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The eleventh issue of Humanitarian Aid on the Move reviews the very rich exchanges that
took place at the 8th Autumn School on Humanitarian Aid on the topic of resilience on 29-31
October 2012 at Groupe URD’s headquarters in the presence of more than forty participants
from different organisations: NGOs, UN agencies, donors, the Red Cross, universities, etc. 
The articles in this issue are transcriptions of the presentations that were made and the
debates which took place, their themes having been chosen by the participants via the Open
Space methodology.
This event was organized as part of a research project conducted by a consortium made up
of CARE Nederland, the University of Wageningen and Groupe URD due to the need, a few
years ago, to discuss and analyse the hazy concept of resilience in greater depth.
The 8th Autumn School took place at an interesting time, when a number of major events in
October showed how important the subject has become: a conference on resilience in Japan
(Japan Conference and Partnering Event on Resilience Against Disasters), an OECD high level
expert meeting in Paris on resilience in the face of natural disasters, the European Commis-
sion’s Disaster Risk Reduction Working Group, not to mention the three or four publications
per month since the beginning of the year (IDS, Sussex University, ODI, etc.). Having become
a very fashionable term, the concept nevertheless has often remained abstract from an ope-
rational point of view and has caused a lot of confusion. Though we are proud to have had a
pioneering role in this area when the subject was still in its embryonic stage, we also think
that it is our responsibility to clarify it and make it more operational. There is no doubt that
the collective intelligence which resulted from the 8th Autumn School will take us in this
direction.

François Grünewald  
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The RESILIENCE project  

The RESILIENCE project was created due to the belief that people’s capacity to cope with hazards and shocks would be
improved if there was greater interaction between actors involved in the different fields of Disaster Risk Reduction
(DRR), Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) and Poverty reduction (PR). This implies that the aid sector needs to focus on
community resilience via a global approach which integrates these three different fields. 

The research is based on field studies and workshops from countries facing different types of disasters: a semi-arid area
affected by droughts (Borana, Ethiopia) ; a tropical lowland prone to floods (Pando, Bolivia); and peat lands prone to
fires (Kalimantan, Indonesia).

The following RESILIENCE toolkit has been developed:

A handbook for policy-makers, students and professionals, about the key issues related to resilience and how it can
be integrated into projects, programmes and policies. The handbook draws examples from the three RESILIENCE case stu-
dies and from experiences shared with us by practitioners working on resilience.

Reaching Resilience, a Serious Game that will help practitioners shape their resilience-related project by asking a
series of questions based on criteria and indicators from the handbook;

- Learn about the concepts and challenges of Resilience and the questions it raises;

- Take on the role of a field worker in a fictional context and see how these different issues affect each different phase of

the project cycle.

Short films aimed at a wider audience. Each film gives an overview of the context of each case study and shows some
of the key points that contribute to enhancing the resilience of local communities. 

- How do communities cope with natural disasters?

- How do stakeholders interact to reinforce resilience?

Find out more about all these tools on our website: www.reachingresilience.org

With support from the European Commission

The contents are the sole responsibility of the authors and can in no way be taken to reflect the views of the European Union.

The Autumn School on Humanitarian Aid  
In order to allow international aid organisations – humanitarian and development actors – to share lessons, experiences
and points of view, Groupe URD organises the Autumn School on Humanitarian Aid each year at its headquarters. Since
2003, this event has brought together NGOs, UN agencies, donors, state institutions, researchers, etc. to discuss funda-
mental and topical issues which affect the aid sector. The Open Space method is used to organize debates, which ensure
that the issues discussed are as close as possible to the preoccupations and needs of the participants. This 11th issue of Hu-
manitarian Aid on the Move reviews all the debates which took place during the 8th Autumn School in October 2012 on
the theme of ‘Resilience’.

The RESILIENCE Consortium

CARE Nederland is a Dutch non-governmental organization established in 1993 and operating in the fields
of DRR, Peacebuilding and Humanitarian Aid. As a member organization of CARE International, CARE NL
cooperates with country offices and local partners to carry out its programmes. Its mission is to strengthen
the resilience of poor communities prone to disasters, including conflict, by addressing immediate needs

and contributing to sustainable solutions to underlying causes of vulnerability.     www.carenederland.org

Created in 1993, Groupe URD is an independent institute which specializes in the analysis of practices and
the development of policy for the humanitarian and post-crisis sectors. Its role is to help organizations to
improve the quality of their programmes through evaluations, research and training. As an internationally
recognized think tank, we provide strategic advice to operational and policy-oriented organizations (Uni-

ted Nations agencies, donors, Red Cross institutions, NGOs, etc.).  www.urd.org

Wageningen University – Disaster Studies conducts research, runs courses and provides
policy advice on the issues of conflict and natural disasters, the relations between crises and
development, and aid dynamics during and after disasters or conflicts. Disaster Studies com-

bines academic teaching and research and aims to help move forward policy discussions and local and international res-
ponses to disaster and conflict.    http://www.wageningenur.nl/en.htm
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Increase the resilience of livelihoods to threats and crises that impact
agriculture, nutrition, food security and food safety

Crises and vulnerabilities

For FAO, resilience is the ability to prevent disasters
and crises or to anticipate, absorb, accommodate or
recover from those that impact nutrition,
agriculture, food security and safety and specific
related public health risks in a timely, efficient and
sustainable manner. This includes protecting,
restoring and improving livelihoods systems in the
face of threats that impact agriculture, nutrition,
food security and food safety and related public
health.

Presentation by Patrick Jacqueson

nutrition is both an impact of crises and of the related
coping strategies households are compelled to adopt as
well as a driving factor threatening the resilience of liveli-
hoods. The inability of families, communities and
institutions to anticipate, absorb, accommodate or reco-
ver from crises and disasters in a timely, efficient and
sustainable manner is at the crux of FAO’s strategic objec-
tive. This weakness in resilience triggers a downward
spiral – household livelihoods and national development
gains that have taken years to build are compromised or
at times shattered.

FAO’s resilience agenda encompasses strategic partner-
ships and direct action in four key, mutually-reinforcing
areas for food and agriculture systems (including crops,
livestock, fisheries and aquaculture, forests and other
natural resources) at local, national, regional and global
levels. Countries and regions have legal, policy, institutio-
nal and regulatory frameworks for disaster risk reduction
and crisis management for food and agriculture systems.
Countries and regions also deliver regular information
and trigger timely actions against potential known and
emerging threats to agriculture, food and nutrition secu-
rity. Finally, vulnerable communities apply prevention and
impact mitigation measure that reduce risks for food and
agriculture systems.

This framework is more development than humanitarian
oriented, focusing on the following areas:
•  Policy (at local, international and institutional levels,
creating an enabling environment to ensure that resilience
to shocks is considered).
•  Early warning and information management (ensuring
that we are monitoring threats properly).
•  Being ready, anticipating the shocks.
•  Protecting and building livelihoods. 
It therefore is based on three development pillars, and one
humanitarian pillar.

In terms of exposure to a threat, resilience and vulnerabi-
lity are two sides of the same coin. Resilience reflects
strengths and capacities to manage crises; vulnerability is
the degree of susceptibility to shocks. The resilience of
communities is particularly important when institutions
are challenged, for example, in protracted crises, violent
conflicts and post-crisis transitions.

FAO’s strategic objective focuses on specific hazards, risks
and vulnerabilities related to agriculture and food and
nutrition security:
•  Natural disasters (extreme weather events, geo-hazards
such as earthquakes, landslides, etc.)
•  Food chain emergencies/transboundary threats
•  Socio-economic crises
•  Violent conflicts
•  Protracted crises

Resilient livelihoods systems withstand threats or adapt
to new pathways in times of crisis. This resilience is the
first – and sometimes only- line of defence for vulnerable
smallholders when threats become crises. Those who have
limited capacity to buffer crisis impact risk life-long, inter-
generational consequences when the marginally food
secure slip into malnutrition and the impoverished fall
into destitution.

Capacities to absorb and manage shocks are depleted by
the frequency and magnitude of crises and their cumula-
tive effects. Recurrent, multi-faceted crises erode
livelihoods and increase people’s vulnerability. This is
compounded by inadequate institutional environments
that otherwise should protect, preserve and promote the
resilience of livelihoods.

Public and private systems that provide support and pro-
tect livelihoods and rights are often inadequate, especially
in low income, disaster-prone and protracted crisis coun-
tries. The poor in rural and urban areas are
disproportionately affected, with poverty serving as both
a driver and a consequence of inadequate livelihoods. Mal-
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Some examples of successful interventions through

a resilience lens

Whether in advance of, during or after crises, FAO sup-
ports activities that protect and enhance sustainable
productivity and increase the availability, accessibility,
stability, safety and qua-
lity of food supplies,
such as the establish-
ment of local seed
multiplication systems
in Afghanistan, Niger,
Somalia and Haiti which
are particularly impor-
tant to ensure the timely availability of quality and
adapted (shorter cycle) seeds to vulnerable smallholders.

In Somalia, FAO has implemented cash based interven-
tions since 2007. Activities have been greatly expanded in
response to the 2011 famine. Activities include Cash for
Work (CFW) for the rehabilitation of rural infrastructure,
as well as supporting the provision of basic agriculture
services such as irrigation and land preparation. Besides
meeting the immediate needs of vulnerable populations,
Cash For Work activities support the long-term needs of
the affected population; with better infrastructure and
training, farmers can increase their yields and have stron-
ger connections to markets, while benefitting from
increased resilience to future shocks. FAO CFW interven-
tions support the rehabilitation of water catchments for
livestock use, the rehabilitation of vital irrigation infra-
structure as well as the opening / rehabilitation of rural
roads.

These complex crises require a new approach: the

resilience lens

With the growing erosion of resilience or increased vul-
nerability owing to a combination of shocks and stresses,
local, national, regional and international emergency res-

ponses are too often inadequate
or inappropriate, even though
investments in support of agricul-
ture and natural resource-based
livelihoods are a cost-effective
means of managing risks1 . There
is an urgent need for a paradigm
shift from crisis response to risk

reduction measures by all concerned actors and to ensure
that resilient livelihoods are a central condition for achie-
ving sustainable development.

Text based on the presentation by Patrick Jacqueson

Senior Programme Officer, FAO

1 For example, Cabot Venton et al (2012) found, “When the costs of building
resilience are offset against the benefits, the benefit to cost ratio is 2.8:1. In
other words, for every $1 spent on resilience, $2.8 of benefits (avoided aid
and animal losses, development benefits) are gained.” See page 46 of “The
Economics of Early Response and Disaster Resilience: Lessons from Kenya
and Ethiopia”, DfID, UK. 
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Urban Resilience

The complexity of Haitian urban systems, which was
revealed by the 2010 earthquake, illustrates certain
of the difficulties and issues which are specific to
urban contexts during the various stages of a
disaster response.

Presentation by Jean-Christophe Adrian 

Urban resilience: from general definitions to speci-

fic Haitian characteristics

Three different definitions of the concept of “urban resi-
lience” have emerged from our discussions:
1)  The definition from the Autumn School’s concept note:
« a synergy between: Climate Change Adaptation, Disaster
Risk Reduction and Poverty Reduction ».
2)  UN-Habitat’s definition: « cities are able to withstand
and recover quickly from catastrophic events ».
3)  And ISDR’s definition: “the ability of a system, commu-
nity or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb,
accommodate to and recover from the effects of a
hazard…”.

Whatever the definition we choose, the concept of urban
resilience is of utmost importance. More than 50% of the
world’s population lives in cities, and in 2050, 70% will be
urban. Urbanization has never been so rapid and it is gro-
wing fastest in the global South, especially in Africa. In
addition, existing dangers have been compounded by the
new threat of climate change.

This presentation is based on the 2010 Haiti earthquake
response, and looks at the link between relief, recovery
and reconstruction. Two interconnected dimensions were
apparent: the individual resilience of urban residents and
the collective resilience of urban communities.

Haiti’s urban context is very complex and requires ade-
quate understanding in order to strengthen and not
weaken the resilience of people, communities, institutions
and urban systems. Urban systems can take a number of
different forms, and consist of various elements:
•  Land (formal and informal tenure)
•  Housing (owner/tenant, building industry, etc.)

Resilience and vulnerability are two

sides of the same coin. Resilience

reflects strengths and capacities to

manage crisis; vulnerability is the

degree of susceptibility to shocks.

Humanitarian Aid on the move
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•  Services (water, sanitation, fuel, etc.)
•  Local (informal) economy/formal economy
•  Community and urban planning
Others…

The issue of urban shelter/housing

When a natural disaster takes place, housing is the sector
usually the most affected. As people need a roof over their
heads and a place to live, housing is a priority. As this is an
essential factor to resume a normal life, people usually
don’t wait for support to come,
but look immediately for their
own shelter/housing solution.

After the earthquake, the level of
destruction in the housing sector
was very high. Two very distinct
kinds of response can be distin-
guised: the international community response and the
Haitian response.

After the immediate emergency shelter response, the
international community heavily engaged in building tran-
sitional shelters with some support to housing repair later
on.

While the international community was busy building
transitional shelters, the population built their own tem-
porary structures and started repairing and rebuilding
their houses. Despite the fact that these individual efforts
provided the largest number of shelter/housing solutions,
they did not receive any significant support from the inter-
national community. 

Can individual resilience be reinforced by means of

shelter and housing?

The population mistakenly thought that these transitional
shelters could be transformed into more permanent hou-
sing and began building walls around their shelters, which
did not have proper foundations and whose structure was
not correctly reinforced. This only increased the vulnera-
bility of a housing stock which had already been very
vulnerable prior to the earthquake.

To build resilience in the housing sector, the main chal-
lenge is not to replace assets, but rather to change the
construction culture. When the cholera epidemic broke
out, the city was covered with huge billboards and there
were announcements on the television and on the radio,
etc. Everybody was talking about cholera prevention. In a
few months these efforts resulted in changing hygiene
practices amongst the Haitian population. In contrast,
after the earthquake, no one mentioned safer construction
practices. By focusing on supplying transitional shelters,
the international community missed an opportunity to
train and advise the population on how to build safer and
more resilient houses. 

While 500 million dollars were spent on transitional shel-
ters, very little was allocated to repairs and absolutely
nothing was provided for reconstruction (despite the fact
that construction is a key sector of the formal and informal
economy of Haiti). As 80% of the money spent on transi-
tional shelters was spent outside Haiti for purchasing and
transporting materials, the international community did
not contribute to strengthening the local economy and
creating jobs. As expressed in all the surveys carried out
after the earthquake, the Haitians’ main priority was to
find work so that they could earn a living and take care of

their problems. Access to
livelihood opportunities
and jobs is an essential
dimension of resilience; as
such, another opportunity
to reinforce individual
resilience was missed.
Finally, Haitians were

were not given a choice. Either they had to accept the tran-
sitional shelter or they got nothing. The ability to make
choices contributes to people’s feeling of dignity. Indivi-
dual resilience cannot be consolidated if dignity is denied.

The collective resilience of urban communities

In Port-au-Prince, informal neighbourhoods house 80% of
the city population and occupy only 20% of the urban ter-
ritory. They are isolated from the formal city, have few, if
any, services, are afflicted by poverty and extreme poverty,
and are exposed to natural risks. However, there are
strong community organisations. Communities and their
leaders were there before the natural disasters, and will
be there long after the humanitarian actors have left. For
this reason, community-based approaches are essential to
reinforce resilience. 

After the earthquake, communities had no choice but to
stay together in camps or within communities. People
whose houses had been damaged or destroyed moved to
camps very close to their place of origin. Two strategies
were possible for the response: either to provide assis-
tance focused on camps, or to adopt a community-based
strategy, in which people and communities are in charge,
with the aim of assisting people in returning safely to their
homes. 

The international community’s initial response was to
apply solutions that it had experience implementing in
rural contexts (managing camps, providing transitional
shelters, providing water through water trucking, etc.).

Supporting safe return required a territorially organised
strategy and coherent territories (neighbourhoods of ori-
gin and municipalities). This strategy was perceived to be
too complex and too slow and neither community leaders
nor local authorities were given a central role in program-
ming, implementing and monitoring the recovery and
reconstruction.

Two inter-connected dimensions can

be found in urban resilience: the

individual resilience of urban citi-

zens and the collective resilience

of urban communities
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Extracts from 

the sub-group discussion on :

Resilience in urban contexts  

Resilience is very important in urban contexts where popu-
lation density is higher. 50% of the population currently
lives in urban environments and this percentage is due to
rise exponentially. In addition, 40% of these people live in
coastal areas, an important factor in relation to climate
change.

Collective and individual resilience are complementary and
work together. Certain local social aid networks are extre-
mely important. A lot of people tend to think that there is a
lot of solidarity in rural communities and that there is a lot
less in urban communities, but this is not necessarily the
case. This can be seen, for example, from how local networks
can function in relation to certain institutions (schools,
health centres) in the event of natural disasters.

The link between medium-sized and very large cities is also
crucial. Urban systems are very complex and it is necessary
to adopt a systemic approach to understand them. Even if
lessons have been learned, they are rarely applied in prac-
tice.

Opportunities provided by cities to build resilience

Cities have a lot of potential for economic development. In-
dividuals move to cities to find work, even if they are not
long-term jobs. In addition, cities provide opportunities in
relation to education, health, water, etc., because, if we think
purely in economic terms, it is less expensive to build a hy-
draulic system in a city, for example. Cities are probably the
main place where civil society is built and developed, and
where the majority of changes take place. And the more ci-
ties function properly, the more rural communities can also
function well. However, if cities represent an opportunity for
resilience, why were development actors so slow to react in
Haiti after the earthquake, for example? Development actors
have a greater responsibility than humanitarian actors in
terms of providing guidance on how to work in urban
contexts and with urban communities, as humanitarian ac-
tors often do not have the same knowledge, notably about
how cities work.

However, in order to contribute to collective resilience, it
is important to understand the urban context so that
urban systems can be strengthened and not weakened.
Humility is needed to do this. In the context of Haiti,
strengthening communities around the common interests
of improving living conditions and building a better future
was critical. If well organised, communities can avoid
being instrumentalised by politicians or taken hostage by
gangs and dragged into urban violence. Well organised
communities are also better equipped to have their tenure
security recognised and to oppose forced evictions.
Finally, stronger communities are better prepared for col-
lective solutions to urban problems such as access to basic
services and they are in a better position to engage with
the private sector despite its limited capacity. Building col-
lective urban resilience is not just having a city physically
more resilient to the next earthquake, but also having
communities less prone to socio-economic and political
risks. 

Final food for thought

Resilience is possibly at risk because:
•  the international community focuses on physical risks
due to fear of liability and as a result does not consider the
full range of socio-economic and political risks and does
not accept that the Haitian people are better placed to
make judgements about what affects them most;
•  accountability to the donors takes precedence over
accountability to the people;
•  the humanitarian and development sectors have a mate-
rialistic view of aid, with the volume of funding mobilised
being more important than the positive impact on people.

For resilience to become a usefully applied concept there
may be a need for profound reforms and questioning of
ethical aspects of the international community response.

Text based on the presentation by Jean-Christophe Adrian

Director of Liaison Office for Europe

UN-HABITAT

Landslide in Port-au-Prince after
the earthquake of January 2010
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The EU Approach to Resilience: Learning from Food Security Crises

In the wake of problems encountered in the Horn of
Africa and building on food security crisis
experiences, the European Commission has
developed a new approach in order to address
resilience and vulnerability issues on a long-term
basis. Recurring crises and their impacts indicate
the need to work towards that goal. 

Presentation by François Grünewald *

The new «Communication on resilience» was elaborated
jointly by ECHO and DEVCO due to the realisation that we
live in an increasingly fragile world: environmental degra-
dation and climate change, exposure to political instability
and armed conflicts, high and volatile food prices, expo-
sure to natural hazards and economic shocks,
demographic pressure and urbanisation.

Resilience can be found at different levels, with various
dimensions:

Resilience is defined as the ability of an individual, a hou-
sehold, a community, a country or a region to withstand,
to adapt, and to quickly recover from stresses and shocks.
The interesting element in this is the capacity to resist
shocks and bounce back. One of La Fontaine’s fables, “The
Oak and the Reed” illustrates resilience perfectly. The oak
may appear stronger than the reed, but at some point, the
force applied to it becomes too much to take and it breaks.
On the other hand, the reed may appear to be weaker, but,
as it tells the oak, it bends but does not break. The fable
teaches us that no matter how strong one may look, in the
end it is the resilience strategies implemented for survival
that really matter.

Many other factors affect communities’ ability to with-
stand shocks. In the Horn and in the Sahel, development
processes have largely failed, and humanitarian opera-
tions have had to be implemented time and time again to
restore a certain level of survival. In order to break this
cycle of repeated crises and to make EU assistance more
effective, the Commission decided to change its way of
doing business, and decided to approach the situation via
the resilience lens. 
In response to the massive food crisis in Africa, the Com-
mission has recently taken two intitiatives: Supporting
Horn of African Resilience (SHARE) and “l’Alliance Globale

pour l’Initiative Résilience Sahel” (AGIR). These set out a
new approach to building the resilience of vulnerable
populations.

SHARE and AGIR: two pilot initiatives

The SHARE initiative for the Horn of Africa:

•  Treatment of severe malnutrition in infants
•  Improved management of natural resources, livestock
health and trade, agriculture
•  Alternative income-generating activities
•  Basic services (water, sanitation)
•  Disaster Risk Reduction
•  Partnership with IGAD-Global Alliance
•  271 m€ for the first phase (2012 – 2013), financed by
the 11th EDF to follow

AGIR for Sahel:

•  End hunger and malnutrition
•  Achieve a substantial and durable improvement in the
resilience of the most vulnerable populations
•  Global Partnership between West African countries and
regional organizations (ECOWAS, UEMOA and CILSS) and
their international partners, civil society and private sec-
tor
•  500 m€ for the European Union Action Plan (1st phase)
financed by the 11th EDF to follow

7

Vulnerability to stress and shocks

The Sahel and Horn of Africa crises

Sahel recurrent drought – Environmental crises:

•  18 million affected people
•  Major agricultural losses
•  Food crisis

Horn of Africa protracted crises – Political, economic

and environmental crisis:

•  12 million affected people
•  Soaring food insecurity and malnutrition
•  Food crises

Humanitarian Aid on the move
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In almost all countries in the zone concerned, agriculture
and food security were not a priority in the 2007-2013 EU
programming cycle. The only instrument which addressed
these issues is the small food security budget line, but this
is not sufficient to deal with the challenges involved.
Addressing the root causes of vulnerability requires a
long-term commitment to addressing the root causes of
the crisis. This is one of the greatest challenges for multi-
mandated agencies. 

Flexibility has to be injected into the programming pro-
cess in order to be able to adjust programmes more
quickly. One of the objectives is to have better risk-infor-
med programming, both for humanitarian and
development aid, to have new innovative approaches to
risk management and to risk reduction, new financing sys-
tems linked to social safety nets and taking experiences
developed in different contexts into account.

The Horn of Africa and Sahel are not the only zones
where the humanitarian sector has had to stay year
after year because of recurring crises (food crises, but
also natural disasters and fragility) that repeatedly af-
fect the most vulnerable people. Resilience should be-
come the central aim of EU assistance (HUM and DEV)
in all these situations.

Following the dissemination of the EU communication
on resilience: “The EU approach to resilience: learning
from food crises”, the next steps will be to further de-
velop these political recommendations, to implement
them through the 2013 action plan, taking into ac-
count the experience gained through these initiatives.

* Presentation by François Grünewald based on official

content provided by DG ECHO.

8

What is the Commission proposing?

Not only building on the Horn of Africa and Sahel experiences but also other successful experiences, the Commis-
sion decided to change its approach. The main changes are as follows: 

1.     Resilience as a priority for EU funding: support to partner countries’ own resilience strategies;

2.     The implementation of a new strategic approach:
•  To address the root causes of vulnerability
•  To make long-term commitments
•  To strengthen capacities at all levels – from individual to regional institutions
•  To ensure coordinated planning and programming between humanitarian and development actors
•  To establish flexibility and adaptation to changing circumstances
•  To foster local ownership and working in partnership

3.     Developing a deeper understanding of risk reduction and management (methodologies + replication of suc-
cessful approaches)

4.     Increasing and strengthening international advocacy

5.     Developing new instruments: innovative approaches to risk reduction and management, use of trust funds,
etc.
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Some of the concepts are pretty well established, but
others are still a little broader:

Risk represents the probability of an event occurring, and
UNISDR’s (United Nations International Stategy for Disas-
ter Reduction) work is articulated around a pretty clear
set of shocks. Risk is based on natural hazards (“natural
hazards and related environmental and technological
events”). A nuclear incident does not necessarily fall into
that category, but on the other hand, a tsunami does.

Since the Hyogo Framework was established, climate
change has become the biggest threat to the global com-
munity. Climate change-related risks are assessed through
global circulation models, impact, and sensitivity and their
agenda is built around mitigation and adaptation. Some of
the most important issues in relation to climate change are
impact assessment, adaptation plans and financing. Cli-
mate change also means that some countries have a bigger
responsibility than others, which is not the case with
Disaster Risk Reduction.

Resilience is now at the core of our work. It can be defined
as the capacity to cope with, to recover from or to avoid
shocks, hazards, and economic and environmental threats.
Even though we can agree on a definition, the idea of “buil-
ding resilience” is still a bit of a question mark.

Establishing a common set of terms was an extremely
lengthy process. During the early 2000’s, resilience was
discussed extensively, and sets of terms from different
actors (governments, regions, etc…) were gathered. A final
set of definitions was then drawn up, which is probably
the one that is referred to most often in publications.
When climate change issues emerged, UNISDR published a
paper called “On Better Terms”1 , looking at how govern-
ments were using and relating to these terms. In 2012, the

IPCC published a special report focused on extreme
events. Hundreds of authors from all around the world
contributed to this report, looking at the issues of climate
change, disaster risk reduction and contexts of sustaina-
ble development adaptation. A lot of these terms were
then further clarified and reflected upon.

We tend to look at two types of risks: the disasters that
occur regularly and are less intense, and the disasters with

very low frequency but very high impact,
very often difficult to predict. If we take a
closer look at what types of damages that
have been caused by the impacts on diffe-
rent sectors, beyond the fact that they are
very high, is the fact that each one of these
impacts once was a public or private invest-
ment. This means that we are either
building up the stock of risk in a country or
community or we are reducing it. It is very
much an ongoing development issue, but it
also means that at any given place, at the

moment, there is a certain stock of risk (to infrastructure,
buildings, people…). In any context, resilience actors will
have to deal with existing risk, and then may reduce it or
increase it through on-going development decisions. A lot
of decisions have to be made about how to deal with exis-
ting risk. Disaster risk reduction requires a reactive
environment.

We have moved away from the notion of a continuing
cycle built around events, and there are two reasons for
that: we are sometimes under the impression that once
people have done their response, they move straight onto
preparedness and longer term development. Of course,
this is not the case and there is a very different set of
actors who are dealing with the different components of
the cycle. A second point is that in any given country with
a stock of risk, there is always an ongoing form of res-
ponse. The chances are that they will be in some phase of
reconstruction, because they take so long. New schools
and roads are always being built, so there will always be a
response capacity, reconstruction and development going
on in parallel. The notion of the “cycle” therefore does not
really correspond to reality so we have now moved
towards a “planning based cycle”. 

Resilience and disasters: a UN perspective

This presentation aims to look at how disaster risk
has evolved. How have our agendas evolved, and
what practical measures are governments and local
authorities trying to implement? What is the UN
doing in this context?

Presentation by John Harding 

Event based cycle:
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The planning based cycle is based on the idea that, in eve-
ryday decisions, we have to have a good understanding of
the level of risk, and what the best options are for a com-
munity or decision-maker. Progress then needs to be
reviewed on an ongoing basis at different levels, globally,
at government level, at community level, etc. Risk needs to
be assessed globally, but an on-going monitoring of pro-
gress also needs to be done. There is a need to review
progress against a framework strategy, and to review the
risk of hazards as we go along. 

The measurement of resilience is not an easy notion to get
around. When measuring risk, the basis is the potential
occurrence of hazards, and in the case of UNISDR’s global
risk model, six hazards are taken into account. As an exam-
ple, 4182 tropical cyclone events were processed for the
period 1970 to 2009:

In order to establish what impact they will have, UNISDR
models each one of these tropical cyclones based on the
level of intensity in a given geographic area. This informa-
tion is then overlaid with the potentially affected
population. 
The methodology is different for each hazard. It is then
possible to compare it with the disaster loss information
that is available. Disaster loss information is absolutely
key to building empirical evidence of future risk. Unfortu-
nately, UNISDR has a very weak set of disaster loss data,
which sometimes forces them to use this as a sort of proxy
to fill in the gaps in our global disaster loss databases.

The outcome of this process is the following exceedance
curves: 

They basically represent the potential economic impact of
disasters over the coming years, which allows countries to
make decisions about how to address these risks within
their planning processes. The idea is that the curves help
us to understand the extent of risk. Decisions can then be
taken based on this information. This provides govern-
ments with a new tool to address and make decisions on
a long-term basis.

Within the United Nations system, the topic of disaster
risk reduction is very clearly positioned under sustainable
development, along with climate change, desertification
and so on. It is the responsibility of the UN Development
Group as it is recognised that DRR needs to be addressed
as part of the longer-term development planning of the
UN. This is done through a mechanism called UNDAF (UN
Development Assistance Framework), which is aligned
with the national government development frameworks.
There are now guidelines on how to address DRR, CCA and
environmental sustainability in the context of develop-
ment frameworks. In addition, the terms of reference of
Resident Coordinators, who are the representatives of the
United Nations in governments, now stipulate that they
are responsible for making sure that DRR is mainstreamed
into the UN’s development programmes.

A very large number of institutions have policies, strate-
gies, capacities, and units for disaster risk reduction. 29 of
the UN programmes now have DRR strategies or pro-
grammes in place. Even though these are not very
harmonized, a vision and an action plan will be produced
some time in 2013, looking at how the UN positions itself
on disaster risk and resilience for 2015 and beyond.

Some new opportunities are emerging on the horizon for
2015 in the post-Millennium Development Goals and Sus-
tainable Development Goals area. This period will be
characterised by a “new” climate change regime and a
“new” disaster risk reduction framework. A lot of these
discussions are ongoing, and that is why it is very helpful
to have these expert discussions to help governments in
these important processes. 

Text based on the presentation by John Harding

UN Relations and Coordination Officer, UNISDR

1 On Better Terms, United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction
(UNISDR), 2006, 22p.

Planning based cycle:
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Disaster risk reduction – agenda

1989: IDNDR 1990-1999 – A decade to promote disaster reduction

1994: Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action – first blueprint for disaster reduction policy guidance (social and
community orientation)

2000: International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) – Increased commitment and linkage to sustainable
development

2002: Johannesburg Plan of Implementation - adopted during the World Summit on Sustainable Development –
which includes disaster risk reduction

2005: WCDR – Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to
Disasters

2012: UNCRD – Rio +20 Reaffirms disaster risk reduction and resilience as a principle for sustainable development

2015: Uncertain future ...

Resilience: a buzzword and a useful concept
The following text is a summary of around 6 hours of discussion from workshops. It contains the points of view of the

participants who chose the discussion topics via the Open Space method.

Point of view

Due to the many debates and questions which surround the concept of resilience and its usefulness for develop-
ment and humanitarian programmes, we should first of all clarify where it comes from and what it means. 

In relation to humanitarian action, this concept emerged in 2005 during the Kobé conference (and the Hyogo
Framework for Action), then became firmly established in 2010 with the evaluation of British aid (DFID HRR re-
port), and is now omnipresent.

However, in the fields of psychology and ecology, resilience is a much older concept. In psychology, the concept is
very closely linked to the concept of trauma as it is related to a single question: why do certain people experience
trauma and others not when faced with the same experience? Probably because experiences take place within peo-
ple who go through an ordeal, and not the event itself. A distinction can therefore be made between two factors
which contribute to resilience:
•  The previous condition (the immune system, the level of peace, the capacity and support systems which existed
before the event). 
•  Adaptation strategies, the way that individuals or families
manage traumatising experiences (certain strategies being
effective and others self-destructive).

Why has this concept suddenly become so important for hu-
manitarian action? Is it because of its ability to reinforce the
capacity of individuals and households to resist shocks, the
capacity of institutions to anticipate and prepare for crisis
management, promote community self-management or com-
bine multidimensional knowledge systems and promote a learning culture? Is it because of its ability to create
links between the different parts of the international aid system in a coherent way? Is it because it can be a new
source of funding for aid programmes?

There are numerous semantic debates about the definition of resilience, and academics will probably be debating
this subject for a long time. But, at a practical level, certain elements are relatively well defined, such as the capac-
ity to anticipate, prepare, manage, recover after natural disasters, and bounce back, or even “move forward”.

Concept and definitions

Considering a population to be a

group of individuals, households

and communities who have coping

strategies rather than as 

vulnerable people who are waiting

to be provided with aid
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Methodological tools have also been developed and make it possible to agree on an operational translation of the
concept . Indeed, it is important to analyse vulnerability and the types of risks to which people are resilient, with
a contextual approach.
Analysing situations through the lens of resilience changes our perception: it leads to a significant, and even vital,
paradigm shift, by not considering populations as vulnerable poeple who need aid but as a group of individuals,
households and communities with coping strategies. The fact remains that the aid system still often focuses on the
vulnerabilities and needs of communities, and develops extremely sophisticated (and expensive) mechanisms to
record and analyse these. Very little effort has been made to analyse the capacities and way that individuals can be
supported before and during crises. The concept of resilience obliges us to concentrate on these capacities and the
environment that can favour them. This allows the negative connotations of the notion of vulnerability to be trans-
formed into a more positive and dignified approach. Ideally, resilience could also contribute to making the hu-
manitarian system obsolete: if dramatic events take place, communities and local institutions will be able to cope
with the shocks themselves.

Does resilience have the potential to last and become the new « sustainable » concept, or is it destined to be a tem-
porary concept pushed aside by the next fashionable term? It is very possible that it is in danger of going the same
way as the concept of “human security”, that is to say, a word that was fashionable but which did not manage to im-
prove much. Indeed, certain sections of the humanitarian sector feel that it is only a buzzword and refuse to use it,
believing that it will not change anything.

The notion of resilience has been widely promoted by donors, and the ineffectiveness of aid in contexts of chronic
vulnerability and recurring crises (such as in the Sahel and in the Horn of Africa) has probably influenced its prop-
agation. These two observations show us that the concept seems to be established, at least for a certain time. Its
long-term presence as a priority agenda can also be explained by the increasingly high probability of shocks, as well
as by climate change and economic disparities which contribute to increasing risk factors. Some contend that re-
silience is “the emperor’s new clothes”. For others, resilience is an innovative and useful concept whose multi-di-
mensional nature helps to link different geographical and temporal scales and also create links between various
sub-sections of the humanitarian system, which are relatively ineffective when they function in isolated clusters. 

In any case, whether resilience remains a temporary fad or it proves  to  be  a  veritable framework  for  humanita-
rian operations depends on the way that the aid system finds to make it function. 

Resilience may prove to be useful. It is necessary to see how it can be used, not only because donors are imposing
it as a global framework, but also because reality is making it necessary. The humanitarian community plays a very
important role in terms of preparation for relief operations, while development actors sometimes do not realize
that natural disaster prevention and risk reduction should be at the heart of their mandate. This configuration nev-
ertheless is evolving, albeit slowly, and the emergence of the resilience concept should make this evolution neces-
sary.

In this emerging landscape of shared responsibility to build resilience between the humanitarian and development
sectors, it is important to identify what humanitarian actors can do, in keeping with their short-term timescale for
action and their basic principles. Building resilience should not take place to the detriment of saving lives impar-

tially and independently. It is therefore necessary to develop
tools and instruments to guide humanitarian actors through a po-
tential “minefield”. 

The resilience approach covers many aspects of the debate on
linking relief, rehabilitation and development (LRRD) but pro-
vides some interesting opportunities in connection with a bot-

tom-up approach, focusing on these issues from the perspective of communities and affected people. The debate
on LRRD is about twenty years old, and is only just beginning to make progress. The discussions related to re-
silience have brought new life to this issue, bringing a much better perspective and better opportunities to influ-
ence the development agenda. 

Buzzword or useful concept?

Resilience is the current form 

of the LRRD debate, centred on

affected communities and people

rather than on our methods
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Is the resilience concept a useful bridge between actors, approaches, in-
stitutions and sectors? One can obviously consider that it contributes to
the identification of a shared objective between the three fields of natu-
ral disaster risk reduction, climate change adaptation and poverty re-
duction. Indeed, some of these good practices are already implemented in
development projects which aim to reduce poverty (e.g. micro-finance
and social security mechanisms) and the vulnerability of systems to
shocks (agricultural research oriented towards resistance to drought,
urban development plans, etc.) or to provide protection against the im-
pacts of climate change. Resilience can be the result of a process in which
the development sector plays a key role and which consists of working with communities and institutions over a
long period in order to reinforce their capacity to cope with shocks and stress. But can or should this approach be
integrated into the international aid system and influence humanitarian aid, so that it is possible to see beyond
strategies which “only” aim to save lives? What are the risks for the humanitarian sector if it positions itself in a
more structured and strengthened way in the approach to resilience?

Building resilience is gradually becoming the new way of working in the development sector, and actors will nec-
essarily have to adapt to this. The main development institutions currently mention resilience in their internal and
external communication, and this is destined to become more widespread. Yet, there is a paradox here as resilience
comes mainly from humanitarian donors. Humanitarian actors also refer more and more frequently to the con-
cept of resilience, disregarding the fact that in many contexts, the budget allocated to humanitarian aid is very
small (2% in Pakistan, for example). How can resilience, a concept which is development orientated, help to reform
the very small humanitarian sector? 
In addition, the humanitarian sector is beginning to realise that the way it functions does not necessarily correspond
to the way affected communities regard their own needs; as a result, it contributes even less to the resilience of com-
munities. The humanitarian community also appears increasingly fragmented and compartmentalized (the clus-
ter approach has contributed to this), but also more and more led by the standards imposed by the system rather
than taking into account the real needs of populations. 

The way in which communities and individuals are affected requires a global approach, as does the way of build-
ing their capacity to manage shocks, risks and stress. It is also important to remember that the most vulnerable com-
munities do not generally think in terms of silos and vertical and separate ideas. On the contrary, they act in a much
more integrated manner. It is therefore possible to learn a great deal from all these different perceptions if the
time is taken to look into them. Building resilience is therefore, in essence, a systemic, multi-dimensional, inter-sec-
tor objective adapted to multiple contexts and facets. 

Numerous studies on risks are currently underway, but getting involved in risk informed planning with all the dif-
ferent actors is not very easy yet, particularly for those most exposed to risk.

If it is able to influence practices in this way, resilience will be more than a useful concept. However, several actors
have expressed concern that there is a risk that the rhetoric and the fact that it is so fashionable will submerge the
real need to think and act differently. Is there a risk that this word will be used as a substitute for everything that
humanitarian and development actors have already tried to put in place? Certain actors already claim to “do re-
silience”. But, building resilience is a complex and long-term objective, and not something that one can simple “do”.
The aim is to carry out a series of activities in a new way, taking risks, shocks and capacities into consideration in
a much more strategic manner.

A lot remains to be done to develop operational strategies and approaches to resilience. There are numerous lev-
els of resilience in a given society (sometimes across sectors) and the vertical nature of sector-based structures are
a major obstacle (ministries working separately, NGOs sometimes being split into different departments, the clus-
ter approach functioning on the basis of silos, etc.). It is therefore high time to break the barriers and build alliances
between humanitarian experiences and those of development in order to develop horizontal learning processes and
accelerate information sharing at all levels. A first step would be to add resilience to the Millennium Development
Goals. 

Despite its current lack of clarity, the concept of resilience and the related approach constitute an opportunity to
change the way the aid system thinks and acts. It is possible that this will see the advent of a transformative pro-

Resilience: a necessary bridge or a dangerous overlap?

Sub-group workshop, Autumn School 2012
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gramme which will call into question paradigms, principles, aid architecture and funding procedures. This will also
require collaboration with a greater variety of actors, and notably with the private sector. The private sector is a
key actor in reducing vulnerability and social inequality, as its investments can either favour resilience or, on the
contrary, make vulnerability worse, but it still functions outside the usual coordination mechanisms. This is per-
haps due to the fact that humanitarian and development actors, with their own jargon and way of operating, con-
sider the private sector with suspicion and do not give it enough space to become involved and play its role.

The resilience concept has potential, but how can it be made operational and help to reshape the system’s archi-
tecture and humanitarian practices while preserving its basic principles? With donors and the main humanitarian
organizations drawing up their own resilience policies, there does not seem to be much choice. It is the responsi-
bility of workers in the field to detach themselves from the rhetoric and to find ways to use this concept in an ap-
propriate way, to optimize it in practical terms and clearly identify its limits.

The resilience concept is unusual in that it is vague and unclearly defined, but at the same time, there is a consen-
sus that it is important and that it has the capacity to reshape the humanitarian aid system. The Hyogo Framework
for disaster risk reduction is only a framework “compatible with resilience” that governments have agreed on. The
failure of the recent debates in Copenhagen and Doha, as well as the lack of commitment to climate change adap-
tation, show the difficulties encountered in highly politicized debates. In addition, progress is slow in the debate
on LRRD, which is one of the essential factors with regard to building resilience. Poverty reduction and imple-
menting policies in favour of the poor have only given mixed results: in the majority of cases, the Millennium De-
velopment Goals will not be achieved.

But we need to be careful! This term is so seductive that it could be diverted away from its initial meaning or the
way that the international aid sector would use it. Thus the US internal security website currently states that its
main objective is resilience rather than security (!).

What is more, resilience has recently been used in numerous internal policy initiatives because it provides oppor-
tunities to link sectors, approaches, instruments and institutions in fields where gaps and separations have often
caused difficulties for the proper functioning of humanitarian aid. But, there is a risk that resilience will highlight
the inability of the sector to bring appropriate responses in complex situations.

If resilience is an objective that is shared by the different actors involved in international aid, should their meth-
ods of action be merged into a single approach or should each actor’s specific characteristics be conserved while
promoting integration. We can use the analogy of Chinese and Thai cuisine, in which integration would be like Thai
cuisine (where the flavours of each ingredient can be distinguished from the others) in contrast to merging which
would be like Chinese cuisine (in which all the flavours are combined into a single flavour). This means that, for us,
resilience should be considered like the final result of a series of different processes implemented by coordinated
actors, but who keep their own specific mandates and approaches. 

If resilience is to be systematically incorporated as an objective, and becomes a cross-sector criterion for action, the
next step will be to measure resilience. This is a sensitive but essential issue, as considerable sums are invested in
resilience building. But, taking into account the absence of a clear and official definition for resilience, it is difficult
to reach consensus about what the indicators and units of measurement should be: lives saved, livelihoods pro-
tected, poverty avoided, money saved, etc.?

The elaboration of reference values represents a major challenge. The analysis of risks and forces present in a given
context, as well as institutional analysis, are, for example, important elements to take into account. What is more,
systemic analysis – including the identification of the contents of systems and their limits as well as interactions

The usefulness of resilience in terms of policy

The challenges raised by resilience

Integration or merging?

How can resilience be measured?
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Conflict contexts: the blind spot of resilience strategies

with their external environment – is rarely carried out correctly. In the same way, aid organizations are often not
experienced in using the methodologies which allow such examinations to be carried out properly (many of which
come from Political Economy and Social Sciences). Progress in relation to resilience therefore implies significant
progress in terms of access to and use of these methods which are necessary to understand major issues, take
measures to move forward and bring an appropriate response.

More precisely, how can resilience be integrated into the Millennium Development Goals? John Twigg broaches
this issue at the community level in “Characteristics of a Disaster-resilient Community”. These characteristics can
be used in evaluations and the implementation of projects but this process requires a qualitative and quantitative
analysis of resilience at the local level. But, measuring the way in which resilience is integrated in programmes
aimed at defining policies or institution building is not an easy task. Indicators adapted to the context will need to
be developed, but more generic criteria will also be useful at certain stages to compare situations and results.

For its part, the Hyogo Framework for Action has made better integration of certain mechanisms possible. Indeed,
it is important to remember that when we measure resilience, in the same way as impact, different perspectives
need to be taken into account in order to clarify what is attributable to different actors and programmes. Several
factors therefore contribute to building resilience and represent a source of added value. Is it therefore better to
measure resilience at the final stage (impact on communities, risks or institutions) or during the resilience build-
ing process?

Using social sciences – notably to analyse the perception of risks and vulnerabilities – and “hard” sciences to meas-
ure resilience, and also their joint use, remains a complicated debate. However, before making decisions, it is nec-
essary to establish objective elements regarding the scale and nature of risks, possible shocks and stresses, and also
the way in which resilience can function. In the areas affected by the Tsunami, for example, the current perception
of the risk of a tsunami is probably very high, though other risks exist in the region but have partially been put to
one side.

The different types of tools aimed at measuring resilience include qualitative, quantitative and multi-dimensional
approaches and this constitutes a real challenge. However, even if we are incapable of measuring its development
correctly and even if there is no simple solution, it is still worth investing in resilience and evaluating the impact
of our actions, by developing a toolbox and systematically adopting a contextual approach.

There are numerous obstacles to making resilience strategies operational in conflict situations or integrating them
as objectives in peacekeeping or stabilisation operations. Survival in conflict situations also requires increased re-
silience, which relief aid can either reinforce or weaken. Numerous questions linked to resilience in war zones are
also linked to the way in which we act in conflict contexts. Humanitarian organizations are very attached to their
principles and their impartiality, but new preoccupations, which did not exist in the 70s or 80s, have come along
to change the situation. Working “in conflict situations” and “on conflict situations” are two concepts which are
more interconnected than ever and which are forcing the humanitarian aid system to make changes and difficult
choices.

Humanitarian workers feel that they work “in conflict situations” and not “on conflict situations” though the in-
jection of aid resources has an enormous effect on the dynamics of a conflict. Though humanitarian actors need to
be sensitive to conflicts, up till what point can they refuse to engage in mediation in order to ensure that the pop-
ulation is better protected? The humanitarian aid system is extremely complex: different actors do not have the
same understanding of the way in which they can contribute to resilience in a conflict situation. For some, this will
consist of taking part in peace negotiations, whereas others prefer to remain outside. Indeed, one part of the sys-
tem has a mandate to take action in this direction, while the other part does not.

The scale of conflicts is one of the main difficulties, considering the major conflicts responsible for population dis-
placement in contrast to the minor conflicts which take place at the level of a community. Time is also an impor-
tant issue, as timescales can be very different, each having a different impact on destitution, resilience and whether
or not people have the capacity to develop coping strategies. In addition to this are the difficulties related to dif-
ferent policy agendas and conceptual frameworks. It is also important to take into account different points of view
in terms of evaluating risks in war zones, as humanitarian actors do not always adopt a holistic approach which
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takes all the elements into account. Some are more likely to concentrate simply on the purely humanitarian con-
sequences of conflicts and to base their approach to resilience on these, rather than incorporate the economic and
socio-political aspects of conflicts into their resilience strategies.

Despite these numerous challenges, some opportunities can be highlighted. Firstly, communities rapidly develop
adaptation mechanisms even though these can have negative effects. Supporting the positive effects makes it pos-
sible to favour resilience in conflict zones. It is therefore important that aid minimizes exposure to risks (violence
and conflicts) and adopts a “conflict sensitive” approach. Also, in most conflict zones there are civil societies who
can be very useful partners for international organizations. It is also crucial to reinforce advocacy activities, to help
people to be heard and to work in close collaboration with lawyers. However, one question remains unanswered
for the time being: how do protection and security actors feel about resilience? Do they feel that these issues con-
cern them or do they think that their mandate is limited to security and Human Rights?

Resilience has been promoted on a large scale by donors, leading to a change in the evolution of humanitarian aid
(DFID, CHASE, ECHO, OFOA and USAID). The OECD and the World Bank have become involved in promoting re-
silience building after seeing that the impact of their investments on development was insufficient. Similarly, the
relatively difficult economic context today in western countries increases responsibility in relation to how public
resources are used (the Netherlands, for example, have reduced their aid budget by a million Euros).The Global Fa-
cility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR) set up a revision and recovery fund over twenty years, and fol-
lowing analysis of development portfolios, it emerged that certain projects by international financial institutions
in fact contributed to increased risks and poverty rather than to resilience building. The Fourth High Level Forum
on Aid Effectiveness thus approved an agreement for a new global direction in relation to engagement in Fragile
States called the “New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States” on which the resilience agenda would be built. This
agreement, which was drawn up after the Paris declaration on aid effectiveness and ACCRA’s Programme of Action,
also mentions a new engagement in contexts of insecurity.

Though it would currently be difficult to envisage funding being attributed exclusively to resilience, on the other
hand it would be interesting to think about the extent to which pro-resilience strategies can use good practices
and optimize funding mechanisms by incorporating a “resilience consolidation objective”. This consolidation does
not in itself require new sources of funding, but rather new coordination mechanisms, new methods and new ap-
proaches.

Analysing the role of national institutions and their budgets also provides new perspectives for understanding re-
silience building. To what extent can governments improve the way they plan and spend public money? What is the
most effective means of investment? How can investments be protected?

Donors should also examine development budgets to ensure that they contribute to resilience rather than threat-
ening it, and should focus more on risk-informed programming to strengthen it.

While current aid architecture is not ready for a “pro-resilience revolution”, numerous changes are going in the right
direction. Some are taking place within the United Nations system, such as the pluri-annual IASC-CHAP (Common
Humanitarian Action Plan) strategy accompanied by the annual Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP). In December
2012, one of the IASC’s meetings focused on resilience, which shows how much of a preoccupation this issue has
become.

Similar changes in favour of resilience building have also been evident between civil society and the private sec-
tor. The World Economic Forum has developed conceptual frameworks which are identical to those of civil soci-
ety, including a typology of risks (40 key types), and is currently working on a resilience building initiative, which
aims to influence the private sector and government both at the global and national levels. Small and medium-
sized businesses are also extremely important in the process of establishing links between communities and big
business. Indeed, the private sector is providing more and more opportunities at the local level to get their prod-
ucts to the poorest people (for example, the new micro-insurance schemes against bad weather and the expansion
of telecommunications throughout the poorest regions).

Financing resilience
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One of the main advantages of the current enthusiasm for resilience is how it has affected relations between aid ac-
tors. Consolidated Appeals Processes are a form of strategic and financial planning that the aid community has
been using for more than a decade, which allows joint budgets to be planned and in-
creased. This process was created as a fundraising tool, but it has highlighted the im-
portance of strategic planning for fundraising.

However, it is necessary to separate the fundraising aspect from the strategic aspect.
Establishing sustainable links with local development in the long term takes time.
Institutional capacity building is also a long-term objective if we want national mech-
anisms to be able to support resilience building, and become more resilient them-
selves. As for funding requirements in emergencies, they have a very restricted
timeframe which, in their present form, limits the ability of the sector to work with long term approaches. The goal
is therefore to find institutional and financial mechanisms which make it possible to work on resilience building
in the long term, which is both a humanitarian and development agenda.

Aid and Quality
Resilience across mandates

What is the connection between poverty reduction,
disaster risk reduction and climate change
adaptation? Over the years development
organisations have evolved from thinking and
working in various “silos”: infrastructure, HIV-AIDS,
education, etc., to a more holistic approach that
considers the needs of communities and
opportunities to scale-up our impacts from local to
national or even regional levels. How can
apprehending action from a resilience perspective
contribute to improving the quality of aid?

Presentation by Robert Glasser 

ger-term poverty reduction is also important, as poverty
increases vulnerability to disasters, including those exa-
cerbated by climate change.

How do we integrate these concepts? We can take the
example of “Environment”, which first was highlighted as
a stand-alone issue by aid agencies and then ultimately
“mainstreamed” into the overall aid programme. A star-
ting point should be an analysis of poverty and
vulnerability, including vulnerability to disasters and cli-
mate change, within a particular country, province or
community. The question is: what does a focus on “resi-
lience” contribute to this analysis of poverty and
vulnerability in particular contexts? Does a focus on resi-
lience add anything to the increasingly comprehensive
analyses that agencies are currently undertaking (which
include a focus on vulnerability to disasters, climate
change and short and long-term priorities for poverty
reduction)? Does it suggest a different methodology? Does

it provide different tools to
help improve the quality of
this analysis? “Resilience”
remains a vague concept
unless we can answer these
questions.

We also need to keep in mind the many different players
and country contexts. There are aid agencies, foreign
direct investment from the private sector, and contexts
ranging from countries with thriving civil societies and
functioning governments, to failed states in conflict. There
are also countries that regularly experience humanitarian
disasters, Bangladesh for instance, which are therefore

Is resilience a buzzword, or is it a meaningful term? What
does it mean operationally? One of the challenges raised
by resilience is to try to fit it into our way of looking at
things: there are poor, marginalised communities that we
are trying to help become less poor and marginalised. Aid
organisations, as well as governments, only have a limited
amount of money to apply to deve-
lopment challenges. How do we
spend the money? There are diffe-
rent ways of looking at the priorities:
disaster risk reduction should be the
priority, as after all, it is more effi-
cient to focus on reducing the risk
than it is to simply respond to emergencies. Climate
change adaptation is also a priority because we are clearly
heading into dangerous climate change and if we don’t
help poor communities to adapt, it is going to overwhelm
everything we are trying to do. And then, of course huma-
nitarian response is also a priority, because populations
need urgent support to recover from disasters. And lon-

Can a focus on resilience improve

existing practices and foster 

cooperation between fields that

are still very often segmented?
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more open to discussing (and allocating resources to) DRR
and others that rarely experience major humanitarian
disasters and are therefore less receptive.  

Even with analytical ambiguity around the concept of resi-
lience, it does suggest two important opportunities. First,
it creates an opportunity for agencies such as CARE,
governments and others to take a critical look at the way
we organise ourselves for humanitarian, DRR, climate
change and longer-term poverty-fighting work. There are
clearly silos within organisations in these areas and
opportunities for improved efficiency and a focus on “resi-
lience” makes having this discussion easier and more
likely. Similarly, clearly donors are very interested in the

concept of resilience, so there are possible opportunities
for funding to consider as well—although, given that
financial constraints on national budgets can limit the pro-
vision of new funding, other parts of aid budgets could
simply be re-assigned to resilience.  

Fundamentally, though, the key challenge is to clarify how
a focus on resilience improves the current best practice in
analysing where and how to invest scarce funds to address
the numerous challenges facing poor communities.

Text based on the presentation by Robert Glasser 

Secretary General, CARE International

What does resilience mean in contexts where there are multiple, permanent
risks: the example of Latin and Central America 

How can we conceptualise and systematise the
historical knowledge of our people, our
communities, and our organisations? The concept of
Disaster Risk Reduction first emerged in the 1990’s
during the International Decade for Natural Disaster
Reduction. Climate change adaptation came a little
bit later, and after that, strategies on how to connect
them together. Now we have begun to talk about
“Resilience”.

Presentation by Nelson Castaño

Resilience – Foundations and Commitments

1984: “Prevention better than Cure”
Mid-1990’s: “Reducing Risk”
1999: new IFRC Disaster Preparedness Policy, VCA
Guide
2001 - 2008: DFID Pilot Disaster Reduction Program
2002: WDR – Reducing Risk2004: Community Resi-
lience
2003: 29th International Conference “Agenda for Hu-
manitarian Action”
2005: “Hyogo Framework for Action” 
2007: 30th International Conference “Together for Hu-
manity”
2008 - 2009 : Framework for Community Safety and
Resilience, Oslo Communiqué - Strategy 2020
2010 : WDR – Urban Risk

At the beginning of October 2012, an internal IFRC works-
hop was held in the Dominican Republic, bringing together
local communities, local NGOs and governments to talk
about urban risk and resilience. One of the mayors of a
small town pointed out that we needed to change the
approach, moving towards the concept of resilience ins-
tead of working through the lense of disaster risk
reduction, as we have been doing for ten years now. 

The concept of resilience is related to preparedness, miti-
gation, response, and recovery. But how can we make it
simple and operational? How do we connect it with the
realities of local communities? How do we transfer know-
ledge effectively to the communities?

Resilience: an ambiguous notion

According to the IFCR, resilience is “the ability of indivi-
duals, communities, organisations or countries exposed to
disasters and crises and underlying vulnerabilities to: anti-
cipate, reduce the impact of, cope with and recover from
the effects of adversity without compromising their long-
term prospects”.
It is currently one of the main issues in the field. The
concept in itself is not a key issue for the IFCR. What is cru-
cial is how to move the concept forward. It is sometimes
difficult to make it simple for the community and to ela-
borate a simple terminology. 

The “Framework for Community Safety and Resilience”
was developed in 2008, learning from 80 national socie-
ties and connecting with the Hyogo Framework. It is
considered a “living document”. The key elements of this
framework are:
•  Risk-informed humanitarian response
•  Country-specific mitigation, prevention and adaptation
activities
•  Sector-based programming to build across the disaster
management spectrum

The same year, a meeting was held in Sri Lanka, gathering
people from the Red Cross, the United Nations, NGOs, etc.
The discussions were mainly based on DRR and CCA ter-
minology. These discussions caused confusion among
people who were already working closely with the com-
munities, but did not understand the complex
terminology. This experience shows that there is a need to
simplify the terminology. 
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What will happen after the Millennium Goals for 2015?
Strategy 2020 aims to increase community safety and resi-
lience, project livelihoods and strengthen recovery. The
“Framework for Community Safety and Resilience” is the
umbrella/foundation guiding program-
ming, and another very important
document is the Communiqué from the
Oslo conference (2009)

It is very interesting to see how we can
have different perceptions within our own
family. For two years, we studied several
projects in countries affected by the Tsunami and tried to
understand the characteristics of resilient communities.
All these lessons can help to adapt the model to the com-
munities and develop regional and country framework
models. In Africa and in the Americas, we decided to apply
a certain methodology. Based on these different expe-
riences, what does resilience mean for the communities?
What are the main characteristics of resilient communi-
ties? What does risk prevention and mitigation mean for
them, at a community level? How can we integrate these
concepts into a global and external framework?

The strategic vision “Building safer and more resilient
communities in the Americas”, was developed in 2011 and
continues to evolve. The decision was made to keep the
traditional programmes used by the national authorities
and local communities.

The challenge now will clearly be to continue to use the
traditional and the common terminologies used by the
people and to connect these with the concept. New docu-
ments and new frameworks are being developed, and the

challenge is to connect
them with humanitarian
work, keeping in mind that
contexts vary from region
to region.

Resilience brings both
opportunities and chal-

lenges. As a terminological concept, the dialogue needs to
be simpler. There is also the issue of how to build part-
nerships with the private sector and governments, and
also include civil society in the process. Resilience is a per-
manent learning process. How can we move forward with
this issue? How much are we investing and what are the
benefits?

We have identified a few key challenges: 

•  Connecting different layers, institutions and actors. We
do not necessarily need a common meaning, but we need
a bridge between these meanings.
•  High-flying concepts will fade away if they are not
applied concretely on the ground. 
•  Building capacity at the appropriate scale in order to
deliver at that scale.
•  Improving quality and accountability.
•  Building evidence: there is pressure to show impact, but
cost/benefit studies are costly, complex and usually
require bringing in external expertise.
•  Integration and mainstreaming of DRR and CCA: suc-
cessful implementation depends on all technical sectors
buying into one mode, preferably an expanded safety and
resilience model.
•  Resources: implementation is primarily hampered by a
lack of human resources and capacity in the field.
•  Ensuring predictable, long-term funding for resilience
programming.

The way forward:

•  Revise the framework for community safety and resi-
lience (with a DRR performance framework and a
resilience performance framework).
•  Develop DRR and CCA mainstreaming guidelines.
•  Support various regional and national initiatives for
resilience building.
•  Generate lessons learned and share best practices.
•  Prepare an annual DRR Mapping.
•  Develop a cost-benefit analysis.
•  Implement the Goulburn-Broken decision on 10% allo-
cation of emergency appeal budgets for longer-term
DP/DRR.
•  Expand partnerships with various stakeholders.
•  Create a community safety and resilience trust fund. 

Text based on the presentation by Nelson Castaño 

DRM Coordinator for the Americas, IFRC

DRM Components and Global Linkage, FICR

Regional model - Americas

How can this concept be 

integrated with the realities

faced by local communities 

and their knowledge be 

properly transferred? 
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Choosing workshop topics using the Open Space
method, Autumn School 2012
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The emperor’s new clothes or an opportunity to do things in a radically
different manner? 

Will resilience be considered, in time, as the new
paradigm to direct international aid, due to the fact
that it provides both theoretical foundations and
practical elements for its implementation?
Probably. However, a new outlook is needed in
relation to coordination issues and cross-sector
activities, rather than concentrating on “labels” and
definitions.

Presentation by François Grünewald

than victims. But this should not become an exclusive
approach, as it is clear that resilient communities also
need resilient social services, resilient governance systems
etc. whether at the local or national level.

It is time to encourage a new dynamic so that the sector
feels able to take risks, innovate, change, adapt itself, think
differently and transform itself. But will aid architecture
be able to evolve sufficiently to give the resilience concept
a chance? Greater flexibility of policy and financial agen-
das is necessary, both at the national and international
levels. All the stakeholders involved in international aid
need to get involved to strengthen resilience and find
concrete ways to integrate it more effectively into their
actions. The priority is to re-evaluate what we have
accomplished to date, recognize the limits of our pro-
grammes, our institutions and our approaches and turn
our words into action.

However, three issues need to be explored
in greater detail:
1.   The role of ecosystems and the environ-
ment in the process of consolidating
resilience;
2.  The application of the resilience concept
in armed conflict contexts, and notably in

relation to Protection programmes, which potentially
contain the risk of misappropriated responsibilities. It
might also be interesting to link the concepts of “human
security” and “resilience”;
3.   And finally, are there going to be more and more ope-
rations to strengthen resilience by supporting civil society
in their relations with the authorities, with the risk that
they might create tensions, or, on the contrary, are they
going to be conducted in such a way that they enhance dia-
logue and cooperation between state and non-state
institutions?

Text based on the presentation by François Grünewald

Executive Director, Groupe URD

One of the main conclusions of the 8th Autumn School on
Humanitarian Aid is that no single organisation can claim
to reinforce resilience on their own. Cooperation is nee-
ded between the different actors in different specialist
fields. There are major challenges in the face of different
geographical and temporal scales as well as cross-sector
and multi-dimensional issues. Capacity building can no
longer take place in an isolated manner – whether from
the point of view of individuals or sectors – but needs to
be approached from a more global
and integrated angle. The resilience
concept could contribute to linking
these different scales and sectors,
and thus increase the chances of
adopting a more systemic approach,
in contrast to the pragmatic
approaches used by silos.

Though this could be considered to be just a new “coat of
paint” over what organizations are already trying to do,
the emergence of resilience in current debates about
humanitarian and development aid is an opportunity to
choose a new perspective, look at contexts in a new way
and revise our “toolbox”. In addition, this can contribute
to reforming the international aid system and overcome
difficulties which have existed for a long time, such as:

•  The link between relief and development;

•  The interaction between various actors at different
levels;

•  The flexibility and agility of aid systems, at donor and
organization levels.

In terms of policy, resilience is also a notion which brings
different concepts together, highlighting specific tensions,
and most importantly, placing affected people at the cen-
tre of humanitarian frameworks. Resilience encourages
humanitarian actors to consider affected people as part-
ners rather than beneficiaries, to concentrate on the
capacities and skills of individuals and to cooperate clo-
sely with communities.

One of the main challenges is to adopt an approach based
on affected people, considering them to be partners rather

Will aid architecture 

be capable of evolving 

sufficiently to give 

the resilience concept 

a chance? 
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The term “resilience” is now used a lot in the fields of development, disaster risk reduction and climate adapta-
tion. Both donors and NGOs are using it more and more. It is in this context that the report analyses the advantages
and limits of resilience. Positive points are highlighted, such as the capacity of this concept to encourage an inte-
grated multi-sector approach. But major limits are also pointed out as poverty reduction cannot simply be repla-
ced by resilience building. http://www.ids.ac.uk/files/dmfile/Wp405.pdf

Resilience: New utopia or new tyranny? Reflection about the potentials and limits of the concept of
resilience in relation to vulnerability reduction programmes
Christophe Béné, Rachel Godfrey Wood, Andrew Newsham, Mark Davies
IDS Working Paper N° 405, Institute of Development Studies, September 2012, 61 P.

For a number of years now, and particularly since the current food crisis in the Sahel, the concept of resilience has
become increasingly present in the design of humanitarian responses. However, this term is still somewhat vague,
and is often not fully understood. To promote a new approach to the response to complex crises, based on the
concept of resilience, the members of the RESILIENCE project, funded by Europe-Aid, organised a debate on 24 No-
vember 2011 which brought together representatives of NGOs, the Red Cross network, the European Commis-
sion (DG ECHO and DEVCO) and research institutes.
http://www.urd.org/IMG/pdf/Report_RESILIENCE_Workshop_24-11-11.pdf 

The road to RESILIENCE: Converging Actors, Integrating Approaches
CARE, Groupe URD, Wageningen University, November 2011, 16p. 

Bibliography

‘Resilience building’ is a principle which is now widely referred to by the United Nations, donors and NGOs. This
document reflects on the relevance of such a concept, which is still used in too vague a way in humanitarian pro-
grammes according to the authors, and which requires better understanding in order to be put into practice more
effectively.
http://www.odi.org.uk/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/7818.pdf

The relevance of « resilience » ?
Simon Levine, Adam Pain, Sarah Bailey and Lilianne Fan, HPG Policy Brief 49, Humanitarian Policy Group 
September 2012, 4 p.

This Guidance Note shows what a ‘disaster-resilient community’ might consist of, by setting out the many diffe-
rent elements of resilience. It also provides some ideas about how to progress towards resilience. It is aimed at
government and civil society organizations working on disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adap-
tation (CCA) initiatives at community level in partnership with vulnerable communities. 
http://tilz.tearfund.org/webdocs/Tilz/DMT/Characteristics%20French.pdf

Characteristics of a disaster resilient community
A Guidance Note, Version 3, John Twigg, November 2009, 83 p.

The SCR Consortium, including IDS, Christian Aid and Plan International has been carrying out research on the re-
silience of societies in 10 developing countries in East Africa, South Asia and Sout-East Asia since 2010. 
On the basis of their case studies, SCR has developed an approach: Climate Smart Disaster Risk Management
(CSDRM), for organisations working in this area. The approach is based on activities to undertake to reinforce the
resilience of communities, structured around three pillars: 1) managing changing risks and uncertainties, 2) im-
proving adaptation capacity, and 3) reducing poverty and vulnerability as well as their structural causes. 
http://community.eldis.org/.59d5ba58/SCR%20DRM.pdf 
The consortium has tested the CSDRM approach in the study countries and has published its results. All their pu-
blications are available at the following address: http://community.eldis.org/.59d5ba58/CSDRM-publications.html

Climate Smart Disaster Risk Management
Strengthening Climate Resilience, Institute of Development Studies, 40 p.

Consult the full bibliography on the Groupe URD website:

http://www.urd.org/Bibliography
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Events
Experience sharing workshop on resilience in the Sahel, 26-27 February 2013, Dakar

Considering the challenges posed by the resilience concept in the Sahelian region, Groupe URD is organising a works-
hop in Dakar to contribute to reflections with actors present in the region, as part of the RESILIENCE project. The
workshop, which is entitled “Resilience: from the general concept to the specific characteristics of the Sahel” aims to
encourage exchange between national institutions from countries in the region, international practitioners and do-
nors. The challenges of resilience will be analysed on the basis of the following process: anticipation – risk, vulnerabi-
lity and poverty reduction – preparedness – response – building less fragile systems.
The workshop will take place at the Hôtel des Almadies. 

Further information and registration: Johanna Blaché (jbache@urd.org)

Training courses on the theme of resilience in several European cities in February 2013

As part of the RESILIENCE project, training sessions for different types of participants will also be organised by Care
Nederland and Wageningen University in several European cities:
- Training courses for students: in Brussels (07/02), Bochum (11/02 and 12/02) and Dublin (18/02 and 19/02), in part-
nership with NOHA (Network on Humanitarian Action), as well as two days at Madrid University (25/02 and 26/02). 
- Training courses for professionals, on 21 and 22 February in the Hague. 

Contact: Cecile de Milliano (ceciledemilliano@yahoo.com)

SAVE THE DATE: on 30 and 31 May 2013, take part in a two-day conference and attend Groupe URD’s 20th
anniversary party

On 30 and 31 May 2013, Groupe URD will exceptionally be organising the Spring School on Humanitarian Aid (in refe-
rence to the Autumn School of Humanitarian Aid which we have been organizing in the Autumn since 2003). Debates
will focus on the limits of the humanitarian sector, potential errors and how it has changed in the last 20 years, as well
as looking ahead for possible ways to make the sector more humanistic. 
The conference will end with a party to mark Groupe URD’s 20th anniversary.  More details soon…

Contact : Astrid Renet (assisturd@urd.org)

2013 Agenda of professional training courses run by Groupe URD

For more information please contact: Anna Lear (alear@urd.org)

ALNAP 28th Annual Meeting, 5-7 March 2013, Washington, D.C.

The Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) is holding its 28th
Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C. on the theme of “Evidence & knowledge in humanitarian action”. 
Groupe URD will be making a presentation on the concept of iterative evaluation on 6 March. 

More information at: http://www.alnap.org/events/28th.aspx
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DIHAD 2013, 25-27 March 2013, Dubaï  

The 10th edition of the Dubai International Humanitarian Aid & Development Conference & Exhibition will be taking
place on 25-27 March at the Dubai International Exhibition Centre. 
The debates will focus on the theme of “Building Effective and Sustainable Partnerships in Humanitarian Assistance and
Development activities”. 

More information at: http://dihad.org/ 

Training course: "Introduction to Sigmah. Information and Quality management in International Aid Or-
ganisations", 3 April 2013, Paris 

This training course, which is jointly organized by Groupe URD and Coordination SUD, is an introduction to Sigmah
open source software for the shared management of relief and development projects.
The course will include a presentation of the project and will allow participants to practice using the software to give
them an idea of the services it provides and the issues involved in its adoption within an institution as part of a Qua-
lity approach and the collective process that this implies. 
The training course will take place in Paris (location to be decided) on Wednesday 3 April 2013 from 9am to 1pm. 

Registration by 20 March 2013: cordero@coordinationsud.org 
http://www.coordinationsud.org/formation/initiation-au-logiciel-sigmah/ 
More about Sigmah at: http://www.sigmah.org/ 

NOMAD Conference/workshop on the latest developments in mobile data collection technology, 15-17 May,
Paris 

As part of the NOMAD project*, CartONG is organising a conference/workshop on 15-17 May in Paris to allow huma-
nitarian professionals to learn about new data collection technologies. Mobile data transfer technologies are currently
changing the way NGOs and relief and development agencies help people affected by conflicts, famine and natural di-
sasters. This event aims to bring together IT managers and decision-makers to present these technologies which are
currently in expansion, via training sessions and practical workshops.

Registration, the programme and all the necessary information will soon be online on the NOMAD website:  
http://humanitarian-nomad.org/ 
Contact : humanitarianNOMADproject@gmail.com

*NOMAD is an innovative project linking NGOs and aid agencies with the most recent mobile data collection solutions, using a free online in-
terface. NOMAD also deploys experienced humanitarian professionals to help you adopt these solutions and train your staff in using them.

Conference: Human Security: Humanitarian Perspectives and Responses, 24-27 October 2013, Istanbul 

The 3rd World Conference on Humanitarian Studies will be organized jointly with the 3rd Istanbul Human Security
Conference, on 24-27 October 2013. The conference will focus on the theme, “Human Security: Humanitarian Pers-
pectives and Responses”.
Panel proposals to be submitted by 1 April, and paper proposals to be submitted by 1 September.

Further information and registration: http://www.humanitarianstudiesconference.org/

List of participants at the 2012 Autumn School

ADDISON Simon (Resilience Now), ADRIAN Jean-Christophe (UN-HABITAT), AKIBOYE Akin (Wageningen University), CARPENTER Sa-
muel (British Red Cross), CASTANO Nelson (IFRC), DE GEOFFROY Véronique (Groupe URD), DELRUE Tom (UNDP), DE MERITENS Jahal
(UNDP), DEVONPORT Annie (Disasters Emergency Committee), GLASSER Robert (CARE International), GRÜNEWALD François (Groupe
URD), HARDING John (UNISDR), HEIJMANS Annelies (Wageningen University), JACQUESON Patrick (FAO), LÉON Valérie (Groupe URD),
LERNOUT Evelyn (Plan Belgique), LETURQUE Henri (IRAM), LUKELO Aimé (Intermon Oxfam), MARNIESSE Sarah (Ministère des af-
faires étrangères et européenne), MERCURIO Livio (Intermon Oxfam), MITCHELL Andrew (Independent), NORTON John (Development
Workshop France), PASCAL Peggy (Solidarités International), PATINET Julie (Groupe URD), RAILLON Camille (Independent), RENAU-
DIN Blanche (Groupe URD), ROUSSY Sandrine (Action contre la faim), SARDIER Marie (Action contre la faim), SARWAL Tarun (ICRC),
SOKPOH Bonaventure (Groupe URD), SUDMEIER-RIEUX Karen (Lausanne University), TALVISTE Veronika (ICRC), TE MOLDER Anne
(CARE Nederland), THOMAS Sebastien (Intermon Oxfam), TOLL Katarina (OCHA), VAN DER STEEN Jolien (CARE Nederland), ZIMMER
Lena (NOHA)
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www.urd.org

Groupe URD (Urgence – Réhabilitation – Développe-
ment) is a non-profit research, evaluation and training
institute. Its main objective is to help improve huma-
nitarian practices in favour of crisis-affected people.

Further information : www.urd.org
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