knowledge or bring existing knowledge together to provide a 
critical mass for policy development; 

w providing technical support for other agencies who may wish to further develop policy areas, 
and; 

w acting as a mechanism for the dissemination of reforms in practice and policy. 
 
ProVention is also well positioned to advocate for disaster risk reduction amongst senior policy 
decision-makers in the wider development and humanitarian communities, as well as the private 
sector.  
 
ProVention initiated the first annual ProVention Forum open to Consortium partners and other 
invited individuals or organisations in 2005. This Forum was co-organised with the Organization 
of American States, and held in Washington DC, it addressed ‘Natural hazard risk management 
as a development tool’, focussing on the Americas.  
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The 2006 Forum focused on ‘Incentives for reducing risk’ and aimed to examine the political, 
economic, social and environmental incentives needed for a more proactive and preventative 
approach to dealing with disaster risk and vulnerability. The Forum, held in Bangkok, had a global 
orientation and was intended to generate policy dialogue among key risk reduction actors and, 
thus, help drive the global agenda on disaster reduction.  
 
Through the Forum, ProVention also sought to identify critical gaps in disaster risk management, 
generate cutting-edge ideas and catalyse collaborative initiatives for risk reduction and inform the 
future ProVention work programme. Box One summarises 13 action points for making risk 
reduction a key priority for governments and aid agencies. These points were presented by 
Anders Wijkman, Member of the European Parliament, in his opening plenary address and 
served to frame the workshop’s further discussions. 
 
In this report material is presented under the six themes of the workshop sessions and also in 
response to conversations held with participants outside of the formal sessions. Discussions held 
during the workshop have been augmented by the views of the author. A final conclusion 
identifies 13 points of potential action that build on ProVention’s strengths, emerging from the 
report. 
 

Box One: Action Points for Raising the Profile of Disaster Risk Reduction 

1. Address the institutional separation of development and disaster risk reduction. 

2. Build task forces to bring policymakers together with natural and social science researchers to 
enable and embed the advocacy of risk reduction through an exchange of knowledge from science 
to policy. 

3. Broaden funding mechanisms to allow donors as well as recipient governments to address disaster 
risks and risk reduction and not be limited to response and reconstruction. 

4. Undertake national vulnerability and risk assessments as a precursor to the development of 
national risk management plans as part of the PRSP and MDG processes. 

5. Build on the livelihoods approach to promote diversification and rapid recovery. 

6. Risk transfer mechanisms should be explored, and alternatives sought for those excluded due to 
economic poverty. 

7. Build capacity in government for people who can link across sectors and build resilient systems. 
This requires new training and professional incentives. 

8. Build stronger linkages with the natural resource management community and include ecological 
aspects in disaster risk assessments. 

9. Use reconstruction as an opportunity for risk reduction, but also monitor progress. 

10. Work with the climate change community to show how development gains are put at risk by climatic 
variability and extremes. 

11. Produce good practice evidence focussing on the cost-effectiveness and value added of risk 
reduction. 

12. Arrange a high level seminar on the Millennium Development Goals and disaster risk for ministers 
of development cooperation from Europe. Build on the December 2005 European Consensus that 
calls for a more integrated approach to disasters. A similar initiative could target the Parliamentary 
Network of the World Bank. 

13. Arrange seminars for high-level media representatives to raise awareness on risk reduction. 
 
Source: Anders Wijkman, Opening Plenary Address to the ProVention Consortium Forum, Bangkok, 

February 2, 2006 
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2. Workshop Themes 

2.1 Evidence of changing patterns of risk  
and new perspectives on disaster vulnerability 

Drivers for Change 
The challenge facing the disaster risk reduction community is not to put risk reduction at the top 
of political and developmental agendas, but to place our work in an appropriate position amongst 
the competing demands and policy commitments of governments.  
 
In accountable and evidence-based policy making contexts, data on the status and changing 
patterns of disaster risk can greatly help in identifying the most effective and just weighting to put 
on risk reduction policy. Data is a necessary base for transparent policy making in local, national 
and international levels. This requires data collection and analysis methodologies for human 
vulnerability, natural hazard and on the impacts of disaster events associated with natural 
hazards. Box Two presents four key challenges to the analysis of disaster risk. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data on disaster risk and impacts can also contribute to resource identification and prioritisation 
to reduce exposure and susceptibility to harm, and also for planning effective and just emergency 
response and reconstruction – through the establishment of memorandums-of-understanding 
between organisations and the designing of response and reconstruction planning pre-disaster. 
 
Can indicators be developed that will feed more easily into tracking of the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs)? At the national level this could also facilitate the promotion of risk 
reduction onto the development agenda if indicators could be developed that might feed into the 
monitoring of national Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) targets. The World Bank, under 
the leadership of the Infrastructure Network, and with stimulus from ProVention supports the 
addressing of disaster risk in PRSPs, particularly in highly vulnerable countries. Tools like 
Hotspots and UNDP’s Disaster Risk Index that can help differentiate local and national 
vulnerability have an important contribution to make in this regard. 
 
As demand from countries for disaster risk management increases so it will become more 
necessary to develop methodologies for measuring the impact of investments. This can best be 
achieved with a historical timeline of data on vulnerability, hazard and loss. This makes the goal 
of systematising local and national data collection all the more urgent. 

Box Two: Key Challenges for disaster loss and loss estimation 

w Develop mechanisms for collaboration and sharing of disaster data and risk assessment and 
analysis methodologies. 

w Create mechanisms for pooling and aggregating local data and for integrating this data into regional 
and global analysis of risk. 

w Integrate risk information into development planning. 

w Interpret risk analysis and present outputs in ways that can be useful for decision-makers. 

 
Source: Session 1 Background Note 
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Key Challenges and Opportunities 
There are a number of structural constraints in the institutional architecture of data collection and 
analysis that limit the utility of contemporary disaster risk and impact data. Some of these have 
been discussed elsewhere, for example: the need for international protocols on data to improve 
the quality of data for aggregation and comparison of local and national datasets and to improve 
on local and national disaster recording infrastructure so that small events in particular might be 
more effectively captured1. 
 
The ProVention Workshop highlighted four challenges: 

w The dynamic nature and patterns of vulnerability and of hazardous phenomena are difficult to 
capture in disaster risk assessment methodologies. The pace and local impacts of climate 
change, ecological degradation and urbanisation, in particular, call for a constant re-
evaluation of the ways that vulnerability, hazard and risk are conceptualised and modelled in 
assessment tools and how these processes are tracked on the ground. A good deal of 
ecological and demographic data is available internationally, for example from UNEP, UN-
DESA Population Division and a number of national observatories, and some is being 
brought into assessments of disaster risk.  

w Building incentives for positive action to reduce disaster risk at all levels would benefit from 
commonly agreed indicators of progress and methodologies of assessment. Assessing 
progress in places where background risk is increasing is a particular challenge.  

w A large number of regional and national level risk and impact assessment tools are emerging. 
One workshop participant, for example, reported on a large number of assessment projects in 
the Asia-Pacific regional alone2. While it would not be wise to look for a single methodology 
or conceptualisation of risk, there is a great opportunity to build collaboration. Co-operative 
working might help maximise the comparability of the findings of individual analyses as well 
as facilitating information and technology transfer.  

w Assessments must be connected to policy-makers if they are to influence policy decisions. 
Constraints on influence speak to a bigger question on the position of science with regard to 
policy making and the marginalisation of disaster relevant agencies and officials within many 
national governance structures.  

 
Data and methodological challenges mean that it is strategically appropriate for the international 
community to concentrate efforts on the most critical concerns of measuring disaster risk and 
impact on human casualties and direct economic loss. However, it would be unwise to forget the 
limitations of these narrow indicators.  
 
There is a lack of integrated assessment of human and ecological vulnerability from the 
perspective of natural hazards and disaster loss. This lacuna can contribute to the playing down 
of cumulative impacts of disaster events – particularly those where natural resources are 
degraded undermining rural livelihoods or where effluent or industrial pollutants contaminate 
water, air, soil or the food chain. This has implications for the health and wellbeing of future 
generations as well as the integrity of ecological systems and so for sustainable development 
goals. The lack of integrated human-ecological vulnerability and impact assessment 
methodologies also contributes to the persistence of a conceptualisation of disasters as events 
outside of the complexity of human-nature co-evolution, rather than as the simultaneous product 
and cause of human and ecological systems relationships. 
 
The complexity of industrial production systems means that the exposure and susceptibility to 
damage of industrial-military-technological assets (which can greatly magnify human and 
ecological vulnerability and disaster impacts) might also usefully be considered as part of 
vulnerability. The alternative is to view technological risk as an outcome of technological hazard 
(rather than vulnerability), but this runs the risk of marginalizing this aspect of risk within a 
community whose primary expertise lies in natural hazard. 
                                                
1 Pelling, M (2005) Visions of Risk, UNDP: Geneva, accessed from: 

www.undp.org/bcpr/disred/documents/publications/visionsofrisk.pdf 
2 Reported by Maxx Dilley, UNDP 

http://www.undp.org/bcpr/disred/documents/publications/visionsofrisk.pdf
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A role for ProVention? 
ProVention is well placed to help build a global (or several regional) communities of practice on 
disaster risk and impact assessment. This can build on ProVention’s experience of global 
assessment through Hotspots and on community based assessment. The aims would be to build 
a network of practitioners, to facilitate the transfer of data and technology for risk and impact 
assessment and to document lessons for the wider disaster reduction community. 

2.2 Government incentives – and disincentives – for investing  
in disaster reduction 

Drivers for Change 
National, regional and local governments have the capacity to provide the legislation, resources 
and monitoring frameworks for disaster risk reduction. Recognising that in many cases this 
capacity has not been utilised, ProVention, and other international agencies, have identified the 
kinds of incentives that could encourage government action, and the disincentives that currently 
appear to dominate behaviour. In 2003, Tearfund gathered the perceptions of key officials in 
governments and international agencies on ways to promote risk reduction and a strong 
consensus emerged concerning the key constraints in the mainstreaming of disaster risk 
reduction3.  They were as follows: 

w Lack of a culture of prevention. 
w Lack of knowledge and human resources in disaster reduction. 
w Lack of ownership and champions for undertaking disaster reduction. 
w Competition from development sectors and humanitarian budgets. 
w A cultural divide between humanitarian and development professionals. 
w The wide range of disciplines encompassed by disaster reduction reducing its visibility and 

advocacy weight in government. 
 

In a separate study, DFID4 supported many of these concerns and added two perverse incentives 
acting to constrain investment in risk reduction: 

w politicians are rewarded more for responding to a disaster than ameliorating disaster risk; 
w decision-makers are encouraged to use disasters as a way of attracting external investment. 
 

The events since December 2004 have shown that natural disasters are not just a concern for 
poor- and middle-income countries. Incentives for governments to act to reduce risk at home or 
abroad come from many directions. They can be internal: originating from the formal structure 
and rules or informal cultures of government itself – political interference, cultures of corruption or 
of favouritism can all undermine or distort the development and enactment of public sector policy 
on risk reduction. Incentives can also be external: government and the public sector operate 
within a policy environment made up of other political actors, in each country and town the 
relative power of these political actors and of government agencies to influence the incentives for 
government action will vary. The main actors are: international organisations (donors, 
intergovernmental organisations including the UN system, international non-governmental and 
humanitarian actors, trans-national corporations) and national or local civil society and private 
sector actors.  
 

                                                
3 Davis I (2003) Expert Opinion Concerning the Funding of Disaster Risk Reduction, Tearfund: London; La 

Trobe, S and Venton, P (2003) Natural Disaster Risk Reduction: The policy and practice of selected institutional 
donors, Tearfund: London. 

4 White, P., Pelling, M., Sen, K., Seddon, D., Russell, S., Few, R. (2005) Disaster Risk Reduction: a development 
concern, DFID 
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While every locale and country has its own particular mixture of political actors and institutions it 
is possible to identify some broad trends at the global level that are recasting the social contract 
in middle- and low-income countries. Government has become smaller, facilitating the private 
sector and in some cases civil society as partners for enacting development programmes and 
projects. Public-private partnerships are now the norm for infrastructure delivery. If risk reduction 
is to be built into development this requires regulation not only of state but also of non-state 
actors. The relationship between civil society and the state has also changed in many countries 
from one of conflict and mistrust towards more collaborative action. The challenge from a civil 
society perspective is to work with government without being co-opted by it. Weak and failed 
states continue to challenge international actors looking for national and local partners.    

Key Challenges and Opportunities 
The key challenge for the international community is to contribute to the building of incentive 
structures that both make disaster risk reduction tangible and meaningful for government at all 
levels, including making visible and transparent the assignment of responsibility and 
accountability for the decisions covering levels of risk and the consequences of events.  
Moreover, civil governments – particularly in a democracy – must interface with the uniformed 
services and civil society (both national and international) to address unresolved risk 
management issues. The international community itself must deal with issues of lack of 
coherence in policy, approach, expectations and support with governments in reducing risk 
through development, environmental, social and disaster mitigation lending and technical 
assistance lending, grant programs and projects. 
 
Box Three sets out suggestions for incentives that the international development community can 
make to build increased national investment in risk reduction at all levels of government in 
concert with the private for-profit sector and civil society. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
International actors can also lobby at the international level, for example by building disaster risk 
reduction indicators into the MDG and PRSP assessment processes. Allies in other policy areas 
must be found to give momentum to this process of change. Participants suggested that 
particular opportunities might exist for promoting risk reduction through the Global Environment 

Box Three: How can the International Development Community Help  
Build Incentives for National Investment in Risk Reduction? 

w The international community should support the generation of more evidence on the quantification of 
natural disaster risk and on the economic returns to investment in risk reduction. 

w Evidence of natural disaster risk and the cost-effectiveness of risk reduction investments should be 
pooled in a central and open database. 

w Expand evaluations of disaster response to include assessment of prior risk reduction measures. 

w The international development community should encourage governments to adopt medium-term 
expenditure frameworks. 

w Donors can support national risk reduction by incorporating assessments of hazard risk, institutional 
capacities for risk management and risk mitigation measures in infrastructure investments. This will 
tie risk reduction with the strengthening of national institutions. 

w Financial risk transfer mechanisms supported by the international development community should 
be designed to encourage risk reduction. 

w Both international development organisations and governments need to be held more accountable 
and accept greater responsibility for the accumulation of disaster risk and for disaster-related losses. 

 
Source: Based on presentations by Kari Kepi and Charlotte Benson 
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Facility’s climate change Adaptation Fund and also through the Global Ecosystem Assessment 
process, which can connect natural resource sustainability with livelihoods and environmental 
degradation associated with natural hazard risk. Linked to this is the need to develop tools for 
measuring risk and disaster impact (in economic, human and ecological terms).  
 
There is a great need to support national governments in building their own sub-national incentive 
structures to reward local risk reduction efforts. While the Hyogo Framework for Action is not a 
binding document and lacks a timetable for actions to be taken, it can still be used to reward or 
shame government performance and as a starting point for civil society or government officials to 
lobby for disaster risk reduction. Where disaster risk management bodies do exist in government, 
their access to key decision-makers and scope for action varies considerably.  
 
The Indian national board for risk management has helped to push forward administrative and 
legislative reforms for disaster reduction. It is chaired by the Prime Minister and includes two 
board members at ministerial levels and the ex-head of the Indian army5. A key challenge in such 
examples is often how to build risk reduction capacity around the civil defence community which 
is more oriented towards response. Where synergies for building risk reduction into development 
planning might be expected – for example in water policy and watershed development policy or in 
social housing policy – potential partners are suspicious of change. 
 
In a unilateral move, DFID has committed itself to invest 10 per cent of funds in response to major 
disasters to mitigate the future impact of disasters6. This serves as an incentive for DFID country 
staff and affected governments to consider disaster risk reduction in recovery and reconstruction 
planning. DFID has also committed US$25m in 2005 to support the vulnerable at community level 
to demand changes themselves through bottom-up pressure on local authorities, governments 
and the international community7. At the municipal level, a presentation from Metro Manila 
showed that it is possible to build risk reduction into development planning where there is strong 
leadership and a clear association between the economic and political goals of urban authorities 
and risk reduction8.  
 
Past experience suggests that changing incentives are most strongly institutionalised when they 
come from within a government. Otherwise incentives are in danger of being undermined by 
bureaucratic inertia and foot-dragging of entrenched interest groups. This is close to what has 
happened in Central America following Hurricane Mitch with change in legislation and policy 
rhetoric not being equated with policy change on the ground.  

A role for ProVention? 
ProVention is well placed to catalyse the development of incentives within government for 
national and sub-national risk reduction. This might best be done by documenting national 
experience of policy change (in donor countries and in those affected by disaster). It would be 
useful if those seeking to make change could learn from the experience of countries that have 
made some movement from response to risk reduction. To this end the process of change 
making as well as its outcomes should be documented, questions to be asked include: Are there 
discrete phases in moving from a response to a risk reduction culture in government? How do 
existing institutions influence the strategy of those seeking to make change? What strategy was 
employed by champions to build coalitions for change? What key institutional constraints and 
opportunities shaped progress? What indicators have been used to show a meaningful change in 
action, as well as incentives, has been achieved? 
 

                                                
5 Vatsa Krishna, Government of Maharashtra, India. 
6 £7.5m were allocated for the Indian Ocean Tsunami affected region and £6m for the Pakistan earthquake. 

Questions remain over using this criteria to identify recipients of risk reduction support, the definition of 
qualifying ‘disaster’ event (chronic, acute etc) and the source of the funding (as this will not be in addition to 
existing development/humanitarian budgets) making this potentially difficult to administer, but a welcome 
initiative none-the-less. 

7 Fenella Frost, DFID. 
8 Bayani Fernando, Metropolitan Manila Development Authority. 
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Documenting the impact of the Hyogo Framework for action could be a way into exploring 
linkages between risk reduction and the MDGs and PRSPs. Work at this level should also seek to 
make connections with National Adaptation Plans of Action.  
 
Stepping back from the risk reduction community there are many existing development policies 
that incorporate work that could be interpreted as reducing vulnerability or preserving 
environmental integrity. But there has been no systematic review of these inter-linkages at the 
national and sub-national levels. Documenting these links might be a first step towards rewarding 
progressive policy and building linkages across sectors. Examples include social protection, 
social housing and natural resource management. 
 
Finally, ProVention has a strong track record in supporting the evidence base for disaster risk 
reduction. This has been discussed under section 2.1, but the importance of economic evidence 
as an incentive for risk reduction cannot be overstated and is reiterated here. 

2.3 Post-disaster recovery:  
is there a real window of opportunity for reducing risk? 

Drivers for Change 
The window of opportunity for risk reduction during reconstruction is often cited but is supported 
by limited evidence. However, there is a good opportunity to rectify this situation in the current 
project of the International Recovery Platform on ‘Learning from Disaster Recovery’. This project 
is gathering evidence from over 70 reconstruction projects from 1985 to the present and one of 
the key themes concerns this precise topic, building risk reduction into recovery actions. The 
large reconstruction budget for the Indian Ocean Tsunami, Pakistan earthquake and Bam 
earthquake, etc., make it more important than ever that this assumption is tested and barriers to it 
addressed.  
 
In a discussion paper for this session Ian Christoplos identified eight supporting arguments for a 
window of opportunity: a new awareness of risk; development fault lines are revealed; institutional 
weaknesses are exposed; old vested interests are weakened; improperly designed infrastructure 
is destroyed; development and humanitarian agencies are reminded of disaster risks; there is 
enhanced political will to reduce risk; and money is available to reduce risk. He also identified 
eight reasons why reconstruction is not always so easy to turn into an opportunity for risk 
reduction: humanitarian principles do not mesh with risk reduction; risk reduction requires more 
complicated arguments and planning than humanitarian action; too many competing issues for 
decision-makers to take on risk reduction; development aims are not considered in recovery 
projects; competing demands of speed versus quality in delivery and of rights versus 
sustainability; a simplistic and uncritical view of winners and losers in disaster and recovery; local 
development partners are missing or lost in the disaster; and a lack of impetus to move the risk 
reduction community from advocacy to action.  
 
Two challenges are elaborated on here following group discussion: 
 
w Speed versus quality. The linear process of reconstruction means that it takes time to go 

from identifying land titles to designing and then (re)building shelter. In Aceh, for example, 
this process has taken a long time exacerbated by the loss of individual land titles as well as 
cadastral institutions. One response to this was that ‘action planning’ techniques could be 
applied where multiple sectors undertake work in parallel accepting some overlap and error 
but increasing the speed of delivery9. Preparedness was also key – through recording land 
ownership (including usufruct rights) before disaster, but even in the absence of this it is 
possible to record ownership claims with minimal distortion if this is undertaken very soon 
after the disaster trigger while people are still in situ.    

 

                                                
9 Ian Davis, Cranfield University 
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The pressure for quick action is a legitimate moral demand of survivors. But the same 
survivors are also entitled to demand that a safe environment and secure livelihood come 
from reconstruction, not a temporary fix10. There is a lack of consultation with survivors as 
well as a lack of inclusion of development professionals in making decisions on speed versus 
quality. Experience has shown that when disaster affected people are provided with 
transitional shelter and are involved in reconstruction planning they are generally quite ready 
to understand and accept delays. Their assumed demands for speed may be more a 
reflection of their frustration with a lack of information rather than a genuine need for quick 
response. The tendency to sub-contract physical reconstruction to international private sector 
companies can enhance speed and can mean that good quality buildings are constructed but 
it is questionable that much of the money or many of the skills earned during this work remain 
in the affected area, thus missing a critical opportunity for enhancing the development of local 
skills in safe construction, strengthening livelihoods and aiding psycho-social recovery. 
Cumulatively these combine to strengthen the local development base through 
reconstruction.  
 
w Failure to mainstream. The World Bank had made progress on building risk reduction into 

its assessment of loan sustainability. But this has taken time. Bangladesh was cited as an 
example of a country that had been given repeated infrastructure loans with more than half 
being hit by disaster. In this instance project loans were short-term development fixes, not 
strategies for tackling the common root causes of disaster risk and poverty.  

 
Risk reduction planning takes time to develop and is not easily incorporated into World Bank 
emergency recovery loans - they are processed quickly (in two months compared to the 
normal 12 months) and have limited life-times (two – three rather than five – seven years). 
There is a temptation to leave risk reduction out of recovery loans hoping that a follow on 
development loan can incorporate risk reduction, but these loans materialise only 17 per cent 
of the time. There are some success stories: risk reduction increased as a proportion of 
lending to Turkey in loans directed at recovering from earthquakes from less than 10 per cent 
in 1992 to around 40 pr cent in 1998 and 60 per cent in 199911.  
 
There is pressure on international financial institutions to be seen to have a stake during large 
disasters that generate media attention. But this can be a pressure for short term lending 
strategy – participation and development planning take time. Bank cultures also miss a crucial 
opportunity to contribute to development through reconstruction lending by only assessing a 
given country’s post-disaster needs and damage, not its capacities that can obviously be 
subtracted from the list of needs, thus diminishing the need for financial support. This is 
curious and presumably linked to the internal incentives of the financial institutions, when 
compared to other approaches, like the Red Cross Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment 
methodology, which has the primary aim of building capacities. 

Key Challenges and Opportunities 
Democratic pressures demand fast action for shelter and livelihood reconstruction following 
disaster, but speed of delivery does not always go well with the aim of integrating development 
goals into disaster reconstruction. Indeed, there is pressure from countervailing forces for 
unsustainable processes, for example when aid distorts livelihood practices reducing their long-
term sustainability (the greater numbers and capacity of donated fisher craft following the Indian 
Ocean tsunami threatens local fisheries sustainability). 
 
The PRSPs could offer a framework for integrating risk reduction and development. But in 
reconstruction periods few of the main actors take the PRSP or the MDGs into account. The 
Tsunami Evaluation Committee, found only 13 mentions of the MDGs and a single mention of 
PRSPs in a review of 24,000 documents.  

                                                
10 World Bank evaluation work suggests that local partners do not mind a slower reconstruction process if they 

can play a meaningful role in it – but internal pressure to get loans finalised seldom allows time for this process 
pointing to a perverse incentive for risk reduction. 

11 Margaret Arnold, World Bank 
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If reconstruction is to be developmental it would do well to be anchored in local civil society and 
government organisations. But in many events these organisations and their staff may have been 
lost. In Aceh, 20 per cent of government officials are reckoned to have been killed in the Indian 
Ocean Tsunami12, remaining staff need to re-build their own lives, are poached by incoming 
international humanitarian and reconstruction agencies or are overwhelmed by work. Bringing in 
abstract arguments about building development into reconstruction will not be effective. This 
argument needs to have been made and built into reconstruction planning before the event. In 
reconstruction surrounding the Tsunami it has been particularly clear that it is difficult to build 
developmental approaches and goals into the rebuilding of shelter and livelihoods. 
 
Communication and co-ordination between actors involved in reconstruction is the starting point 
for building a more reflexive and developmental approach within the real constraints that exist 
during reconstruction. While many large humanitarian, UN and donor agencies (and in some 
cases government actors) have considerable experience a successful system of governance is 
yet to have evolved. This is in part driven by the humanitarian ethos, but it has also been 
suggested that a lack of transparency and coordination benefits some actors in this process13.    

A role for ProVention? 
The advocates of disaster risk reduction often claim reconstruction as an opportunity space for 
bringing together developmental and risk reduction goals and methods. Work in this session 
seriously questioned this assumption. Much of the discussion on this theme referred to 
experiences in reconstruction from the Indian Ocean Tsunami – an event marked by the large 
size of the reconstruction budget relative to receiving economies and capacity for absorption and 
also by the large number of unregulated organisations involved in reconstruction. Other large 
events can also be pointed to as examples of mismanaged reconstruction. Smaller events might 
be more manageable – or potentially less visible to the international community and so more 
likely to suffer from distortions in management. They might provide contained spaces (less 
money, fewer actors) in which to pilot governance procedures.  
 
The central concern emerging from this debate is the lack of governance and scrutiny of the relief 
and reconstruction periods compared to developmental work. That the disaster period is seen as 
outside of developmental control and practice allows a degree of failure in transparency and co-
ordination of reconstruction budget and activities that should be seen as unacceptable. There is 
very little work and precious few guidelines on good practice or lessons learned for building good 
governance during reconstruction. Some work has been undertaken in relation to complex 
humanitarian emergencies and chronic disasters associated with drought and food insecurity. 
This provides a starting point for work which ProVention could champion on the governance and 
regulation of reconstruction.  
 
Part of this agenda might also usefully overlap with theme one. There is a need to monitor the 
outputs (positive and negative) of reconstruction efforts over the short- (immediate survival), 
medium- (contained impacts) and long-term (sustainable livelihoods and inclusive decision-
making).  The environment is potentially a big loser from reconstruction – in terms of waste 
management, resource sourcing, carbon miles and distorted livelihoods threatening natural 
resource bases – reinforcing the need to build assessments of the ecological impact of disasters 
and reconstruction into our assessment portfolio. 
 
The Indian Ocean Tsunami reconstruction has highlighted the lack of cooperation and trust 
between humanitarian agencies. This is perhaps most apparent in the multiple impact 
assessments undertaken. Responding to repeated surveys is a waste of time for potential local 
partners and beneficiaries and a waste of resources for the humanitarian sector. ProVention 
could play a useful role in bringing large agencies together to collaborate in impact assessment 
work and data sharing, perhaps in collaboration with ALNAP. 

                                                
12 comment from Ian Christoplos 
13 see Naomi Klein (2005) The Rise of Disaster Capitalism, The Nation 

http://www.thenation.com/doc/20050502/klein 

http://www.thenation.com/doc/20050502/klein
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Although there are formidable problems to face in building risk reduction into recovery actions, as 
noted within this section, it is nevertheless encouraging to recognise that most major 
developments in risk reduction originate during this period of reconstruction. For example, most 
building bye-laws that have required safe building construction (starting with the London Building 
Acts, enacted after the Great Fire of London in 1668) began after a disaster; expensive early-
warning systems (such as the Tsunami EWS) required a massive disaster to oblige political 
leaders to take appropriate action and the highly effective Cyclone Shelter Programme in 
Bangladesh, that has already saved countless lives, came about during the recovery period 
following successive deadly cyclones. 

2.4 Balancing state responsibility and community action in risk reduction 

Drivers for Change 
New patterns of governance are emerging and there is a need to understand and then engage 
with this evolving reality if risk reduction is to contribute towards inclusive governance. Change 
occurs in different paces and at different speeds in every locality and country but some general 
patterns are discernable: 
 
w Structural adjustment and economic globalisation have diminished the power and reach of 

the state. 

w The end of Cold War politics has moved state/civil society relations from conflict towards 
collaboration. 

w Privatisation has led to the mushrooming of public-private partnerships in infrastructure 
provision and maintenance. 

 
Where government is decentralised (such as in the six levels of government in the Philippines), 
where regional government is strong (as in India) or large municipal governments have political 
clout (for example the FD Mexico City), the state/civil society relationship must be negotiated with 
multiple actors at a range of scales14. Civil society needs to better understand the constraints and 
realities impinging on public sector action, as much as state actors could do well to listen more 
carefully to voices from civil society. Perhaps the overriding challenge today is to work with 
governance structures that enable a balance between the efficiency and equity of top-down and 
bottom-up lines of influence, with accountability flowing in both directions.   

Key Challenges and Opportunities 
Political theory argues that a strong state and a strong civil society is the most desirable balance 
of power, with each regulating the behaviour of the other in a spirit of critical collaboration.  
However, in reality, there is no one-size-fits-all solution for balancing state responsibility and 
community action in risk reduction. In some cases an authoritarian state can be associated with 
enhanced risk reduction despite the limited role of civil society (as in Cuba), elsewhere states 
espousing a democratic governance regime, and despite a strong civil society, generate risk as 
an externality of economic development (e.g., rapid unplanned urbanisation or conversion of 
mangroves to shrimp farms in southeast Asia).  
 
Disaster risk reduction provides an opportunity for greater collaboration between the three sectors 
of civil society, the state and private sector. But there are few examples of the collaborative 
governance of reconstruction – one participant suggested reconstruction in Pakistan as an 

                                                
14 The briefing note for this thematic cites work by Wisner that surveyed 220 municipalities within six megacities 

and found a lack of detailed knowledge of and access to the most vulnerable social groups but high technical 
competence, while civil society groups had access to and trust of marginalised groups but lacked access to 
technology. 
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example of collaboration15. The private sector must also be engaged positively, and through 
oversight to contain ‘disaster profiteering’16.  
 
A focus on the technical aspects of disaster response has meant less attention is payed to the 
role of disasters in the longer-term political life of a city or country. But disasters can also be 
moments for political realignment (or entrenchment). A state’s incapacity to respond can create a 
temporary power vacuum, and potentially a watershed moment in historical trajectories. This 
generates (albeit temporarily) a window of opportunity for novel socio-political action at local and 
national levels. Interventions may include manoeuvres to entrench or destabilize current power-
holders, change power-sharing relationships within recognized sectors, or to legitimise or de-
legitimise new sectors17. 
 
As risk reduction is a ‘new’ field of practice this could be used to generate scope for the sharing of 
competencies of actors across each sector. Nobody has turf to protect. New risk is bringing new 
actors to be engaged with, such as the military. What role should religion and faith groups play in 
societies where religion has become an important vehicle for identity and motivator for collective 
action? 
 
While the prevailing mood is for the building of consensus, there is a danger that this will lead to a 
moderating of views or the dominance of the majority view. In risk management where future 
events are uncertain it is unwise to narrow options for practical action to the middle ground. 
Variety builds resilience and in this sense scope for conflict, dissent and difference between 
sectors (and actors within each sector) should not be seen as necessarily unhelpful to making 
collaborative progress.  

A role for ProVention? 
ProVention could contribute to our understanding by reviewing the influence on the delivery of 
risk reduction and reconstruction of the shifting power balance between the state, private sector 
and civil society and between the roles played by local, national and international scale actors. 
This could draw on the large development literature on this theme. Such a study might link well 
with that proposed for theme three. In particular it might be valuable to review how a weakened 
state and the outsourcing of government roles to civil society and the private sector is shaping 
both the generation and distribution of risk and the pathways and balance of power through which 
this is negotiated. Particular questions include: 
 
w The high price of reconstruction goods indicated a shift in the balance of power towards 

international private sector actors and that this required urgent attention to track and confront 
an emerging issue. 

 
w How can institutional memories of risk reduction and reconstruction be maintained in a time of 

dynamic governance? FEMA was cited as an example of an organisation that had been 
shown, through New Orleans, to have forgotten how to respond. It might be that for risk 
reduction, where one organisation might become dysfunctional for political reasons or as a 
result of disaster impact, learning should be close to the ground and shared across 
organisations to build capacity and resilience in the whole system. 

                                                
15 Bjorn Johannessen, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norway 
16 Wisner noted that tarpaulins valued at US$15 had been bought from the private sector for US$175 in the 

aftermath of Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans, USA, see: www.detnews.com/2005/business/0509/10/biz-
309803.htm 

17 Wisner notes the formation of Common Ground inter-faith relief group following Hurricane Katrina. For an 
overview study of national political changes see Pelling and Dill (2006) ‘Natural Disaster as Catalysts for 
Political Action’ http://www.disasterdiplomacy.org/PellingDillBrief0601.rtf; for studies of international diplomacy 
and disaster see http://www.disasterdiplomacy.org/index.html 

http://www.detnews.com/2005/business/0509/10/biz
http://www.disasterdiplomacy.org/PellingDillBrief0601.rtf
http://www.disasterdiplomacy.org/index.html
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2.5 Risk transfer solutions and the business case for managing risk 

Drivers for Change 
This session discussed two themes: 
 

1. The potential of risk transfer solutions as a risk management instrument for middle- and 
low-income countries. 

 
2. The role of the international private sector and corporate social responsibility (CSR) in 

disaster reduction. 
 

The uptake of risk transfer understandably remains low in developing countries as insurance 
demand generally rises with per capita income (up to a certain level). Recently, however, a 
number of novel schemes have been implemented or are under implementation. These include 
on the macro level private-public insurance partnerships administered in partnership with national 
governments, international financial institutions and the private sector and risk transfer for public 
liabilities. On the micro level, microinsurance programmes are aiming to reach the poor and low 
income excluded from mainstream insurance. 
 
Ongoing initiatives by ProVention, the World Bank, Oxfam and others have begun to explore the 
integration of risk transfer and disaster risk management for poor countries.18  Similar work, 
including that by ProVention, AIDMI and IIASA has also begun to explore the utility and 
appropriateness for a range of microinsurance tools for spreading risk and loss at the household 
and community level amongst low-income groups at risk. There looks to be good potential for the 
risk transfer and the disaster risk management communities to benefit from greater co-operation, 
exchange of data and technologies. 
 
This thematic session also discussed the potential of large private sector interests to contribute 
more to risk management through CSR. Many companies are active in donating charity following 
disaster and some may train employees in first aid or safety but there are as yet few examples of 
CSR extending into risk reduction19. There is no doubt that the employment practices of large 
firms affects the resilience of staff and their families in the face of disaster risk, but this is not 
routinely acknowledged as an area of business responsibility. There is a long history of socially 
progressive employers incorporating aspects of worker housing, diet, education and health care 
into their management practices20. Contemporary market liberalisation makes for a small state 
with reduced capacity for social welfare (risk reduction). It remains to be seen how far 
international business interests can (and should) go, beyond for-profit public-private partnerships 
to contribute towards filling this gap. It might be that the new imperatives of globalisation make 
this difficult21.  

Key Challenges and Opportunities 
Currently, there is little uptake of risk transfer in middle- and low-income countries. However, a 
number of innovative schemes are being implemented. For example, the World Bank’s 
Commodity Risk Management Group is establishing a Global Index Insurance Facility (GIIF) to 
assist in the provision of reinsurance. The IADB and OAS have also been providing support for 
insurance and hedging products. This said, many programmes are in a pilot phase and need 
better information and concerted action to move forward. To this end, the discussion noted that 

                                                
18 In richer countries, with household incomes sufficiently large, insurance and other risk transfer mechanisms 

already play an important role in managing natural disaster risks. 
19 see Twigg J (2001) Corporate Social Responsibility and Disaster Reduction: A Global Overview. Benfield 

Hazard Research Centre, University College London and ProVention Consortium.  
20 Social business or social enterprise are mainstream players in community development,  

see www.se-alliance.org.  
21 The International Labour Organization discusses the role of the labour market and socially responsible 

employment in the context of recovery from the Indian Ocean Tsunami on 
www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/inf/event/tsunami/index.htm  

http://www.se-alliance.org
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/inf/event/tsunami/index.htm
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partnerships are important: (re)insurers will often not engage in small and unstable markets by 
themselves and they want to see public sector support and incentives. It is also crucial to link 
financial risk management strongly with the promotion of disaster risk reduction through national 
institutions. 
 
Poverty excludes many from standard risk transfer mechanisms, but some opportunity may exist 
with microinsurance. Where microfinance can provide finance for livelihood development, 
microinsurance can bridge the credit gap during reconstruction. Pilot programmes, notably in 
India, have proven some success in reaching the poor22. But questions remain over the degree to 
which microinsurance can reach the very poor and also how microinsurance pools will function in 
large disasters where all members are affected.   
 
CSR is hostage to business culture and accepted norms of behaviour. The bottom line for 
businesses is accepted to be not only economic survival but the return of profit to shareholders. 
CSR will seldom be allowed to compromise these goals – though there are exceptions23. There is 
a need to develop a framework for recording and rewarding CSR to encourage the movement of 
CSR from the giving of charity post-disaster to the building of risk reduction themes into work 
practices and relationships between employer and employee, and also in relations up and down 
commodity chains between producers and consumers24. Expanding the scope for CSR makes 
sense for risk reduction, business continuity and for stability in local economies. For example 
following the earthquake in Kobe, large manufacturing plants were able to resource component 
supplies and recover production quickly; but this created a double burden for local component 
suppliers who were hit by the earthquake and market loss. In this case risk had been shifted from 
the multi-national to the local manufacturer and from the regional to the local economies.  
 
The Indian Ocean Tsunami has raised the profile of disaster management, but may also have 
resulted in businesses feeling they have already made their contribution through donations to 
reconstruction. Concerns over the accountability and effectiveness of reconstruction management 
may also have made some CSR officials wary of making future commitments. Underlying this 
caution, the pressures of climate change, which are already being felt (as opportunities and 
threats) by business, might provide some leverage for CSR support of local or national risk 
reduction/adaptation measures. 

A role for ProVention? 
Work has been done to flag the value of further exploration of linkages between risk transfer and 
risk management strategy but at the micro and macro levels more action is now needed to bring 
key actors together and develop frameworks for information exchange and action. ProVention is 
well placed to act as a champion/broker for this agenda.  
 
In order to consolidate the scattered evidence and experience, the group discussing this theme 
proposed the establishment of a high-level task force for critically discussing this experience and 
evaluating the potential as well as the scope for linking these mechanisms to risk and vulnerability 
reduction in preparation for further action by donors25. This group would ideally be composed of 
senior decision-makers in international institutions, agencies and private sector and move from 

                                                
22 Afat Vimo in Gujarat provides microinsurance for 3,000 small businesses recovering from earthquake and riot. 

Only 14 claims have been made, which have been settled quickly and satisfactorily, but more experience will be 
helpful (Mihir Bhatt, AIDMI). Reinhard Mechler (IIASA) reports that about 200,000 index-based crop insurance 
policies have been sold in 2005 in India to rural smallholders for higher-frequency weather risks. 

23 For example, amongst businesses owned by workers or where management is guided by progressive religious 
or ideological principles. This group might also include fair-trade partnerships between producers, distributors 
and consumers, though the impact of fair trade on risk reduction has not been studied. 

24 Business donations to recovery from the Indian Ocean tsunami were reported by David Peppiatt to have 
amounted to US$660m.  

25 proposed by Thomas Loster, Munich Re. It was noted that a representation on risk transfer (which can include 
microinsurance) had already been made to, and was well received by Clinton suggesting a possible champion.  
As the EU is set to double its contribution to overseas development assistance over the next seven years this 
might also be a good time to approach European Union and National ministers who will soon be looking for 
ways of spending money! 
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current technical discussions towards the evaluation and implementation of support for risk 
transfer solutions for middle- and low-income countries. 
 
Participants also suggested it might be helpful to develop a risk management framework in the 
context of the GIIF26. GIIF is already working on establishing an expert group for exploring the 
link between risk reduction and risk transfer financing and is seeking input from the disaster 
community, and a case study of the Dominican Republic is underway. 
 
In short, it was felt there is a need to bring key decision-makers together to commit resources for 
developing risk transfer mechanisms and for continued support for a structured analysis of the 
opportunities offered by risk transfer from the micro to the macro-scales. It was noted by 
participants, including government representatives, that the enthusiasm for promoting risk 
transfer mechanisms amongst international financial institutions should perhaps be tempered with 
some reflection on the specific appropriateness of individual mechanisms for each national or 
regional context - but this should not detract from the opportunities that exist to strengthen this 
sector for risk management.  
 
In the case of microinsurance, much basic work is needed to understand the appropriateness and 
limits of this tool for risk reduction in middle- and low-income countries. Questions to be resolved 
include challenges to upscaling, the development of appropriate regulatory institutions, the 
collection of evidence of benefits to clients, the link to risk reduction needs to be clearly 
demarcated and the extent to which local funds can be backed up by reinsurance or underwritten 
by government funds should be explored. 
 
In the area of CSR, ProVention is well placed to champion this as an emerging theme for disaster 
risk reduction. Business is not yet proactive in risk reduction and in some quarters is wary, 
suggesting the need for a closer partnership with leading disaster risk management actors 
through global forums, such as ProVention and ISDR. There is only limited research on CSR and 
risk reduction, and even less on broader aspects of the business-risk management relationship 
(possible work could include assessments of the impact of fair-trade or of the privatisation of 
disaster reconstruction). ProVention has a history of research in this area, and is already 
engaging with the CSR agenda27 28, and so is well placed to co-ordinate future research as a 
component of building closer ties with the international business community. The rhetoric of CSR 
and global citizenship might provide some inroads for disaster risk reduction. Where businesses 
are exposed – for example in flooding that has forced the temporary closure of data management 
and call centres for companies in India – to disaster risk, there may be more direct ways of 
building partnerships in risk reduction. 

2.6 Turning learning and knowledge into action:  
is it time to rethink our approach? 

Drivers for Change 
There has been considerable development in learning with a shift since the beginning of the UN-
IDNDR in 1990 from north-south transfer of technology towards a more equal learning 
relationship (and one in which there is much scope for south-south learning) that values social, 
economic and cultural aspects of disaster management alongside natural and physical science 
knowledge. 
 
Growth in research by practitioners and academics on disaster impact, response and risk 
reduction has generated more information, but too often it is not clear that this has translated into 
changes in procedures, policies etc. How can the impact of information transfer and learning be 
measured? 
                                                
26 proposed by Hector Ibarra, World Bank. 
27 examples of CSR-DRR partnership include projects in Sudan with Coca-Cola, Shell Sudan and Mobitel. 
28 See Warhurst, A.(2006) The role of the private sector in disaster prevention: building a business case, 

ProVention Consortium 
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Key Challenges and Opportunities 
Disaster risk reduction and risk management in general looks set to become a growth area for 
government and non-governmental sector investment. This creates an opportunity for learning 
and for turning knowledge into action. But learning and knowledge transfer needs to be 
undertaken strategically to add value. This means developing human resources and employment 
opportunities in poor countries, not simply shipping in consultants and researchers or teachers 
from richer countries to fill local gaps. It also requires the development of innovative teaching and 
learning systems that can reach out to multiple constituencies. 
 
To date it has proven difficult to gain funding support for disaster risk reduction research in richer 
and poorer countries alike. Themes such as sustainable development, community based 
development, fiscal risk management, climate change and the new Human Security agenda all 
offer potential leverage points for support.  
 
Growth in the international institutional infrastructure for the study and learning of risk reduction, 
through organisations like the United Nations University – Institute for Environment and Human 
Security at Bonn, open opportunities for the generation and transfer of knowledge and human 
resources. It is likely that there will be more research in the next decade but what will the legacy 
of this research be? Northern research funders have moved from seeing southern research 
partners as outsourced researchers to playing a greater role in problem identification and analysis 
and this provides an opportunity for building human resources in the global south. 
 
As more is known of the experiences and strategies of those at risk and facing natural hazards in 
poor countries so there is evidence that the flow of innovation in risk management is slowly 
shifting from north-south to south-south. For example, in southern Africa there are many hazards 
that do not exist in the formal academic literature dominated by academics and institutions of the 
global north. This leads to a distortion in the way disaster risk is conceived of, and it is incumbent 
on southern academics and practitioners to promote their own voices in the literature.  
 
Innovation in learning can include the generation of local mentors for risk reduction. Growth in 
community based disaster risk reduction provides demand for this approach. Local ownership of 
the learning agenda and outcomes can tie information exchange into broader processes of 
empowerment. But local processes should not be over-romanticised, developing human 
resources requires long-term commitment and support from external partners can be invaluable. 
In terms of formal learning, ADPC has found a great demand for professional short courses on 
risk reduction. Experiments in distance learning, by the World Bank and UNDP have 
demonstrated demand for courses on disaster risk management but reveal the limited capacity of 
universities to deliver. The growing number of village level information technology centres in 
middle income countries could be an opportunity for reaching wide audiences for risk reduction 
and also for providing some structure to local risk data collection29.  
 
There is a lot of knowledge at the local level that is still not being recorded – for example in up-
scaling community based disaster risk assessments. The challenge is not to develop international 
example hunting squads but to instil the value of recording initiatives amongst local partners, and 
for the international community to build an infrastructure of support, perhaps a common lexicon 
and incentives to support local ownership and action. After all, perhaps the greatest lesson to 
learn is the potential that can come from reflexive self-learning – the core of adaptive living30.  

A role for ProVention? 
It should be a priority to develop and support institutional arrangements at international to local 
levels that support south-south learning (and learning with marginalized and at risk groups in the 
global north). There is a consistent call for empirical evidence to give weight to claims for the 
efficacy and sustainability of risk reduction – if this is to be responded to it should be done in a 
way that allows human skills and institutional capacity to accrue to the south. This might be 

                                                
29 village telecentres organised by Sarvodaya in Sri Lanka are an example. 
30 an outlook which is also at the heart of Paulo Friere’s philosophy of transformative learning 
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supported by networks of southern and northern partners who can play to their strengths of 
generating local knowledge and disseminating that knowledge to centres of power and influence.  
 
ProVention could build on its current activity to help facilitate just such collaboration. Much is 
already in place; through workshops, publishing and e-conferences and discussion groups 
supported by ProVention an open network already exists. It might be that some formalisation of 
this network – without creating additional bureaucratic structures or raising barriers to exclude 
new partners – could enable it to serve as a tool for measuring progress in the generation of 
knowledge and its impact on practice and policy. There is scope for activating alumni lists to 
broaden the membership of existing academic-practitioner networks for information and 
knowledge exchange. 
 
 

3. In the Corridors 
This section brings together a range of individual views that arose through questions from the 
floor during plenary and workshop sessions or from discussions with participants during the 
Forum31.  

3.1 Emerging pressures shaping disaster risk reduction 

In his plenary address, Anders Wijkman focussed on eight key pressures that help explain the 
rising trend in disaster events and losses: flawed perceptions of disaster associated with media 
distortions; increasing global poverty and vulnerability; global population growth and distribution; 
rapid and unplanned urbanisation; environmental degradation compounding hazard and 
vulnerability; climate change; the low priority afforded to risk reduction in national development 
planning and the PRSP process; and competition for scare funds. These pressures were cited 
time and again in the two-day Forum. This section reflects on these key issues and other themes 
deemed by participants to be priorities for the shaping of the disaster risk reduction agenda and 
the evolving work of ProVention: 
 
International Institutional Architecture: In the UN system, the relationship between OCHA, 
ISDR and UNDP-BCPR has become established but as the risk reduction agenda has gained 
more profile – and money – new challenges have emerged. (For example, the need to find an 
institutional base for coordinating (internationally, with country field representation) shelter 
reconstruction following the Indian Ocean Tsunami. Humanitarians with limited expertise in the 
developmental aspects of shelter might not be best placed to take the lead, and while UN-
HABITAT is mandated for shelter it lacks national platforms.) Re-organisation amongst and within 
the international financial institutions has also created a period of potential opportunity for disaster 
risk reduction to gain a higher profile in development policy and practice.  
  
Fluctuating Finances: Lack of money is often a first line of defence when explaining the 
marginalization or difficulty of achieving impacts for disaster risk reduction. The Indian Ocean 
Tsunami has delivered an unprecedented financial windfall to the sector, providing an opportunity 
for policy momentum. More intractable are institutional barriers to change. 
 
Privatisation: While the private sector is playing an increasingly important role in reconstruction 
and in the planning and construction of infrastructure through development programmes, there is 
little engagement with the disaster risk reduction community. This is a serious gap in both our 
understanding of the role of the private sector in shaping people’s risk and also our ability to lobby 
and influence business practice to reduce risk. Ian Davis reflected on a conversation with Franklin 
McDonald, a colleague from Jamaica and the National Director of Disaster Management, who 20 

                                                
31 Interviews were conducted with Margaret Arnold, Ian Christoplos, Ian Davis, Helga Leifsdottir, Johan Schaar, 

Zenaida Delica-Willison, and Ben Wisner. 
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years ago was able to commandeer vehicles from the state bus company to effect disaster 
evacuation but now has to negotiate with a number of private bus companies which, in the lack of 
a protocol, takes time and effort. Acknowledging the fundamental influence of privatisation in 
shaping the production of risk and bounding what is possible for risk management reminds us for 
the need to continue a critical appraisal of the political, economic and social root causes of 
disaster risk and the dynamic pressures that link these root causes to local conditions of 
endangerment. But private action need not increase risk, the International Labour Organisation 
provides examples of this in their A Fair Globalisation report32. 
 
South-South Learning: The target of ProVention’s work is poorer countries. As knowledge and 
experience of risk reduction in the global South grows so there should be a shift from North-South 
to South-South learning. Preparing for this need could be facilitated by building a critical mass of 
networks of institutions and individuals to transfer knowledge between Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America and the Caribbean. Key personnel could be exchanged between focal point institutions 
to build linkages. This should be an integral part of the process of sensitising officials and moving 
from a culture of disaster response to risk reduction. 
 
Climate Change: This is an expanding area of work offering an opportunity for risk reduction to 
gain a higher profile though research and policy development for adaptation. International, 
national and local organisations involved in risk reduction are well placed to provide an 
institutional framework for adaptation to climate change. Given the highly politicised nature of 
climate change politics it is important not to present risk reduction as only talking to adaptation, 
but as also highlighting the need for mitigation of climate change through energy policy. 
 
Leadership: A number of participants raised the need for high level leadership to champion 
individual workshop themes or in relation to the overall risk reduction agenda. Leadership needs 
to be supported by advocacy efforts to raise pressure on agencies responsible for risk reduction, 
development and reconstruction. The media can play a key role here. 
 
Human Security: Throughout the workshop there was very little discussion on the impact of the 
Human Security agenda on disaster risk reduction – it potentially has a great influence, 
particularly in themes three, four and six. It offers an opportunity to bring disaster risk reduction 
into the mainstream, but in practical terms can also mean the diversion of funding from natural to 
political sources of perceived hazard and risk (e.g. New Orleans). At a deeper level development 
is possibly being re-couched as a means of social control to temper disquiet and unrest in poor 
countries, rather than a human right. The implications for disaster reconstruction and the 
mainstreaming of risk reduction are unclear but potentially profound. 

3.2 Emerging technical issues shaping disaster risk reduction 

The following issues were flagged by Forum participants: 
 
Constructing Disaster: There are challenges in knowing how at risk we are. This is a major 
concern for data collectors and analysts who make judgements that affect the apparent 
significance of disasters. Reflecting on this concern ReliefWeb identified three decision-points 
that effectively construct ‘disaster’: First, when faced with chronic disaster, data is often available 
before an international call for humanitarian action is made (e.g. Niger was a ‘disaster’ on 
ReliefWeb from December 2004, and internationally only in June 2005). Second, there is a 
pressure for regional representativeness which can act to distort the apparent global distribution 
of disaster risk through a combination of exaggerating the risk of some regions and down-playing 
that of others. Third, judgements on the veracity of data – this can include reporting on data 
received from non-state or even rebel groups. 
 
Building Assessment Capacity: Increasing humanitarian flows and reconstruction budgets for 
donors and international financial institutions have contributed to a mushrooming of work 
assessing disaster and response/reconstruction impact. This emerging area of work would benefit 

                                                
32 See http://www.ilo.org/public/english/fairglobalization/index.htm 
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from some exchange of methodologies and from streamlining. ProVention has shown itself to be 
well placed to bring communities of practice together through its work on community based 
disaster risk assessment, and could offer a similar service to the impact assessment community. 
Ideally, and over the longer-term, the risk and impact assessment communities could learn from 
one another so that impact assessments build from the baseline data collected in risk 
assessments. 
 
Professionalising Local Practice: It is not enough for ProVention and others to lobby 
governments to put greater emphasis on disaster risk reduction. This must go hand-in-hand with 
guidelines upon which governments can base the professionalisation of local risk management. It 
would be useful to develop minimum performance standards for local disaster management 
officials – for example, all offices might be required to have designed, and have biannual tests for, 
disaster response and reconstruction plans; have operational computer equipment and back-up 
systems; and, have an evacuation plan tested through drills. Professionalisation could be 
extended to the development of minimum standards in human skills for disaster reduction 
practitioners, just as models exist for this in international qualifications for social workers, primary 
health workers, community development workers, etc. Such qualifications could help raise the 
professional status of local risk reduction practitioners as well as improving service delivery. 
 
Accessible Knowledge: Integrating development into reconstruction, and risk reduction into 
development, could be facilitated by making technical knowledge accessible to governments. It 
would not be difficult to task specialists to prepare briefing documents on safe construction and 
management for residential buildings, schools, hospitals etc. or on how to manage field hospitals 
or refugee/temporary shelter camps, on longer-term shelter provision and on social protection. 
Some guidance notes already exist and these should not be replicated, but it might be useful to 
increase the visibility of existing advisory notes to government. In a similar vein it might also be 
useful to compile a ‘typology of mistakes’ to help cement lessons learned into practice and also 
as a way of demonstrating accountability.  

3.3 Opportunities for bringing new stakeholders  
in disaster risk reduction into partnership with ProVention 

The following stakeholder groups were identified by participants as having a significant role to 
play in furthering the stated aims of ProVention and for promoting or improving the practice of 
disaster risk reduction: 
 
w Political leaders from local, national and regional government, to build a cohort of 

champions for risk reduction. A number of participants raised the need to target high-level 
politicians with simple and palatable messages. This makes sense strategically, though it 
might not sit comfortably with the legitimate concern that risk reduction needs to be 
addressed at its complicated roots (challenging dominant forces in the global political 
economy) as much as at the (apparently) more straight forward local sites of endangerment – 
such as inadequately constructed schools. 
 

w The military are playing an increasing role in response and their actions often set boundaries 
for what is possible in reconstruction. Bringing the military into the ProVention dialogue might 
be challenging given the contrasting cultures of work, but this perhaps puts even greater 
stress on the need to build dialogue and collaboration to extend risk reduction into military 
action for response.  
 

w The media might be usefully brought on board. Representatives from ReliefWeb and the 
World Disasters Report were present but more could be made of ProVention’s position as a 
meeting point for advocating disaster risk reduction by inviting representatives of the more 
mainstream media as the beginning of a process of sensitisation and awareness building. 
This can also raise accountability.  
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4. Conclusion 
This report has sought to bring out key themes from the 2006 ProVention Forum in Bangkok. 
Some are established lines of debate, such as the role of the global political economy in shaping 
experiences of risk; others are relatively new, such as the possibility of microinsurance for local 
risk transfer and management. This report has not attempted to capture the full richness of the 
Forum discussions; more material can be found in the individual presentation and briefing papers 
written for each workshop theme (see www.proventionconsortium.org).  
 
The Forum aimed to examine the incentives and disincentives that shape disaster risk and 
capacity for risk reduction. With this in mind 13 reflections for ProVention to consider are 
proposed under three headings: 

Coalition Building 
1. Arrange a high level seminar on risk reduction to focus on the MDGs and disaster risk for 

ministers of development cooperation.  

2. Build linkages and recognise the work of sister policy domains. In particular work on social 
protection, social housing and natural resource management. Joint lobbying may be more 
effective than advocating disaster risk reduction as a stand-alone policy choice. 

3. Establish a high-level task force of international decision-makers and government 
representatives to critically and systematically evaluate and decide upon support for further 
developing the potential of risk transfer solutions for risk reduction in middle- and low-income 
countries.     

4. Work to build champions within the corporate sector to build a critical mass of support and 
evidence of CSR for risk reduction. 

5. Consider reaching out to new actors including the media, the military and local politicians. 

Technical Support 
1. Build networks of practitioners to support: (1) ongoing initiatives in the systematic collection of 

data on vulnerability, hazard and disaster loss at the sub-national level, and (2) the analysis 
of this data in risk assessments and modelling. 

2. Continue to build the economic evidence base for disaster risk reduction. 

3. Work with governments, donors, the military, private sector and humanitarian actors to 
develop pre-disaster frameworks for regulating reconstruction. 

4. Continue to undertake and document basic policy development and research on 
microinsurance for risk reduction. 

Learning for Action 
1. Document the processes as well as the outcomes of successful stories of building regional, 

national and municipal disaster risk reduction governance. 

2. Document the requirements and any impacts of the Hyogo Framework for Action as a way 
into exploring linkages between risk reduction and the MDGs, PRSPs and National 
Adaptation Plans of Action.  

3. Encourage research and thinking that can step back from the technical detail of humanitarian 
relief and explore disasters in their wider historical-political contexts. 

4. Develop and support institutional arrangements at international to local levels that support 
South-South learning (and learning with marginalized and at risk groups in the global North).  

http://www.proventionconsortium.org)

