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Preface

Imagine a scenario. A powerful earthquake shook many cities and rural areas of a
developing country. Thousands of people are killed—trapped in their houses,
offices, schools, hospitals, and shops, which have been reduced to rubbles. A major-
ity of citizens are traumatized after losing their loved ones and entire life’s assets.
Massive aid flows in. National and state governments, charity organizations, private
sector, citizens, international and national aid agencies donate generously in the
aftermath of this dreadful disaster. Apart from relief and recovery, the government
promises to use this aid for long-term ‘capacity building’—to prevent and reduce
future disaster impacts.

Now think. If you revisit one of the affected cities 10 years after the earthquake,
what are you most likely to find? You would imagine that the people in this place
are better prepared for an imminent disaster since they sit on an earthquake fault.
You would think that the massive aid that was collected for ‘capacity building’ was
put to work and the new buildings and infrastructure are earthquake-resistant. You
will imagine that the reconstructed cities, which were almost totally destroyed in the
last earthquake, have wider roads for emergency vehicles, with alarms and drills to
alert and prepare people. An emergency crew is ready to respond, relief materials
and emergency funding are quickly available.

However, far from the expected findings, you find that citizens are no better pre-
pared, no more concerned about their own safety. Many buildings and infrastructure
are likely to fall down, even in low-intensity quakes. While there might be some
means to alert people and rescue/relief materials stored in identified shelters, it is not
enough. Higher levels of governments (national and state levels) believe that they
have invested in preventing future impacts but are not taking any further actions.
Local governments, private sector, non-profit charity organizations, and nongovern-
mental organizations know that people are not prepared and more is needed. But
they are not taking any steps. If there is another earthquake in the city, there will be
a lot more damages and fatalities this time—given that population and assets have
grown. This is a ‘capabilities trap’ situation, where even after conscious capacity
development efforts by the government and donors, there is no effective capacity.
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One might think that the above scenario is hypothetical. In fact, this scenario is
not only real but also very common. A number of deadly disasters hit the world in
recent years including a cyclone in Philippines (2012) killing 1,100 people, earth-
quake in Indonesia (2009) killing over 1,000 people, cyclone Nargis in Myanmar
(2008) killing 138,366 people, and the Sichuan earthquake in China (2008) killing
90,000 people. The 2010 earthquake in Haiti alone caused more than 200,000
deaths. Most of these places had suffered from earlier disasters.

With increased global attention to disaster prevention and preparedness, many
developing countries are undertaking capacity building programs to reduce the
extent of damages from disasters. The disaster mitigation activities include preven-
tive actions aimed at reducing loss of lives and damages resulting from disasters.
Governments and donors now agree that it is more cost-effective to invest in disaster
management and preparedness activities than to keep on providing major relief and
reconstruction aid. However, disasters continue to strike causing higher damages
and losses, especially in areas that have witnessed disasters in the past. Overall,
disaster events as well as number of affected people and disaster damages are
increasing globally. Between January 1975 and October 2008, the international
emergency disasters database (EM-DAT) recorded 8,866 natural disaster events
killing more than two billion people with the majority of related mortality and losses
(relative to GDP) concentrated in the last two decades and in low- and middle-
income countries.

How can a place be built and managed so that it is safe for people to live?
Ironically, many governments and people keep on asking the same question after
every new disaster. Why, even with a high level of investment in increasing govern-
ment’s capacity to manage disasters, do the impacts of disasters continue to increase?
Is capacity development in managing disasters not working? This book is about
answering these questions, highlighting how current capacity development efforts
for managing disasters are leading to capacity crisis or a capability trap situation.
However, the main point of the book is not of a doomsday prediction—to sound
alarm about more failures and higher disaster impacts in developing countries. On
the contrary, this book is primarily about hope, optimism, and change. The book
provides an alternative and a better way to develop effective capacity for preventing
and managing future disaster impacts.

The solutions to the questions raised are based on two main lines of enquiries.
First, what capacities are actually needed, and second, how to develop and sustain
such capacities to ensure that they are effective in the long run. The enquiries are
based on an assessment of current literature in international capacity development
and disaster risk management fields, and an in-depth case study in three earthquake-
affected towns of Gujarat, India, relying on interviews and surveys. A comparison
of countries with better disaster prevention and response capacities with those that
are not able to do so is also undertaken to support recommendations.

The book is divided into two main parts. The first part, comprising of first two
chapters, will set the scene on how there is a capacity crisis for managing disasters,
particularly in developing countries. This part, deriving from the case study of
capacity development after the 2001 earthquake in Gujarat, India, will raise critical
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questions on the meaning of capacity crisis situation. The second forward looking
part, comprising of the remaining six chapters, will focus on what is meant by sus-
tainable and effective capacity for managing and mitigating disaster impacts.
Relying on current literature, field research, practical insights, and experiences of
other countries, this part will provide recommendations for Gujarat case and general
implications for donors, governments, and communities.

Albany, NY, USA Asmita Tiwari
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Chapter 1
Disasters and Capacity Development Mirage

Abstract Disaster impacts are increasing globally. At the same time, disaster risk
management capacity remains low in many developing countries despite conscious
capacity development efforts. Apart from human agony and pain, this capability
trap situation affects a country’s economic and social development potential, push-
ing it into a lagged developmental trajectory. This chapter introduces the central
theme of this book, illustrating with examples how some developing countries are
facing capability trap situation in spite of conscious capacity development efforts by
governments and international development agencies. The chapter starts with an
overview of rising disaster impacts worldwide followed by the kind of capacity
development programs usually undertaken to prevent and prepare for disasters and
how these programs are mostly unable to develop effective capacity. With examples
from various countries facing recurrent disasters and rising disaster impacts, this
chapter raises many critical questions to discuss challenges associated with capacity
development in disaster risk management, primarily in a developing country con-
text. The chapter provides an overview of how the book is organized and how solu-
tions to various questions, which are raised in this chapter, are explored in the
remaining book.

Keywords Capacity development ¢ Capability trap ¢ Developing countries ®
Disaster impacts * Disaster risk management

Disaster impacts are increasing globally. At the same time, disaster risk manage-
ment capacity remains low in many developing countries despite conscious capacity
development efforts. Apart from human agony and pain, this capability trap situa-
tion affects a country’s economic and social development potential, pushing it into
a lagged developmental trajectory. Why are some countries facing capability trap
situation? Is it because disasters are unique and pose a challenge that cannot be
effectively managed by human societies? Is it dependent on a country’s unique and
intrinsic factors—such as economic well-being? Or is it because of the way capacity
development for disaster risk management is taking place—in other words the
design and implementation of capacity building programs are not good enough?
What can be done to break the capability trap?

© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2015 3
A. Tiwari, The Capacity Crisis in Disaster Risk Management,
Environmental Hazards, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_1



4 1 Disasters and Capacity Development Mirage

This chapter introduces the central theme of this book, illustrating with examples
how some developing countries are facing “capability trap” situation in spite of
conscious capacity development efforts by governments and international devel-
opment agencies. The chapter starts with an overview of rising disaster impacts
worldwide followed by the kind of capacity development programs usually under-
taken to prevent and prepare for disasters and how these programs are mostly not
able to develop effective capacity. With examples of various countries facing
recurrent disasters and rising disaster impacts, this chapter raises many critical
questions to discuss challenges associated with capacity development in disaster
risk management, primarily in a developing country context. Toward the end, the
chapter provides an overview of how the book is organized and how solutions to
various questions, which are raised in this chapter, are explored in the remaining
book.

1.1 Growing Disaster Impacts

In November 2013, a powerful typhoon Haiyan (called Yolanda locally) swept
across the Philippines—cutting a path of destruction through several central
islands—killing 6,000 people, leaving 14 million affected, and causing the deadliest
disaster of the year (UNOCHA 2013). Earlier in 2012, Superstorm Sandy caused
economic damages of $50 billion in the USA and was the most expensive disasters
among the 357 natural disasters registered globally in 2012 (Guha-Sapir et al. 2013).
In April 2011, the Tohoku earthquake wreaked havoc in Japan. The following tsu-
nami and cascading events led to the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant crisis, dem-
onstrating the devastating results when Mother Nature’s and man’s actions do not
synchronize. Even earlier in 2010, a killer earthquake created heavy destruction in
Haiti, a very poor country, which went further back on its already-lagging develop-
mental trajectory.

Such incidents are not new but quite frequent, showing the continuous cata-
strophic effects of disasters—deaths; unprecedented destruction to buildings, infra-
structure, and livelihoods; and acute human suffering. Some of the deadly disasters
that recently hit the world include an earthquake in Haiti (2010) causing more than
200,000 deaths, Cyclone Nargis in Myanmar (2008) killing 138,366 people, and the
Sichuan earthquake in China (2008) killing 87,476 people. Apart from humanitarian
impacts, disasters affect all sectors of a country’s economy—which can take years
to recover. Box 1.1 below shows how economic impacts of a disaster are assessed
by international development agencies.

Even with the increased global attention to disaster prevention and preparedness
in recent years, disaster impacts are rising. The frequency and effects of reported
disasters are increasing globally with potentially greater fatalities and losses of peo-
ple’s livelihoods (UNISDR 2011). Between January 1975 and October 2008, the
international emergency disasters database (EM-DAT) recorded 8,866 natural disas-
ter events killing 2,283,767 people with the majority of related mortality and losses
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Box 1.1. Assessing Impacts of a Disaster

Damage and Loss Assessment (DalLA) is a standard methodology used by
international development agencies such as the United Nations and the World
Bank to assess country-specific disaster impacts. The methodology measures:
damage, which is the value of physical, durable assets that may be destroyed
due to the action of the natural hazard that caused the disaster, expressed in
terms of the replacement value of the assets assuming the same characteristics
that they had prior to the disaster, and losses or changes in the normal flows of
the economy that may arise in all sectors of economic and social activity due
to the external shocks brought about by the disaster, until full economic recov-
ery and reconstruction has been achieved, and are expressed in current values.
Disasters affect all sectors of economy directly or indirectly but for assess-
ment following sectors are typically evaluated: (i) productive sectors such as
agriculture, tourism, commerce, and industries; (ii) infrastructure sectors such
as housing, transportation, power, public buildings, education, health, sanita-
tion and water supply, and communication; and (iii) cross-cutting sectors such
as environment, livelihoods, religion, and culture. As the disasters affect
almost all development sectors, even a minor disaster can cause severe eco-
nomic loss depending upon the economic profile of the country.

An example of DalLA is Nigeria 2012 floods assessment. Between July and
October 2012, unprecedented flooding affected 35 out of the 37 states of the
country. About 363 people were killed, 5,851 injured, and 3,891,314 affected.
The DalLA exercise undertaken to assess disaster’s impact estimated US$16.9
billion in damages and losses due to 2012 floods. The total value of destroyed
physical and durable assets was estimated at US$9.5 billion. The total value
of losses across all sectors of economic activity was estimated at US$7.3 bil-
lion. The most affected individual sector in terms of destroyed assets was
identified as housing, followed by agriculture.

Source: GFDRR (2014)

(relative to GDP) concentrated in low- and middle-income countries (UNISDR
2009). Between 2010 and 2012, 700 natural disasters affecting more than 450 million
people were registered in international emergency disasters database. These disasters
not only caused human agony and pain but large economic costs. Overall disaster
damages and losses are increasing (see Fig. 1.1). Damages have risen from an esti-
mated $20 billion on average per year in the 1990s to about $100 billion per year
during 2000-2010 (IMF 2012). This trend is expected to continue due to rising con-
centration of people and their assets in areas more exposed to disasters and climate
change. The proportion of the world’s GDP annually exposed to tropical cyclones
increased from 3.6 % in the 1970s to 4.3 % in the 2000s. While the economic losses
from disasters tend to be higher in high-income countries due to greater exposure of
valuable properties and assets, low- and middle-income countries tend to face high
death tolls and disruptions to hard-earned development gains (World Bank 2010).
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Fig. 1.1 Disaster impacts from 1970-2010. (a) Rising number of people affected by disasters. (b)
Increasing global damages from disasters (Source: World Bank (2010))

With increased global attention to disaster prevention and preparedness, many
developing countries are undertaking capacity building programs to reduce the
extent of damages from disasters. The disaster mitigation activities include preven-
tive actions aimed at reducing loss of lives and damages resulting from disasters.
Development partners and donors now agree that it is more cost-effective to invest
in disaster management and preparedness activities than to keep on providing major
relief aid. Along with funding for rehabilitation of infrastructure and houses
destroyed from disasters, the donors and many national governments are increas-
ingly funding capacity building programs to increase local government’s capacity to
prevent and effectively respond to disasters. International and government funding
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on disasters have increased. Figure 1.2 above shows disaster-related international
financing between 1991 and 2010. Individual government’s spending on disasters
has also increased over the same period in some countries (see Box 1.5).

Even with increased funding available for emergency response and mitigation,
disasters continue to strike causing higher damages and losses especially in areas
that witnessed disasters in the past. Some examples of countries with recurrent
disasters are China, Indonesia, Turkey, and Iran, where deadly earthquakes happen
periodically; the Philippines, Thailand, and India, where floods occur almost every
year taking lives of thousands; and many Latin American countries that suffer from
floods, landslides, and earthquakes. Developed countries are thought to be better
prepared to face disasters. However, although the fatalities might be less, they also
face recurrent damages and losses from disasters. For example, the great Tohoku
earthquake and tsunami in 2011 killed 20,000 people in Japan and induced cascad-
ing infrastructure damages and nuclear plant failure. The 2012 Superstorm Sandy
caused unprecedented impacts in the USA, killing 147 people, destroying 650,000
houses, and causing $50 billion in damages (NOAA 2013).

Two trends point to further increase in global disaster impacts: first, population
growth in cities and areas exposed to disasters is increasing and second, climate
change. Nearly 75 % of the world’s population lives in areas affected at least once
by an earthquake, tropical cyclone, flood, or drought between 1980 and 2000
(UNDP 2004). This population at risk of disasters is expected to increase with popu-
lation growth and urbanization, which leads to the concentration of population and
assets in smaller areas. Almost all of the new population growth will happen in
developing countries, which will add 2.3 billion residents to reach 7.9 billion (out of
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a total projected global population of 9 billion) by 2050. Second, climate change is
likely to increase frequency and intensity of hydrological events including flooding
and drought. Apart from sea level rise, which affects small island states and coastal
cities, the IPCC (2014) report has predicted increases in extreme events such as heat
waves, extreme precipitation, and coastal flooding with increase in temperature. Are
countries ready to face this growing challenge?

1.2 Country-Level Disaster Impacts and Capacity
Building Programs

Similar to global trend of disaster impacts, a closer look at selected countries at high
risk of disasters shows a rising disaster impact trend at national level. Table 1.1 below
summarizes and Boxes 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5 provide examples of some countries
which are facing recurrent disasters and are undertaking conscious steps to increase
their capacity on disaster risk management. These country examples are selected on

Table 1.1 Selected country examples—disaster risk and financing on disaster risk reduction
(between 1991 and 2010)

Overall rank International financing
in receiving on DRR per capita/
international national government
Mortality aid on DRR revenue per capita Disaster impact
Country risk index (1991-2010) (in USD) trend
Low-income countries
Ethiopia 6 n/a 0.35/19.9 Number of people
affected increasing
Haiti 6 26 11.52/-8.23 Number of people
affected increasing,
faced deadliest

disaster in 2010,
still recovering

Lower-middle-income countries

Philippines 8 4 10.78/416.42 Number of people
affected increasing
Indonesia 9 2 6.75/513.64 Number of people
affected increasing
India 9 8 0.5/262.28 Number of people

affected increasing
Upper-middle-income countries

Argentina 5 7 14.82/3,249.53 Number of people
affected increasing
China 9 1 1.25/n/a Number of people

affected increasing

Note: National government revenue is the amount calculated by subtracting overseas development
assistance (e.g. United Nations) from national revenue (tax, fees, etc.)
Source: Kellet and Caravani (2013), Guha-Sapir et al. (2014), UNISDR (2014a)
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Box 1.2. Snapshot 1: Ethiopia

The memories of a little girl in a small village in the dry lands of Oromia region
in Ethiopia during my visit after the 2011 drought are still vivid. She had not eaten
for days and had been surviving on sugar syrup. Her mother, like many in this
pastoral community, had been giving sugar dissolved in water to her kids in place
of milk and other nutritional food. As the community was trying to explain their
sufferings and suggestions to improve their situation, the girl’s big eyes stay fix-
ated on me. Her only question to me—through a translator—was if the rains will
ever come back. Later, the community showed me a small primary school that has
not been functioning well due to the lack of willing teachers to serve this remote
community. Now the community wanted the government to invest in better
schooling so that the new generation need not rely solely on pastoralism.

This was not the first drought in Ethiopia. This low-income country of 94
million inhabitants (World Bank 2013) has historically suffered from droughts.
The country suffers from chronic and transitory food insecurity, requiring sup-
port for an average of 8.3 million people yearly (Siyoum et al. 2012). Why is
this situation occurring again and again even when Ethiopia has been making
steady economic growth in the recent years? While there were humanitarian
responses every year, the government and donors took a more systematic
approach from 2005 with the launch of a large donor-supported program on
safety nets. Why has the number of people requiring support not gone down
after this targeted program, especially when the government started investing
more resources strategically on drought response and risk reduction every year?

Box 1.3. Snapshot 2: Haiti

Nearly 150,000 people were still living in tents and waiting to move back into
their houses even 4 years after the deadly 2010 earthquake in Haiti (NPR
2014). The country saw tremendous international support after the deadly
earthquake which killed 220,000 people, affected 120 % of the country’s
economy, and led to very long and arduous post-earthquake recovery and
reconstruction efforts (GFDRR 2010a). International agencies and donors
have invested in capacity and resilience building programs such as support for
multi-sector coordination and technical training programs and safer schools
and buildings.

Nearly 96 % of Haiti’s population is still living in areas at high risk from
cyclones and earthquakes (GFDRR 2010b). The 2012 cyclone affected
200,000 people while smaller flooding events were reported in 2010. In 2004,
tropical storm Jeanne affected over 315,000 people and in 2008, another trop-
ical storm affected more than 865,000 people (GFDRR 2010b). The country’s
high population density (up to 40,000 per sq km in Port-au-Prince), large
number of informal structure activities, weak infrastructure, and environmental
degradation render the country and its population particularly vulnerable.

Is there a way for Haiti to break its capability trap?
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Box 1.4. Snapshot 3: Philippines

The Typhoon Yolanda/Haiyan, which affected many regions of the Philippines
in 2013, was not the first typhoon to affect the country. The Philippines’ tropi-
cal climate and its location in the “ring of fire” make it susceptible to many
typhoons every year. As per the United Nations, the country is ranked twelfth
globally in terms of disaster mortality index and is ranked seventh in receiving
global donor support to mitigate disaster risk. In the last 20 years, it received
$1.5 billion from donors on disaster risk management, 55 % of which went
specifically for flood risk reduction. The country has received fourth highest
donor financing for disaster risk reduction worldwide over the last 20 years
(Kellet and Caravani 2013).

While the funding to mitigate disaster risk has grown, the impacts from
typhoons have also grown over the years. The 2009 Typhoons Ketsana/Ondoy
and Pepeng affected 13 million people with 956 dead and 220,000 houses
damaged. The 2013 Typhoon Yolanda/Haiyan affected 16 million people with
6,000 dead and one million houses damaged (USAID 2014). Post-Disaster
Needs Assessments conducted by international agencies and partners with the
government after 2009 typhoons estimated $4.4 billion for recovery and
reconstruction (GFDRR 2009). The humanitarian needs after 2013 typhoon
are estimated at $788 million and recovery and reconstruction needs more
than $1 billion (USAID 2014).

Why is the country not able to reduce mortality rates from recurrent
typhoons even with conscious efforts?

Box 1.5. Snapshot 4: Indonesia

Indonesia is the world’s fourth most populous country and ranks 12th globally
for high mortality risks from multiple hazards. More than 90 million people
(40 %) in the country are at risk of tsunamis, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions,
and floods. No wonder, the country received second highest international aid
for disaster risk management over the last 20 years. Moreover, the govern-
ment of Indonesia has invested around 10 times more on disaster risk reduc-
tion on average compared to the international aid ($900 million between 2006
and 2012) (Kellet and Caravani 2013). However, even as the national and
international funding on DRM increased, the impacts of disasters also have
grown over the years. The graph below shows the impact of disasters from
1994 to 2009.

(continued)
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Box 1.5. (continued)
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West Sumatra province of Indonesia is at a high risk of earthquakes due to
its location at the convergence zone of four major tectonic plates and densely
populated settlements. Even though the region has a long history of high
intensity earthquakes, even a moderate intensity earthquake causes relatively
high impacts. The 2007 earthquake had a relatively less magnitude of 6.3 but
caused much higher impacts in West Sumatra (Padang) region—66 deaths,
500 casualties, severe damage or collapse of nearly 15,000 buildings, and
over 135,000 people displaced (GFDRR 2010c). In 2009, another powerful
(magnitude 7.6) earthquake struck West Sumatra province. The earthquake
affected 13 out of 19 districts, killing over 1,100 people and injuring another
3,000 (BNPB et al. 2009). The death toll was intensified by landslides in at
least three villages in the district of Padang Pariaman, burying a significant
proportion of the inhabitants. The cities of Padang and Pariaman (Kota Padang
and Kota Pariaman) as well as the district of Padang Pariaman (Kabupaten
Padang Pariaman) were the worst-affected areas.

A recent assessment on DRM capacity in the country pointed to the usual
impediments—Ilack of capacity and capability on DRR of nongovernment
stakeholders at local levels, lack of systematic learning, and inability to
mainstream DRM into development agenda (Djalante et al. 2012). Why has it
been hard to develop DRM capacity in the country even after the conscious
efforts of government and donors?

11
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the basis of their risk to disasters (based on UNISDR’s mortality risk index), their
economic well-being (based on World Bank’s income classification), and their access
to international financing on disaster risk reduction.

At the lower end of the income classification, Ethiopia and Haiti are examples of
low-income countries with prominent natural hazard risk (see Boxes 1.2 and 1.3).
Ethiopia faces recurrent and long-lasting droughts, while Haiti faces deadly earth-
quakes. Ethiopia has made steady economic progress in the last decade and has
taken many steps to improve institutions, policies, and financing on disaster risk
management. Its social safety net program is a successful example of providing
systematic support to most vulnerable people. The disaster risk management efforts,
however, are mostly aided by donors, with the number of people needing support
increasing every year rather than falling down. Haiti, on other hand, received tre-
mendous international support after 2010 earthquake, but even after 4 years it has
not totally recovered with many people still living in temporary shelters.

Indonesia and the Philippines, both lower-middle-income countries highly
exposed to multiple hazards, received second and fourth highest support from
donors on disaster risk management in the last 20 years. The countries have invested
relatively higher domestic resources, compared to international aid available to
them, to develop their own capacity to prevent and prepare for disasters. Even with
more funding and focus on disasters, the countries are still facing growing disaster
impacts (see Boxes 1.4 and 1.5).

Though Argentina, a higher-income country, has invested heavily in disaster risk
reduction, it faces growing disaster impacts (see Box 1.6). At the higher end of the
income classification, the USA and Japan are examples of developed countries.
Both face recurrent and deadly disasters and invest heavily in disaster risk
management. In both countries, fatalities are lower over the years but losses are very
high and growing (Weiss and Weidman 2013).

One common theme among the entire spectrum of example countries is the rise
in losses as well as people affected from disasters. It also shows that countries are
investing in increasing their capacity, but are these countries investing in the “right”
capacity building measures? What is meant by effective capacity for disaster risk
management? How should the capacity be assessed since disaster trend alone may
not reflect it?

Recent research by UNDP (2013) points to risk governance capacity, which is
defined as the way in which the public authorities, civil servants, media, private sec-
tor, and civil society coordinate at community, national, and regional levels in order
to manage and reduce disaster- and climate-related risks, as having a direct relation-
ship with the development stage of the country (UNISDR 2011). Not surprisingly
some of the lowest-income countries end up being the ones with the least capacity.
See Fig. 1.3 for details. The figure also shows that some high- and medium-income
countries also have low disaster risk capacity. What factors lead countries from low
disaster mitigation capacity to high capacity? Currently these factors are not elabo-
rated in the literature and so knowledge about them remains limited.
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Box 1.6. Snapshot 5: Argentina
Argentina is among the top ten emerging economies with the highest flood hazard
exposure. Swiss Re estimates the potential of losses from floods in excess of US$
3 billion a year (World Bank 2014). The disaster impacts, not only in terms of
economic losses but also the number of people affected, are rising. Climate
change can further increase the trend. On April 2, 2013, the city of Buenos Aires
experienced one of the heaviest storms recorded in nearly 50 years. Nearly
350,000 people were directly affected. Damage and losses added up to nearly
US$ 300 million. Key transportation routes were submerged and mass-transit
systems like the Buenos Aires metro and railway systems were disabled. Power
shortages lasted for as long as 15 h in at least 11 neighborhoods.

The country has been very proactive in investing in disaster risk management.
It is one of the top 10 countries receiving aid on flood risk prevention in the last
two decades (Kellet and Caravani 2013). The country started building its capac-
ity for preventing and mitigating disaster impacts from 1998, with the establish-
ment of the Federal Emergency System (Freeman et al. 2003). The country has
developed a decentralized system where the federal government plays an impor-
tant role in the mobilization of resources and the coordination of national and
international organizations in mitigation and emergency response efforts (World
Bank 2012). Provincial governments assume the responsibility for assessing
regional vulnerabilities and carrying out mitigation projects to protect against
natural catastrophes within their respective provinces. From 1998, a number of
World Bank loans have gone toward developing capacity for flood resilience.
However, many challenges related to coordination between government organi-
zations, availability of timely and useful data, and staff capacity hamper effective
capacity building.

Capacity
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Fig. 1.3 Disaster risk governance capacity (Source: UNISDR (2011))
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1.3 Capacity Development Mirage

How can a place be built and managed so that it is safe for people to live? Ironically,
many governments and people keep on asking the same question after every new
disaster. Why, even with a high level of investment in increasing government’s
capacity to manage disaster risk, do the impacts of disasters continue to increase?
What is the challenge?

Some countries seem to be falling in a “capability trap”—where in spite of con-
scious capacity development programs, disaster preparedness and resilience remain
low. The concept of capability trap is based on the findings from recent studies
which suggest that some capacity building programs can in fact reverse the small
progress made in developing countries (Abraham and Platteau 2004; Rao and
Ibanez 2005; Pritchett and Weijer 2010). A capability trap occurs when the capabil-
ity of the state to implement policies and programs is both severely limited and
improving only very slowly (Birdsall 2007; Moyo 2009; Pritchett and Weijer 2010).
This concept is discussed in more detail in Chap. 3.

In this regard, a recent remark by a senior project manager of an international
development agency, during a workshop on disaster early warning and response, was
very compelling. Summarizing the current state of affairs, the manager said that even
after 7 years of funding capacity building programs for strengthening early warning
and disaster preparedness capacity in many Central Asian countries, there is no
improvement in providing timely warnings to citizens and triggering timely govern-
ment response. The manager is not the first to show frustration over capacity building
programs for disaster prevention. Commenting on the unsatisfactory response to
Hurricane Katrina in the USA, during which nearly 1,500 people died and thousands
lost homes, the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs (2006)
noted that failure to prevent losses and respond in time was due to the “failure of gov-
ernment at all levels to plan, prepare for, and respond aggressively to the storm” (p. 2).

Many questions remained to be answered: How to define and measure capability
trap? Why are some countries facing capability trap? Is it because disasters are unique
and pose a challenge that cannot be effectively managed by human societies? Is it
dependent on a country’s economic well-being? Or is it because of the way capacity
development for disaster risk management is taking place—in other words the design
and implementation of capacity building programs are not good enough? Is there
altogether different capacity needed for which countries are not ready yet? What can
be done to identify and break the capability trap? What causes capability trap?

On the last question, there are two points of views. On one hand is a “Yes Aid”
group. Comprising predominantly of donors and international aid agencies, propo-
nents of this group work on the premise that international aid is necessary to increase
developing or least developed countries’ capacity for responding to and preventing
disaster impacts. This group believes that the required financial resources are not
available in the countries to take needed and timely actions, and technical under-
standing of what to do to prevent and respond to disasters is also not known.
International aid can provide both the financial resources and the technical expertise
to resolve the problem.
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On the other hand is the “No Aid” group. This group consists of recent research-
ers focusing on the review of development aid over the last several decades and
advocates that the international aid has not been helpful to recipient countries and
has in fact reversed the development gains (Birdsall 2007; Moyo 2009; Pritchett and
Weijer 2010; Easterly 2013). Proponents of this group believe that the way capacity
building programs are designed or implemented contribute to the capability trap
situation. Simply put, it is the situation where capacity development projects start
with a solid promise of development and amidst high expectations fail to provide
desired results on the ground. As in a mirage, the international development assis-
tance or even government’s own actions rely on best practices and supply-driven
and short time-frame projects focusing on fiscal disbursement, numerical targets,
and short fixes, leading in the opposite direction (Pritchett and Weijer 2010).

Compared to typical development projects such as roads and agriculture, the need
for international aid for disaster is very different. The humanitarian requirements
after major or catastrophic events require donors to provide post-disaster response
assistance. No wonder, a majority of international disaster financing (see Fig. 1.2)
goes toward emergency response and recovery, which keeps growing with higher
disaster events and impacts worldwide. Since the disaster response costs are increas-
ing, the donors naturally want to assist countries in developing long-term capacity to
mitigate disaster impacts, so over time less funding is required on disaster response.

Moving from global to country level, dynamics around a disaster are also very dif-
ferent and unique. Disasters are unique and “focusing events” (Birkland 2007), which
get a lot of attention from media. Governments come under high pressure to perform
quickly—recover from disasters, rehabilitate affected people, and take urgent steps to
avoid future impacts. This requires immediate finance and technical know-how, which
may not readily exist in the country. International assistance, in such cases, remains
the only option. There may also be public pressure to punish or take blame for disaster
impacts (AusSMC 2012). Such a situation can very well lead into quick but unsus-
tainable policy changes and projects to show quick results. Funding for disaster risk
reduction suffers from constant diversion to emergency response (especially if an
emergency response department is responsible for risk reduction activities).

Another challenge is related to each disaster’s “half-life.” In spite of the high
media coverage of disaster events, the memory of a disaster soon fades away. Once
the immediate relief and reconstruction efforts are over, urgent developmental issues
such as access to water, electricity, and housing (in the development country con-
text) take central stage, consuming most of the time and resources of communities.
“Even a major disaster has a half-life of memory of less than two generations and
other more immediate threats often seem more urgent. Less severe events can be
forgotten in less than 3 years” (Jha et al. 2012, p. 49). How then can institutions and
organizations be on top of disasters, which are uncertain and less frequent, as com-
pared to urgent development issues that are certain, more visible, and frequent? Can
all these reasons be a part of “capability trap” situation? How can this be verified?

There are many reasons why countries need to be prepared for disasters. Not
only do the disasters affect countries in the medium to long run, they also increase
poverty, affecting the most vulnerable. Some low-income countries have little
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capacity to manage disasters and are severely affected by a disaster, which further
reduces their ability to prevent future disasters and achieve overall development.
Haiti is one example. What can be done to break the capability trap?

1.4 Breaking the Capacity Development Mirage

This chapter provided an overview of how disaster impacts are increasing globally
and how some countries are not able to develop effective capacity for preventing
and mitigating disaster impacts. With examples of selected countries facing recur-
rent disasters, this chapter raises critical questions on challenges associated with
capacity development in disaster risk management: How to define capability trap?
Why are some countries facing capability trap? What can be done to develop effec-
tive capacity and break the capability trap? To better understand the challenges at a
local level, the next chapter introduces the case of 2001 earthquake in Gujarat,
India, where both donors and the government invested heavily in capacity building
programs. After an overview of the earthquake-affected region, earthquake impacts,
and the kind of capacity building measures undertaken, the chapter focuses on a
critical question: after massive donor and government investment for over a decade,
what disaster risk management capacity exists at the local level—the front line
charged with facing future disasters?

The second part of the book focuses on finding the answers to questions raised in
Chaps. 1 and 2. The solutions are broadly based on two lines of inquiries: first, by
developing a conceptual model of capacity building in disaster risk management
and, second, by applying the conceptual model to understand capacity development
challenges in Gujarat. Implications for Gujarat and generally for donors, govern-
ments, and communities are then discussed based on the results of the above inqui-
ries. A comparison of countries with better disaster prevention and response
capacities is also undertaken to support recommendations.

The third and fourth chapters dig deep into the meanings and practices of capac-
ity building and disaster risk management. Fifth chapter provides a critical rethink-
ing of capacity building model as it applies to disaster risk management. Sixth
chapter focuses on understanding Gujarat case through the conceptual model. The
seventh and eighth chapters focus on recommendations for improving capacity
building in disaster risk management.

There has been limited research on enhancing local capacity to manage disasters.
In particular, the concept of capacity development for disaster risk management has
not been adequately explored in public policy literature. This book contributes to this
emerging field of public policy. Similarly, there has been research about local gov-
ernment capacity related to service delivery and financial management; the role of
local government in managing disaster risk is not a well-researched field. This book
contributes to the literature on local government capacity literature. The research
and recommendations in this book will also aid in understanding why certain local
capacity factors are critical in certain contexts and can guide future generations of
development practitioners in prioritizing actions to achieve anticipated results.
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Chapter 2
Capacity Crisis After the 2001 Earthquake
in Gujarat, India

Abstract The state of Gujarat in India faced a deadly earthquake in 2001, which
killed over 13 thousand people, affected nearly 28 million, and damaged 1.2 million
houses. In the worst-affected region of the state, Kutch district, over 90 % popula-
tion was affected and 70 % buildings destroyed. While the world has witnessed even
worst impacts from deadly earthquakes before, what makes this disaster different is
the adoption of a massive government-led and donor-supported reconstruction and
capacity building program after the earthquake. Although the country and the state
were not at all prepared for such a disaster in 2001, enormous international and
national attention after the earthquake led to fundamental changes in how disasters
are managed across the country. The government of Gujarat acted swiftly in estab-
lishing a new state disaster management agency within a month. New state and
national disaster management laws were passed in 2003 and 2005, respectively,
defining federal, state, and district level institutional arrangements for disaster
management. Most importantly, these laws provided dedicated funding not only for
disaster response but also disaster risk mitigation. This chapter starts with an over-
view of the need to focus on Gujarat case along with an overview of disaster trends
in India, Gujarat state, and Kutch district. A brief description of the 2001 earthquake
in Gujarat is followed by capacity building efforts that were undertaken by the gov-
ernment and donors. Towards the end of the chapter, a crucial question is raised.
More than a decade later, and with $1.7 billion spent in targeted capacity building
program, is the region any safer?

Keywords 2001 Earthquake of Gujarat ¢ Disaster management ® Donors ¢ Gujarat
Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project (GEERP) ¢ Gujarat State Disaster
Management Authority (GSDMA)

The state of Gujarat in India faced a deadly earthquake in 2001, killing over 13
thousand people, affecting 28 million, and damaging 1.2 million houses in a matter
of minutes (Mishra 2004). In the worst-affected region of the state, Kutch district,
over 90 % population was affected and 70 % buildings destroyed. While the world
has witnessed even worst impacts from deadly earthquakes before, what makes this
disaster different is the adoption of a massive government-led and donor-supported
reconstruction and capacity building program after the earthquake. Although the
country and the state was not at all prepared for such a disaster in 2001, enormous

© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2015 19
A. Tiwari, The Capacity Crisis in Disaster Risk Management,
Environmental Hazards, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_2



20 2 Capacity Crisis After the 2001 Earthquake in Gujarat, India

international and national attention after the earthquake led to fundamental changes
in how disasters are managed across the country. The government of Gujarat acted
swiftly in establishing a new state disaster management agency within a month.
New state and national disaster management laws were passed in 2003 and 2005,
respectively, defining federal, state, and district level institutional arrangements for
disaster management and most importantly providing dedicated funding not only
for disaster response but also disaster risk mitigation.

This chapter starts with an overview of the need to focus on Gujarat case, along
with an overview of disaster trends in India, Gujarat, and Kutch. A brief description
of the 2001 earthquake in Gujarat is followed by capacity building efforts that were
undertaken by the government and donors. Toward the end of the chapter, a crucial
question is raised. More than a decade later, and with $1.7 billion spent in targeted
capacity building program, is the region any safer? How to assess whether the
capacity building efforts were effective, especially in the absence of another
earthquake? Should the people wait till the next earthquake to find out? A potential
capability trap position is discussed in which local capacity for preventing and
preparing for earthquake is either developing very slowly or is not being sustained
effectively.

2.1 Why Focus on the 2001 Earthquake of Gujarat?

Many deadly earthquakes have occurred around the world after the 2001 earthquake
of Gujarat. Why then focus on it? First, it happened in one of the most populous and
disaster-prone countries of the world. India is highly prone to disasters, and with a
growing population, even more people will be at risk in the future. Second, the
quake happened in one of the most progressive states of the country whose economic
and social development capacity can be considered relatively higher compared to
other Indian states. Thus, the likelihood of success in capacity building program is
higher. Third, it attracted massive international and national aid specifically for
developing long-term capacity for disaster risk management. Compared to other
cases where the focus is usually just on post-disaster reconstruction, this case
focused specifically on long-term capacity building on disaster risk management.
Fourth, and most importantly, more than a decade has passed after the capacity
building program was adopted—which provides ample time for the results.

2.1.1 India: Increasing Population and Disaster Impacts

India is the second most populous country and one of the most disaster-prone coun-
tries in the world. The country with 1.2 billion population (as per 2011 census)
ranks 9th on the Disaster Mortality Risk Index (UNISDR 2009)—second only to
China in terms of number of disaster victims (NIDM 2009)—and has seen disaster
losses and number of affected people increasing over the years (see Table 2.1). India
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Table 2.1 Disaster impacts in India

Period Number of events Total people affected Damaged buildings
1965-1975 45 366,886,115 1,883,989
1976-1985 103 308,360,528 4,929,511
1986-1995 107 564,157,326 14,138,645
1996-2005 173 663,54,8072 23,594,614
2006-2013 121 107,122,392 13,446,247
Total 549 2,010,074,433 57,993,006

Source: Guha-Sapir et al. (2014)
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ranks 8th overall in international aid receipts over the last 20 years. Although the
international aid is very small per capita ($0.5), it is still very substantial given that
it has been concentrated in specific areas after deadly disasters (e.g., 2001 Gujarat
earthquake and Indian Ocean tsunami).

The country mostly followed an emergency response approach to disasters until
the 2001 Gujarat earthquake. The federal government provides financial support
while affected states manage relief and reconstruction works (World Bank 2009).
However, over the years, state expenditure related to disaster response has grown
outpacing planned budgets for emergencies under successive finance commis-
sions—which recommends budgetary allocations from federal to state governments
over a period of 5 years. Figure 2.1 above shows the growing expenditure on disas-
ter response by states in India. From 1997 to 2007 alone, the states in India spent
nearly US $8 billion' on disaster response (NIDM 2009). With 55 % of its area
exposed to earthquakes, 8 % to cyclones, and 5 % to floods and assuming even

At a conversion rate of 1 USD to 60 Indian Rupees.
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moderate impacts from climate change, the disaster losses are likely to grow even
further in the future.

2.1.2 Gujarat: One of India’s Most Progressive States

The state of Gujarat is situated in the western part of India and is the birth place of
Mahatma Gandhi. Although it is a relatively small state accounting for 6 % of the
India’s area and 5 % of India’s population, it is one of the most progressive states in
the country. The population of Gujarat as per Census 2011 is 60 million of which
43 % live in 500 urban towns and cities and the remaining 57 % in over 18,000 vil-
lages. The per capita income of Gujarat is the fourth highest among the major Indian
states at 1993—1994 prices. It is the second most industrialized state in the country
accounting for over 10 % of working factories, 9 % of average daily employment,
14 % of the value of output, and 11 % of net value added of manufacturing sector in
the country as a whole. It is also the third most urbanized state of the country and
one of the most literate states of India with the literacy rate of 79 %.

Gujarat is highly prone to cyclones, drought, earthquakes, and floods. It has
faced many disasters historically (see Table 2.2). Frequent disasters have had nega-
tive impact on the state’s economy. However, for along time systematic understanding
and management of disasters didn’t exist in the country and the state.

2.1.3 Kutch: Historically Prone to Earthquakes

Kutch is one of the 26 districts in the state of Gujarat. It is the largest district in India
in terms of land area (45,652 km?) (Census of India 2011). It borders Pakistan in the
north and northwest, the Arabian Sea in the west, and the Gulf of Kutch in the south.
The Rann of Kutch separates the district from the mainland with the Great Rann in

Table 2.2 Major disasters in Gujarat

Disaster Years Comments

Cyclone 1817, 1850, 1881, 1893, 1896, 1897, 1903, Very frequent hazard that is
1920, 1933, 1947, 1948, 1961, 1964, 1975, likely to increase with
1976, 1978, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1990, 1993, | climate change
1996, 1998, 1999

Drought/heat 1985, 1986, 1987, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, Good rains from 2002 to
wave 2002 2012
Earthquake 1668, 1819, 1821, 1845, 1856, 1864, 1864, The state lies in zone V, with

(magnitude >5) 1903, 1927, 1940, 1956, 1970, 1982,1991, return period 20 years
1995, 1996, 2001

Floods 1980, 1989, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1997, Floods have become more
1998, 2003, 2004 frequent with increase in the
number of urban settlements

Source: Compiled from various GSDMA publications
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the north and the Little Rann in the east and southeast. The Rann is a shallow salt
marshland that is submerged in water during the rainy season and becomes dry (salt
flats) during other seasons. There are a number of islands in the Great Rann. The
Kutch peninsula is generally dry with an annual average rainfall of 35 cm. It has a
linear hill range running east—west with a number of small seasonal streams follow-
ing the slopes to north and south. The northern edge of the landmass bordering with
the Great Rann is a large swath of grassland known as Banni.

Kutch has a population of nearly two million as per 2011 Census (see Table 6.3).
However, compared to national and state averages, the district has a very low den-
sity. Majority of the population live in rural areas and depend on seasonal farming
and animal husbandry.

Kutch district is prone to earthquakes, cyclones, floods, and drought. The district
is an active seismological area with a number of active faults. Kutch has witnessed
many destructive earthquakes in the past, and the 2001 earthquake (magnitude of
6.9 on Richter scale) resulted in unprecedented deaths and destruction. The area has
experienced aftershocks with such regularity that the people are now capable of
understanding the differences in intensity.

2.1.4 The 2001 Earthquake in Gujarat

Every year, the Republic Day in India is celebrated on January 26 to mark the day
when India’s constitution came into effect. Morning is especially busy on this day
with celebrations and parades in schools and government offices. In 2001, on
Republic Day, a major earthquake of magnitude 6.9 on Richter scale occurred in the
state of Gujarat in India at 8:46 am local time (Fig. 2.2). It lasted for 2 min. The
epicenter was about 9 km south-southwest of the village of Chobari, Bhachau
Taluka, of Kutch district.

More than 7,600 villages of 19 districts were partially or fully affected; 13,805
human lives were lost in the state and approximately 167,000 people suffered minor
or severe injury. There was significant damage to the infrastructure with facilities
such as hospitals, schools, the electric power grid, water systems, bridges, and roads
damaged or destroyed. Over 1.2 million houses were damaged to varying degrees,
and more than 200,000 of them collapsed completely. The related consequence of
the phenomenon was the loss of livelihood of millions of people. More than 10,000
small and medium industrial units stopped production and livelihoods of more than
50,000 artisans were adversely affected (GSDMA 2001).

The immensity of destruction, human suffering, and media attention prompted a
quick response within India. The national and state governments quickly provided
assistance in many forms including cash, medical supplies, communication teams,
shelters, food, clothing, transport, and relief workers. There were more than 185
nongovernment organizations (NGOs), mostly Indian charities, which undertook
earthquake-relief and rehabilitation activities. Search and rescue teams soon arrived
from several countries to help local rescue teams. Relief teams and supplies soon
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Fig. 2.2 Areas affected by the 2001 Gujarat earthquake (Source: Adapted from GSDMA (2001))

followed from 38 countries as well as United Nations agencies and many interna-
tional NGOs such as the Red Cross. The national and state governments formed a
group of special officers to handle the rescue, relief, and rehabilitation activities and
mobilized funds for the same.

2.2 Capacity Crisis and Capacity Building After the 2001
Earthquake

2.2.1 Government and Donor Responses

Recognizing the need for coordination of government agencies, partners, and
NGOs, the state government formed the Gujarat State Disaster Management
Authority (GSDMA) in February 2001, just a month after the earthquake. The gov-
ernment also issued a preliminary report on earthquake damage assessment and
invited donors to review the findings. Apart from physical impacts on buildings and
infrastructure, the preliminary report mentioned the inadequate administrative
structure to deal with relief and rescue work (Government of Gujarat 2001). As an
initial response, the state government rushed in senior administrative officers to
manage relief and rescue works. Later on, a stable higher-level administration was
formed for longer-term relief, reconstruction, and repair by appointing additional
collectors and additional district development officers (ADDOs) in the 16 worst-
affected falukas (administrative divisions). These high-level officials were from an
elite national Indian Administrative Service (IAS) cadre. At the apex level, a disas-
ter management and mitigation authority, headed by the Chief Minister, and a
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disaster management task force to advise the government on relief and reconstruc-
tion policies and measures were set up. The task force was headed by a retired
senior officer of the government with broad experience in relief operations.

The World Bank and the Asian Development Bank took the government’s pre-
liminary assessment as key input into a more detailed joint assessment carried out
through field trips and consultations with government officers and NGOs. The joint
assessment, which was finalized in March 2001, estimated sectoral asset losses to
be US $2.1 billion for the same-standard replacement costs (including household
assets) and US $1.8 billion in improved-standard replacement costs, excluding
household assets (World Bank & Asian Development Bank 2001). The report pro-
posed a recovery and reconstruction strategy based on (a) empowering individuals
and communities by ensuring that the majority of reconstruction efforts be under-
taken by the community; (b) a clear, transparent, and participatory approach to
assess wishes of villagers and cost of alternatives; and (¢) communication and trans-
parency through effective dialogue among the government, public, and partners.
GSDMA capacity building needs were identified as (i) immediate needs, which
included coordinating all agencies and stakeholders involved in reconstruction, pro-
viding the financial management of Gujarat Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction
Project (GEERP), funding and monitoring progress of the overall program, and
developing a comprehensive and sustainable disaster risk management program,
and (ii) long-term disaster risk reduction needs, which included disaster risk map-
ping (building on the Vulnerability Atlas of India for Gujarat, 1997) for disaster
scenarios and microzonation; risk reduction by reviewing existing preparedness
measures at state, district, and community levels to identify gaps; and risk transfer
through insurance schemes and access to quick finance during disasters.

2.2.2 Design of Capacity Development Project

A massive donor-supported comprehensive rehabilitation and reconstruction pro-
gram—GQGujarat Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project (GEERP)—costing
US $1,765 million was planned based on the government and donor assessments
and launched by the government of Gujarat. This was funded jointly by the state
government, the government of India, and bilateral and multilateral funding agen-
cies such as the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the Netherlands
government, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID),
and the European Union (EU). The GEERP was designed as a comprehensive multi-
sector program, aimed at rehabilitation of people through provision of housing,
social amenities, infrastructure, and livelihood support based on a sustainable econ-
omy and environment and preparing them to face disasters through community par-
ticipation and multi-hazard preparedness programs.

The government of Gujarat developed the GEERP as a comprehensive multi-
sector program, aimed at rehabilitation of the people affected by the earthquake
through provision of housing, social amenities, infrastructure, and livelihood
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support and based on principles of sustainable economy and ecology (GSDMA
2001). The project had three phases with the short- and medium-term phases focus-
ing on recovery and reconstruction and the long-term phase focusing on capacity
building for disaster reduction. The overall objectives of the long-term phase were
to implement a comprehensive disaster management program and improve the
disaster preparedness and emergency response capacity of the government to deal
with different types of disasters.

The strategic focus of GEERP is shown in Fig. 2.3. The project budget was US
$1.7 billion, out of which the state government secured a loan of US $687.5 million
from the World Bank, US $350 million from the Asian Development Bank (ADB),
and the rest from the national government and other state governments. The World
Bank funding focused on housing, the social sector, infrastructure, community par-
ticipation, and disaster management capacity building. The ADB funding focused
on housing, urban/rural infrastructure, power, livelihood support, and disaster pre-
paredness and mitigation. Other donors including the EU, USAID, Netherlands
government, International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), and World
Food Program (WFP) also provided significant support by directly funding small
activities.

The World Bank supported phase I of the project with a US $261.6 million loan,
approved in March 2001, aimed at immediate reconstruction of housing, dams and
irrigation, roads and bridges, and public buildings and support for health, education,
and community participation. The second phase of the World Bank-supported lend-
ing provided US $442.8 million, approved in June 2002, for restoration of housing
and public buildings, restoration of basic infrastructure such as the roads and irriga-
tion sectors, and development of an institutional framework to allow better disaster
mitigation and risk management for future natural disasters. One of the key objec-
tives of the GEERP was to systematically enhance the capacity of government agen-
cies and communities as well as to increase community involvement in managing
reconstruction requirements and risk from future disasters (Mishra 2004; GSDMA
2006; World Bank 2009).

* Debris removal, temporary shelter, relief and rescue
e |nitiation of repair and reconstruciton

¢ Repair and reconstruction (houses, public infrastructure, and
social infrastructure)
¢ Disaster reduction and mitigation programs (public awareness)

o Capacity building of GSDMA
¢ Long term measures for disaster reduction and mitigation

Long Term
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Fig. 2.3 Strategic focus of GEERP (Source: Adapted from Mishra (2004))
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2.2.3 Policy and Institutional Changes After the 2001
Earthquake

Apart from the targeted program, GEERP, various policy, institutional, and funding
changes occurred at the national and state level, providing needed legal backing and
financing. The changes were especially welcomed by the donors and international
aid agencies as it ensured sustainability of the results to be achieved under the
GEERP.

2.2.3.1 National Level Changes

At a national level, National Disaster Act was passed in December 2005, 4 years
after Gujarat earthquake and a year after Indian Ocean tsunami. The act paved a way
for establishing National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA), responsible for
preparing policies and plans for disaster management, and National Institute of
Disaster Management (NIDM), responsible for research, training, and other capac-
ity building activities. A National Executive Committee was formed under NDMA
to implement policies and plans developed by NDMA.

A similar structure was suggested at state and district levels, with state and dis-
trict disaster management authorities.

A National Disaster Response Fund (NDRF) and National Disaster Mitigation
Fund (NDMF) were mandated by the 2005 Act, with similar funds at state and dis-
trict levels.

2.2.3.2 Changes in Gujarat State

Within weeks after the 2001 earthquake, the state government in Gujarat set up a
special body, the Gujarat State Disaster Management Authority (GSDMA), to deal
with all aspects of relief and rehabilitation. Headed by an IAS officer, GSDMA
worked with special officers at the district headquarters to coordinate relief activi-
ties in the early stages. This agency was conceived to be a permanent arrangement
to handle natural disasters (see Sect. 5.1, subsection titled “Disaster management
within the state administrative structure” for details about GSDMA). A Gujarat
State Disaster Management Act was passed in 2003 to provide permanent status to
GSDMA.

The Gujarat Institute of Disaster Management (GIDM) was established as a
training and research wing of GSDMA on January 26, 2004, by the government of
Gujarat with the aim of human resource development in the state. Its objectives
include providing disaster management training, undertaking public education and
community awareness, acting as a resource center and clearing house of informa-
tion, and facilitating partnerships with private organizations and universities.
Currently, GIDM offers a series of training courses to government officials and
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other stakeholders. These courses are offered by experts in the field. Four area
development authorities were established in the four affected towns of Kutch to
develop, coordinate, and implement urban development plans. These area develop-
ment authorities are now responsible for providing building code permission and
enforcement. Many of these functions were with local municipalities before 2001.

2.2.4 Is Kutch Any Safer than in 2001?

More than a decade later and with $1.7 billion spent in targeted capacity building
program in Gujarat, primarily Kutch, is the region any safer? This question, although
crucial, is very difficult to answer, especially in the absence of another earthquake.
Should we wait till the next earthquake to find out?

At the “outside,” looking at the external form, a phenomenal change has hap-
pened in the state. New policies and institutional structures have been adopted,
which were up and running in a very little time after the earthquake. The GSDMA
was established a month after the earthquake and has received many prestigious
awards for its functioning. District’ Disaster Management Agency, District
Emergency Operation Center (DEOC), and Taluka Emergency Operation Center
(TEOC) are all established and functional.

If you look closely at the affected settlements, however, the story is a little differ-
ent. A survey conducted in 2011 found that 40 % of the surveyed buildings had high
vulnerability to earthquake (Powell 2011). Some people were still living in tempo-
rary shelters in 2012 or have developed extensions to their houses—which were not
earthquake resistant. Additionally the quality of construction has not improved even
with masons training program. Another citizen survey conducted in 2012, as a part
of this research in Bhuj, found that a majority of people surveyed believe that the
town’s capacity to deal with emergencies has improved but the next earthquake can
have same impact as 2001, if not more (see Chap. 6). One reason for this belief was
structural vulnerability of buildings in the city, which, along with the town’s increas-
ing population, puts more people at risk. Population in Bhuj, the capital city of
Kutch district, has increased 49 % after the earthquake (World Bank 2009; Census
of India 2011), while the city area has doubled, in part due to the economic incen-
tives provided after the earthquake—exposing more people and assets to potential
future earthquakes.

What is missing to make the massive investment more effective at the ground
level? Is this a capability trap situation or just a typical capacity development pro-
cess? How to measure results of capacity building in disaster risk management?
What are the indicators of capability trap situation? How to break it? The next part
of the book focuses on these questions, exploring what capacity building in disaster
risk management means. A conceptual model will be developed to understand the
Gujarat case.

2Somewhat equivalent to a county in the USA.
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A detailed discussion on Gujarat’s post-earthquake recovery and reconstruction
program provides a great opportunity to understand the capacity building process in
many ways. First, before the earthquake, the local administration followed an ad
hoc approach to disaster management and paid little attention to disaster risk reduc-
tion. Soon after the 2001 earthquake, the GEERP was launched to systematically
enhance government’s capacity to manage reconstruction requirements and risk
from future disasters. Second, new state, local, and national agencies were created
with specific functions of dealing with future disasters. Third, after the earthquake
many community-based organizations became very active in raising community
concerns regarding relocation programs and the government’s overall response to
reconstruction and recovery. Finally, 6 years have passed since the donor-supported
programs were completed,’ giving adequate time to judge sustainability and effec-
tiveness of the results achieved so far.

In assessing the success of the GEERP as a capacity development program, it is
useful to envisage a potential failure situation. A capability trap may occur when
even with organizations existing to deal with disasters, no real or relatively less
capacity for preventing or preparing for disasters exists at the local level. Since one
of the long-term goals of GEERP was capacity building for disaster reduction and
mitigation, a capability trap situation would indicate an inability to achieve this goal.
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Chapter 3
Understanding Capacity Development

Abstract The practice of capacity development is considered a “silver bullet” or a
“cure all” by development scholars and practitioners. The concept, however, falls
short of achieving any meaningful changes on the ground. In practice, the concept
is applied without understanding how actual capacity building takes place, how
institutions evolve, and how to define development in the first place. It is thus no
surprise that the concept is now becoming associated with quite the opposite of
what it intends to do. The scholars are now referring to a “capability trap” and fur-
ther hollowing of capacity as the concept is applied in a rushed, top-down, and
supply-driven manner. Though capacity building has different meanings to different
groups, scholars and practitioners have developed variables and indicators to
describe different aspects of capacity building. The literature suggests that there is
no systematic framework to help scholars and practitioners understand and measure
sustainable capacity development. This chapter provides a brief overview of the
current literature and debates on capacity building within the larger landscape of
international development practice. The chapter is divided into three main parts: (i)
definitions and historical evolution of the capacity development concept, (ii) main
research areas, and (iii) gaps in the current research.

Keywords Capacity development * Capability trap * Best practices * Top-down ®
Bottom-up

The practice of capacity development is considered a “silver bullet” or a “cure all”
by development scholars and practitioners. The concept, however, falls short of
achieving any meaningful changes on the ground. In practice, the concept is applied
without understanding how actual capacity building takes place, how institutions
evolve, and how to define development in the first place. It is thus no surprise that
the concept is now becoming associated with quite the opposite of what it intends to
do. The scholars are now referring to a “capability trap” and further hollowing of
capacity as the concept is applied in a rushed, top-down, and supply-driven manner.
Though capacity building has different meanings to different groups, scholars and
practitioners have developed variables and indicators to describe different aspects of
capacity building. The literature suggests that there is no systematic framework to
help scholars and practitioners understand and measure sustainable capacity
development.
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This chapter provides a brief overview of the current literature and debates on
capacity building within the larger landscape of international development practice.
The chapter is divided into three main parts: (i) definitions and historical evolution
of the capacity development concept, (ii) main research areas, and (iii) gaps in the
current research.

3.1 Definitions and Evolution of the Capacity
Development Concept

Simply put, capacity is the ability to achieve a desired purpose (Brinkerhoff and
Morgan 2010). Capacity development is thus enhancing the ability to achieve a
desired collective purpose. Capacity development has a long history in international
development management and with time has become a buzzword to include differ-
ent types of development assistance from donor countries to developing and poor
countries. Capacity development remains an elusive or imprecise concept as it can
mean different things to different people (Kaplan 2000; Straussman 2007). Almost
each international development agency has its own definition of what capacity
development is and what it means in practice (see Table 3.1). While many donors
such as the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fiir Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ), the Canadian International
Development Agency (CIDA), and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) agree that capacity development refers to capacity of
individuals, organizations, and societies, there is relatively little agreement on the
end goal of capacity development (UNDP 2008). The majority of donors believe
that the end goal of capacity development is to achieve their own development
objectives (UNDP 2008); others also believe that capacity development should lead
to “transparent and accountable governance,” “help in formulating and implement-
ing policies, 7

ELINTS

effective use of resources,” “improved performance” (Whyte 2004),
and “enhanced problem-solving abilities” (OECD 2006). The World Bank’s recent
capacity development definition is very unique as it refers to capacity development
as a “locally driven process of transformational learning by leaders, coalitions and
other agents that leads to actions that support changes in institutional capacity
areas — ownership, policy, and organizational — to advance development goals”
(World Bank 2011).

The concept of capacity building evolved in the post-World War II era as a
means to build and improve the physical and technical capacity of developing soci-
eties. Initially, in the 1950s, donor funding was used for nation building or physical
capital. However, this kind of donor support did not show progress and so the focus
shifted to capacity development, with an emphasis on human resource develop-
ment and training in the 1970s and 1980s; policy reform, organizational develop-
ment, and participatory approaches in the 1990s and 2000s; and poverty alleviation
(e.g., millennium development goals), participation in capacity building, and
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Table 3.1 Donor definitions of capacity development

Agency Definition

UNDP Capacity building is the process through which individuals, organizations and
societies obtain, strengthen and maintain the capabilities to set and achieve
their own development objectives over time

CIDA Activities, approaches, strategies, and methodologies which help organizations,
groups and individuals to improve their performance, generate development
benefits, and achieve their objectives over time

European To develop and strengthen structures, institutions and procedures that help to

Union ensure: transparent and accountable governance in all public institutions;
improve capacity to analyze, plan, formulate and implement policies in
economic, social, environmental, research, science and technology fields; and
in critical areas such as international negotiation

GTZ Process of strengthening the abilities of individuals, organizations and societies
to make effective use of resources, in order to achieve their own goals on a
sustainable basis

JICA The ongoing process of enhancing the problem-solving abilities of developing
countries by taking into account all the factors at the individual, organizational,
and societal levels

OECD The process by which individuals, groups and organizations, institutions and
countries develop, enhance and organize their systems, resources and
knowledge; all reflected in their abilities, individually and collectively, to
perform functions, solve problems and achieve objectives

World Bank A locally driven process of learning by leaders, coalitions and other agents of
change that brings about changes in sociopolitical, policy-related, and
organizational factors to enhance local ownership for and the effectiveness and
efficiency of efforts to achieve a development goal

Source: Whyte (2004), OECD (2006), JICA (2007), UNDP (2009), World Bank Institute (2009)

ongoing learning since 2000. The focus on capacity development programs led to
an emphasis on new technical skills for government staff. As an extension to this,
in recent times, international agencies have started taking a holistic view, and
capacity development programs now try to develop systems that deal with admin-
istration, organizations, skills, technical and financial resources, and good gover-
nance. More recently, these agencies use the term capacity development, capacity
enhancement, or capacity strengthening since capacity building can imply that
there is no capacity to begin with.

Four streams of research can be identified in the capacity development literature.
First, a number of donors and researchers have examined the performance of capacity
development programs so far. The research in this stream paints a mixed picture. The
second stream of research focuses on how capacity development occurs today: what
are the current methods and tools to achieve capacity development? Many researchers
have contributed to this stream of research, which is full of contentious debates and
dilemmas on the value of current approaches to capacity development such as best
practices and top-down or bottom-up, rapid or slow, and demand-driven or supply-
driven donor programs. The third stream of research focuses on what is missing to
make current capacity development programs successful. The question researchers
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ask in this strand is about what is missing or can be added to make effective changes.
Debates in this stream focus on the demand side of capacity development and charac-
teristics particular to specific country contexts. At the heart of this research is the idea
that every country is unique and needs specific institutions and processes peculiar to
that country’s setting. The fourth stream of research focuses on normative models of
capacity development—on how capacity development program should work to
develop sustainable change. A small set of researchers have contributed to this field
of research and provided piecemeal or partial understanding of the capacity develop-
ment process.

3.2 Capacity Development Approaches

Capacity development programs are generally undertaken with the objective of
achieving sustainable socioeconomic progress in developing or transition countries.
However, in practice, capacity development activities have not always led to capac-
ity improvements on the ground. Almost half a century has passed since the concept
of capacity development was proposed. Still the whole international development
field, in general, and the capacity development concept, in particular, have not radi-
cally changed the lives of people in developing countries. Many studies have shown
improvements in individual skills after participation in capacity development pro-
grams, but sustainable organizational change has been rare (World Bank 2005;
Grindle 2007; UNESCO 2009). Studies on development aid in Africa, for example,
have shown that development or capacity deficits still exist (Easterly 2008a; Moss
et al. 2008) even after relatively large donor funding for capacity development proj-
ects. It is in fact becoming difficult to break the vicious cycle of poverty leading to
less capacity, which can again lead to greater poverty in Africa. In the words of
Easterly, the researchers in Africa “see little sign of effect of these Herculean efforts
at making civil servants perform better, even seeing some signs of decline” (Easterly
2008a, p. 43). Many fragile and poor nations seem to be stuck in this stage, even
with a greater number of capacity development programs.

Donor evaluations also see little effect of large capacity building programs
(World Bank 2005; Birdsall 2007). The World Bank’s (2005) Operations Evaluation
Department (OED) mentions:

...the reasons for weak public sector performance are deeply rooted. Whatever pragmatic
steps can be taken under the rubric of capacity building can be only a small part of the solu-
tion. Yet there is little empirical evidence to clarify what part of the problem international
capacity building support can best help to solve; in what order capacity needs should be
addressed; what can be expected of different kinds of interventions and why; and how
knowledge of such processes as organizational change, learning, and incentives should
shape capacity building efforts. (pp. 6-7)

Going a step further, some researchers have cautioned that external aid, if not
used properly, not only risks being ineffective but can in fact contribute to the
vicious cycles of a “capability trap,” in which capacity remains low, and a “growth
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trap,” where the business community of a country never gets a chance to thrive and
government relies on external help. Decades of external aid in many aid-dependent
countries in Africa show that if external aid is to be helpful for institution building
in Africa’s weak and fragile states, donors need not emphasize providing more aid
and should minimize the risks more aid poses for this group (Birdsall 2007).

3.2.1 Current Capacity Development Tools and Approaches
Leading to Development Mirage

One way to understand why international donor programs have not been successful
is to understand the way capacity development through international aid actually
works. While developing or underdeveloped countries want to “develop” and reach
higher economic growth and Human Development Index levels, their means of
achieving these ambitions can actually lead them in the opposite direction. Generally,
leaders and bureaucrats in developing countries want to reach the status of devel-
oped countries very quickly but without the years of social struggle or technological
innovation that have led to sustained social and economic transformations in high-
income countries. This is in part due to the dreams shown by international develop-
ment agencies and partners that such rapid transformations are possible through
simple transfer of technology and best practices. These political leaders and bureau-
crats, who are under immense pressure to show rapid progress to their people, are
happy to accept this idea. Donors, on the other hand, in the absence of any proven
capacity development practice, push certain technology and research in a supply-
driven and top-down manner. While this “higher-level match” works for elites in the
country including politicians, bureaucrats, and the wealthy class, it does not effec-
tively trickle down to lower-level and common citizens. The result is an ever-
increasing “development gap” between “wishful ambition” and reality as well as
between the social and economic growth rates in high-income and low-income
countries (Pritchett and Weijer 2010). Figure 3.1 below shows this process, labeled
a “development mirage,” where capacity development projects start with a solid
promise of development and with high expectations but fail to provide desired
results on the ground. In the mirage, the international development assistance, rely-
ing on best practices and supply-driven and short time-frame projects focusing on
fiscal disbursement and short fixes, leads in the opposite direction.

The central approach to capacity development has been to graft best practices
from developed countries to developing countries with the idea that what has worked
in other places will work in any country environment. The artificial grafting is done
in a top-down and supply-driven manner, on “form follows function” premise, i.e.,
if systems showing characteristics of developed countries are artificially grafted
onto developing countries, functions will follow (Pritchett and Weijer 2010).
However, the new organizations or systems have limited capacity since people and
the society have not had time and training to transform and evolve into better and
more organized systems. In addition to having little capacity to perform, the new
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Fig. 3.1 Development mirage (Source: Adapted from Pritchett and Weijer (2010))

system or organization is expected to perform “too much of too little too soon too
often” (since the organization or system “looks” ready to perform based on its
form—*“premature load bearing” in Pritchett and Weijer’s terms). This actually
crushes the system, leaving it in a “paralyzed” state where it mimics the form on the
surface but remains weak underneath. With more of such programs, the entire
developing country develops no sustainable capacity and becomes more and more
aid dependent, which in fact worsens its situation. Pritchett and Weijer call this “big
stuck” or “capability trap.” Some of the current tools that are used for capacity
development are discussed below along with the reasons why these tools create a
“development mirage” instead of achieving positive and sustainable change.

3.2.1.1 Transfer of Best Practices

Development practitioners—the staff and consultants of international development
organizations such as the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank, and the UN—
design capacity development programs and projects that are implemented in recipi-
ent countries. Capacity development design and practice relies a great deal on what
these practitioners think are best practices, which may not necessarily be derived
from a proven theory or evidence. These “one-best-way models” and transfer of
best policies and practices from developed to developing world are the predominant
mechanisms currently adopted by development specialists to build capacity in
developing countries. Straussman (2007) argues that capacity development forms a
part of transnational dispersion, in which development specialists based in devel-
oped countries or matured economies provide advice to developing nations or tran-
sition economies. The advice given conveys ideas, norms, institutions, and practices
from developed to developing nations.
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However, the international development community agrees that the process of
adapting best practices to developing countries is usually not successful. The most
important factor is the questionable assumption that the best practices are really the
best. A practice that is successful in one place need not be so in another place. There
are various critical differences between the two places, especially when they are in
a developed country in the West and a developing country. There are cultural, social,
institutional, and political differences between countries. Even if this was not the
case, the idea of replicating “best practices” has limitations. The “best practice”
occurred in the past. In trying to emulate a past action, they are not looking to the
future. In effect, they are trying to catch up. Where is innovation in this? On the
extreme, one can even question the fundamental idea of best practice. How can one
action be the best practice for anyone else unless both parties have the same goals
and objectives? We can draw parallels here to capacity development programs.
What is a right, appropriate, and forward-looking program?

Andrews (2008) argues that a good government means different things in differ-
ent developed countries. Thus developing a “one-best-way model” (based on
Sweden or Norway) can lead to “isomorphism, institutional dualism, and flailing
states and imposing an inappropriate model of government that kicks away the lad-
der today’s effective governments climbed to reach their current states” (p. 2).
Isomorphism is the tendency of organizations to imitate characteristics that are gen-
erally considered effective. This could also be considered as the often-used terms
“best practices,” “good practice,” or “international standard.” Institutional dualism
refers to a situation where “well intended legal, regulatory and procedural
changes...” lead to governance that has “little bearing on how public decisions are
actually made and implemented. Meanwhile, already existing understandings and
practices continue shaping the way people are ruled” (Brinkerhoff and Goldsmith
2005, pp. 199-200). In practice, this all means that overlapping or contradictory
systems are developed on top of existing formal or informal systems in developing
countries, which ultimately leads to failure.

3.2.1.2 Top-Down Approaches

Capacity development programs are designed in a rapid and top-down manner with-
out respecting the informal or evolutionary bottom-up process going on in a particu-
lar country. Notably, Easterly (2008b) offers some perspectives on how to understand
this process within developing countries. He argues that most donor-funded
programs assume a top-down view that institutions can be changed or developed
primarily from the top by political leaders or the administrative system of a country.
There is a formal hierarchical political and administrative system. The central/fed-
eral government controls most of the power at the top while local municipal bodies
will be at the bottom of the ladder. People’s perspectives may not have any strength.
Financial and other powers diminish as we climb down the ladder. This may work
well in an authoritarian system. On the other hand, many countries might already
have informal systems of managing development that are bottom-up. In these sys-
tems, local communities will have a lot of say in what happens in the neighborhood,
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and bringing together such neighborhood actions will constitute larger plans and
programs. The top-down and rapid programs tend to overlook bottom-up or evolu-
tionary processes going on in these countries. This may lead to a fatal situation
where informal institutions die and top-down institution building processes fail, as
they are too fast or artificial in that country. Thus the recipient country ends up being
worse off than before. Many informal or bottom-up institutions are already working
in these countries. An attempt to overlook them can have negative consequences for
the overall success of capacity development programs. Fortunately, many countries
are now moving toward a more decentralized system, often with the support and
encouragement of Western donor countries.

Easterly (2008b) and Pritchett and Weijer (2010) argue that developed countries
have gone through a gradual evolutionary institution building process over many
years before reaching today’s matured state. This process has been “organic,” unal-
tered by any outside or artificial impetus. The conditions in many developing coun-
tries are comparable to those in the USA 100 years before. In those days, many US
cities did not have a safe drinking water supply or a participatory development pro-
cess. Over many decades, those were developed after many ups and downs. That
organic process and involvement of communities and institutions ensured that sys-
tems are developed and sustained. This creates a sense of ownership and pride in the
people as well. Thus the resulting institutions are unique and appropriate for a coun-
try’s situation, responding to historical, cultural, and other country-specific socio-
economic and political characteristics. Today, we are trying to copy these institutions
and transplant them to developing countries without any of the internal processes
and adjustments the Western communities went through. It may be argued that one
need not and cannot wait for so many years to bring development. However, the
current development process expects all the countries to easily transform to the cur-
rent levels of Western development in an instant, which may not be realistic.
Overlooking this fact, development professionals still want to import ideas and
practices from developed to developing nations, with the aim of quick fixes and
rapid growth [“wishful thinking” in the words of Pritchett and Weijer (2010)].

3.2.1.3 Supply-Driven Approaches

The majority of capacity development support programs are primarily supply
driven. That is, rather than being driven by the need or demand of the developing
country, the donor-assisted capacity development programs move from one interna-
tional development fad to the other, starting from infrastructure and going to agri-
culture, social services, governance, and poverty reduction (World Bank 2005). The
international development agencies and most Western countries have their own
agenda and approaches to development. They have money to disburse for particular
items that they think are most pressing. On the other end, the developing country
involved might have other pressing needs for which it is looking for help. However,
since the funds are available for only a certain issue, the country is forced to accept
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money and work on that. This is where the disconnect between supply and demand
exists. Recent donor focus on climate change mitigation and adaptation programs is
a good example of this point. While many developing countries are still struggling
with the delivery of basic services, the international focus on climate change means
that a lot of donor support is now diverted to developing capacity to manage climate
change in developing countries. Even with technical and financial grants, however,
development practitioners find it difficult to undertake climate change-related pro-
grams in developing countries as there is little demand for such programs until basic
services or institutions are institutionalized. This is pretty much like providing salt
and pepper to a hungry person instead of a nutritious meal. Not surprisingly, climate
change-related capacity development programs have not taken off successfully.

Why do development professionals follow international development fads, rather
than trying to understand and fix the root cause of underdevelopment? Of course,
the availability of donor funding in the new fields guides these changes. Another
important reason is that development agencies do not want to be involved in “sensi-
tive issues” such as politics, religion, and culture or tradition, which may be the root
cause of the problem or underdevelopment. This could be, partly, because of the
lingering effects of a Cold War mentality. In the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, Western
countries tried to extend financial support to stop Soviet influence from spreading
while the Soviet Union did the same to stop Western influence. Thus, while some
countries were favored, others were neglected. This is particularly true for those
developing countries that had geopolitical importance. In the post-Cold War sce-
nario, the political landscape in many countries is different. While some countries
have a matured or maturing democracy, many others still have military or authori-
tarian regimes. Religion also plays an important role. However, dealing with the
intricacies of religion could be very controversial and development agencies try to
avoid this. Culture and traditional values in some countries also play similar roles in
forcing agencies to avoid dealing with them.

The nonsensitive sectors, where development professionals work, thus remain
areas for technical skill-building programs and technology transfer that do not aim
at the root cause of the problem. Administrators (especially those on job rotation)
and politicians have shorter time frames to show results. So they also sometimes
“muddle through.” Politicians want to show positive changes on the ground within
4-5 years, which is usually the term of office. If they do not show that they have
made changes, they may not be reelected. This means that they often show greater
interest in programs or projects with short time frames, avoiding long-term pro-
grams that have the potential to bring fundamental changes in the structure and
processes. Similarly, administrators have a rotation policy of 3—4 years. They will
move from their current location or position within that time frame. As a result,
either they do not take up long-term actions or do not follow up on the actions taken
up by the previous officer. Political interference with day-to-day administration is
another major hindrance for these officers. Both parties are thus less interested in
long-term behavioral changes than in short-term fixes and results gained through
technology transfers and skill-building programs.
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3.2.1.4 Scope of Capacity Development Programs

The literature also points to the focus of capacity development efforts on the scope
of the program rather than on implementation. At the same time, largely due to the
pressure to perform and show results in a shorter duration, programs that have a
short time frame are chosen over those with a long time frame. However, this does
not give enough time to adjust the “process of change,” and so gradual transforma-
tion is difficult. This leads to reliance on form over function, all of which can lead
to “isomorphic mimicry, wishful thinking and premature load bearing” [explained
earlier as conditions of “big stuck” (Pritchett and Weijer 2010)].

Debates over the right balance of large-scale top-down development and capital
projects or small-scale bottom-up approaches have also not yielded any useful
results. While large-scale projects are important for development, they are often
disconnected from the community and may be unsustainable in the long run. Small-
scale development seems ideal to enhance innovation and involve the community
through bottom-up approaches. However, in practice, it can lead to “elite capture”
and the risk of being small and non-scalable. Rao and Ibanez (2005), based on a
review of participatory and community-driven social investment funds in Jamaica,
showed that the actual investments were primarily aligned with the ambitions of
local elites. Other approaches to capacity development, such as purely bottom-up
approaches, which focus directly on helping communities and ignore the state, have
also been unsuccessful in bringing sustainable change (Pritchett and Weijer 2010).

3.2.2 Missing Success Ingredients

Dilemmas related to capacity development approaches discussed above raise impor-
tant questions for development efforts: how did developed countries reach where
they are; what are the ways in which bottom-up processes are happening in develop-
ing countries; and how can we understand the various contexts in which the reform
will or should take place? The literature in these areas is rather thin. Brinkerhoff
(2010) argues that in the midst of many dilemmas and debates over how to get insti-
tutions and governance corrected or built in developing countries, it is easy to forget
that capacity development is an internal or endogenous and dynamic process within
a country. Irrespective of what donors do, the country’s internal dynamics affects its
capacity to start, implement, and sustain a reform. These internal dynamics include
social, political, and economic factors. The societies in most developing countries
are plural and often have hierarchical structures. India has such a diverse society
that people in each state speak a different language, have different eating and dress-
ing habits, and have different social value systems. There is a very rigid hierarchical
system of power and authority that is followed even today. The educational and
health conditions of the society will have a huge influence on what can be achieved.
A highly educated society might have a better capacity to understand complex
ideas, conceptualize new ideas, and sustain them over long time. These social
dynamics are reflected directly and indirectly in the administrative systems.
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Fig. 3.2 Internal factors influencing the success of capacity development programs

Similarly, the political situation in a country has a lot of influence over the capacity
of administrative systems. There could be vast differences in the systems of a coun-
try with an authoritarian regime from those in countries with vibrant multiparty
democratic political systems. It is very important to recognize these dynamics to
understand how a system works and how it can be improved.

However, instead of understanding the capacity development process, we see
that the international development literature is full of many new ideas and concepts
on what is missing to make capacity development successful. Three key concepts
that relate to factors internal to a country stand out in this research: enabling envi-
ronment, good governance, and political will (see Fig. 3.2). Similar to the term
capacity development, enabling environment is also a popular term in international
development agency circles, with a range of meanings from socioeconomic devel-
opment itself to simply having a legal framework in place (Brinkerhoff 2010).

A general definition of enabling environment is:

...a set of conditions - often inter-related - that impact on the capacity of citizens and civil
society organizations to engage in development processes in a sustained and effective man-
ner, whether at the policy, program or project level. They include legal, regulatory and
policy frameworks, and political, socio-cultural and economic factors. There are institu-
tional factors within civil society that should be considered in thinking about this environ-
ment. (World Bank 2011)

Good governance is another important concept in this debate. However, this concept
is also very complex and differs greatly in its meaning. While governance deals with
institutional process and rules of the game for authoritative decision-making (Grindle
2007), good governance is a more normative concept dealing broadly with stable mac-
roeconomic policy, poverty reduction, decentralization, openness to trade, strong legis-
lative bodies, and participation in decision-making. Grindle (2007) has rightly pointed
out that it becomes hard to distinguish good governance from development itself.
Political will is the next important concept, increasingly used alongside donor pro-
grams, in general, and capacity development programs, in particular. Especially in the
context of millennium development goals, political will to initiate and sustain a reform
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is necessary for the success of a donor-supported program. Political will is the role of
power—the power of actors connected with the issue, the power of the ideas used to
define and describe the issue, the power of political contexts to inhibit or enhance
political support, and the power of some characteristics of the issue to inspire action
(Shiffman and Smith 2007).

The enabling environment is largely missing in countries most needing capacity
development support such as fragile or very poor countries. Realizing that the absence
of an enabling environment can result in the failure of capacity development projects/
programs, donors and international development agencies have come up with a long
list of preconditions for being able to undertake reforms. Increasingly, donors evaluate
a country on the basis of its enabling environment. They examine whether national
government is able to: (a) improve policy, legal, and regulatory frameworks; (b) build
institutional capacity across sectors and at various levels; (c) seek out and respond to
citizens’ needs and preferences; (d) establish and maintain a range of oversight,
accountability, and feedback mechanisms; and (e) mobilize and allocate public
resources and investments (Brinkerhoff 2010). If these conditions exist, then a country
will be eligible for grants or loans. One example is the USAID Millennium Challenge
Account, which rewards countries that have put in place conditions for sustainability
that will assure effective utilization of foreign assistance dollars. The World Bank and
other institutions have gone even further and not only make the presence of these
conditions critical for development lending but also monitor how countries perform
(having these enabling conditions and performing better in post-program impact
assessment) and make performance a precondition of future loans.

There is little research so far on the importance of developing an enabling envi-
ronment through capacity development interventions and how that might be
achieved. One can argue that developing an enabling environment is out of the
scope of donor involvement and that it may be too broad a goal for a capacity devel-
opment project. At the same time, there are not many methodologies or proven theo-
ries that can direct development professionals in designing a capacity development
program that supports an enabling environment. Some of the important questions
are as follows: (i) What is required to support enabling environment? (ii) How will
development professionals know that they are doing enough to support an enabling
environment? Current literature offers little on these questions, especially in light of
unclear and fuzzy concepts related to capacity development and enabling environ-
ment. Grindle (2007) has already pointed out that preconditions may or may not
lead to success. What is important is to have time and flexibility for the recipient
countries to adjust to the reform.

3.2.3 Conceptual Models

Recently, researchers have been trying to develop a theoretical understanding of
capacity development process. From the start of the twentieth century, we see attempts
to understand the capacity development process, although the conceptual models so
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far are still normative—geared toward what should be done to increase capacity in
poor nations—without a better understanding of what actually happens on the ground.
Table 3.2 below provides an overview of current models of capacity development.
Grindle (2007) provides a useful simple schematic for understanding the process,
actors, and actions related to reform. Her model has three main elements: (i) context
to assess what capacity currently exists, (ii) contents of proposed interventions, and

Table 3.2 Overview of current conceptual models on capacity development

Author
Grindle (2007)

Brinkerhoff
(2008)

Grauwe (2009)

Characteristics

Three main components:

Context: two analytical frameworks to assess context
or what existing capacity exists to build upon: (i) one
to assess strengths and weaknesses of states and

(ii) another that shows what sources of change might
exist in particular environment

Contents: how easy or difficult proposed interventions
can be and how likely are they to achieve their
objectives in terms of conflict, time, organizational
and logistical complexity, and behavioral changes

Process of reform: five “arenas” or stages of process

in which characteristics of context and content come
to play: (i) agenda setting or context, (ii) program/
project design, (iii) bureaucratic and political
adoption, (iv) implementation (based on characteristics
of implementers, interests affected, intergovernmental
structures, capacity of public sector, and new
interests), and (v) sustainability (shaped by new
stakeholders, implementer incentives, capacity to
advocate and alliances)

Three levels—individual, organizations (group of
individuals coming together for common purpose),
and institutions (the rules, policies, laws, customs, and
practices that govern how societies function). Three
dimensions—time, degree of complexity, and the
magnitude of change necessary. The capacity
development interventions can be targeted at gaps

and weaknesses in the following order: (i) resources
(who has what), (ii) skills and knowledge (who knows
what), (iii) organization (who can manage what),

(iv) politics and power (who can get what), and

(v) incentives (who wants to do what)

Four contextual levels in which capacity development
takes place, starting from the background or system
context within which public administration,
organizational units, and individuals work. A number
of issues that should be considered in each level for
capacity development

Comments

Simple schematic to
understand process,
actors, and actions
Not enough guidance
on how community
and civil society
contribute to the
process

Largely top-down
model focusing on
capacity
development targets

Top-down model of
and various levels in
which capacity
development takes
place

(continued)
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Table 3.2 (continued)

Author Characteristics Comments

Pritchett and The middle way out, which relies on many leaders Learning, leaders,

Weijer (2010) | who are networked together to achieve clear outcomes | and innovation
on the ground (real capability), individuals who learn | required for

over time to achieve results together, and fiduciary sustainable change
accountability that provides flexibility for innovation | Many components
while reducing the risk of corruption. Some other are not clear,
characteristics are (i) open systems that allow for especially how they
earning, (ii) pressure for performance, fit together and how
(iii) organizations legitimated through demonstrated they explain behavior

success, (iv) leaders focused on the creation of public
value, and (v) frontline agents empowered to respond
with concerned flexibility

(iii) the process of reform in which characteristics of context and contents come into
play. Grindle’s model captures a number of important characteristics of reform initia-
tion, design, adoption, implementation, and sustainability. The framework is as close
to reality as can be represented in a schematic manner, and it provides a good start in
understanding the whole process. However, a number of questions remained unan-
swered: What is civil society involvement? Is top-down or bottom-up, small or big,
quick or time-consuming pace most useful for sustaining results?

Brinkerhoff (2008) has proposed a largely top-down model focusing on capacity
development targets. His model comprises three levels—individual, organizations,
and institutions—and three dimensions, time, degree of complexity, and the magni-
tude of change necessary in which capacity development takes place. He proposes
that capacity development intervention should target identified gaps in resources
(who has what), skills and knowledge (who knows what), organization (who can
manage what), politics and power (who can get what), and incentives (who wants to
do what). Brinkerhoff’s model shows what capacity development can accomplish
for an organization over time. However, his model is very simple, without much
consideration for factors internal to a system such as the enabling environment,
governance, political will, and civil society, which will play a key role in shaping
the capacity development program and getting desired results. Although Brinkerhoff
mentions that in-depth knowledge of country contexts would help in designing the
capacity development effort, his model does not capture how this will be done nor
does it shows the dynamism of the political and social forces that surround the
capacity development effort.

Grauwe (2009) captures some of the recent thinking on various dimensions of
capacity development and what should be considered in developing a capacity develop-
ment project. His model consists of four levels of imbedded systems, starting from the
background or system context within which public administration, organizational
units, and individuals work. The system context includes social, economic, and politi-
cal aspects. At the administration level, different levels of autonomy and distribution of
roles can have varying effects on capacity to deliver services. At the organizational unit
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level, internal management including coordination among different units, transparency
in actions, and proper supervision and support can have a big impact. Human resource
management becomes an important factor. Finally, at the individual level, staff mem-
bers’ responsibilities and skills need to be matched up with his/her qualifications and
training. Grauwe’s model helps in our understanding of different levels in which capac-
ity development takes place, context and institutions, and interests. However, it does
not capture very well the process of change itself, as well as what is the role of the
community in capacity development.

A more recent contribution to capacity development models comes from Pritchett
and Weijer (2010) who emphasize the importance of developing many leaders over
“one champion” and learning over training. Training is about building systemic or
organizational capability. Learning, on the other hand, produces usable knowledge
within the organization, as people learn how to achieve objectives. They also warn
against taking financial accounting as a form of accountability. Many external agen-
cies such as the World Bank implement a strict fiduciary accountability that wards
off corruption in countries with the least capacity. However, such an externally
imposed system does not help to create institutions in fragile states that are domesti-
cally legitimate and accountable. In other words, it does not help in developing an
“enabling environment.” Pritchett and Weijer provide a new look at the capacity
building process and capture much of the dynamism that may actually govern the
process. However, their model does not provide enough explanation on how to
reach the goals. For example, they talk about the need of an adaptor plug that can
connect two systems of accountability—external agent driven and those evolving in
the country. However, they fail to describe what this connector could be. They do
not show how to ensure a capacity development project’s focus on organizational
learning and how to develop many leaders. Many suggested components are not
clear, especially how they fit together and how they explain behavior.

One of the key challenges in this field is not what should be done but how does
the capacity building process work? How can capacity building be achieved? What
can be done to have successful and sustainable capacity development in the devel-
oping country context? These are some of the key questions that many researchers
have failed to answer. None of the models have successfully captured the “bottom-
up” aspect of capacity building. How do civil society and community contribute to
capacity development? A better understanding of what actually happens after
undertaking a capacity development program over what was “wished” in the begin-
ning would help in our understanding of and ability to implement pragmatic pro-
grams or policies to bring real changes on ground.

3.3 Capacity Development Process

Many scholars have noted the lack of a comprehensive theory explaining how
actual capacity building processes take place in reality, how institutions evolve,
how organic development processes take place, and how development should be
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defined (Easterly 2008b; Pritchett et al. 2010). Pritchett et al. (2010) call for a
renewed research agenda focused on understanding capacity development process.
In their words:

Inadequate theory of development change reinforces a fundamental mismatch between
expectations and the actual capacity of prevailing administrative systems to implement even
the most routine administrative tasks. (p. 1)

This analysis gives rise to a policy research agenda focused on better understanding the
conditions under which political space is created for nurturing the endogenous learning and
indigenous debate necessary to create context-specific institutions and incremental reform
processes. (p. 45)

Less attention on theory development and more on new actions may have resulted
from the need for quick and measurable results required by political representatives
and donors to showcase and track progress. However, a theory on how capacity
development happens is needed to increase our understanding of what effective
capacity means and how it can be initiated and maintained to bring meaningful
reforms in developing countries. As Andrews (2008) explains:

The lack of theory underlying current indicators...is partly the result of a general rush to
measure effectiveness without a theory of effectiveness. I would thus suggest that we not
focus on developing new indicators immediately but rather on building an understanding of
theory to underlie such, so that if we identify certain services as key and certain contextual
factors as influential, we understand why, and also so that we have some ability to explain
how effective governments adjust their challenge focus and choose the processes to meet
challenges. (p. 38)

Theories or ideas are important to the field of development management
(Grindle 2007). First, there is a strong mutual relationship between how ideas can
generate new practices and help in solving current development challenges and
how practice can show unique insights to refine “ideas” or theories of develop-
ment. Second, ideas are particularly valuable for fragile or developing country con-
texts where institutions and organizations are still evolving or are fluid and are
more likely to adopt to a new idea or theory (however, that is not a reason to treat
these countries as laboratory mice in order to test many ideas or theories). Finally,
understanding why certain factors are successful in certain contexts can guide
future generations of development practitioners in prioritizing actions to achieve
anticipated results, without being able to reinvent the wheel. Theories on capacity
development should not only focus on whether capacity development can effec-
tively be planned in advance and supported by outside intervention (Brinkerhoff
2010) but also on how capacity development happens—both within formal admin-
istrative circles and at the community level. Bottom-up approaches to capacity
development process have not received much attention in the literature. An under-
standing of how community involvement contributes to capacity development pro-
cess and what is the community’s role in sustaining capacity thus remains vital to
the understanding of the overall process.
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3.4 Capacity Development: From a Buzzword
to a Comprehensive Theory of Reform

The concept of capacity development is essential to the idea of governance and
development, particularly in the developing countries. Governments and develop-
ment agencies have been promoting and implementing many capacity development
programs over the past five decades. This is particularly applicable to the field of
international development with the logic that one cannot achieve or sustain change
without capacity. The idea evolved after donor funding directed toward financial
support, infrastructure development, or human resource development alone did not
result in overall development. The discouraging results forced the development
assistance community to combine a number of physical, fiscal, and logistic activi-
ties and integrate them into the programs and plans of governments at different
levels, contrary to the previous way of piecemeal targeting of capacity development
as stand-alone programs.

Capacity development has different meanings to different people (Kaplan 2000;
Straussman 2007; Easterly 2008b; Andrews 2008) and is associated with a range of
activities such as training, skill building, policy reforms, and institutional develop-
ment (Rodrik and Subramanian 2003; Ritzen 2005; Grindle 2007). The concept has
become a buzzword and is now a critical part of a majority of donor support pro-
grams—promising “development” by enhancing the capacity to bring, manage, and
sustain “development.” The concept has great appeal today and it is easy to under-
stand why—how could one achieve or sustain change without capacity? In reality,
however, the concept remains a development fad and, like many of its cousins such
as good governance, political will, and enabling environment, has remained elusive
and obscure. The concept falls short of development practitioners’ expectations to
attain sustainable and positive change—providing little guidance on how to decide
what development means in a particular country or local context, how actions should
be prioritized within limited means and competing priorities, and what actions
should be taken on the ground.

Sometimes capacity building programs can reverse some of the progress
already made (Abraham and Platteau 2004; Rao and Ibanez 2005; Pritchett and
Weijer 2010) leading to a “capability trap.” Capability trap is a situation where
development efforts lead to nothing more than a proliferation of institutions, jar-
gons, and expenditures, with no real improvement in the capability of the state to
implement policies and programs (Birdsall 2007; Moyo 2009; Pritchett and Weijer
2010). The concept of capacity development has failed to perform up to the expec-
tations of scholars and international development experts (World Bank 2005;
Birdsall 2007; Grindle 2007; Pritchett and Weijer 2010). Researchers point to
certain “persistent failure mechanisms” triggered by the way capacity building
programs are designed and practiced. Much of these observations have come out
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of the fact that the capacity building programs have not led to phenomenal change
on the ground, and the programs have not changed the development paradigm in
any fundamental way. Many donor-led capacity development programs have
shown some immediate success but no sustainable change in the long run. Thus,
one is forced to think if it is even worth using the concept anymore.

One of the main reasons for this failure is the lack of a universally accepted
theory or model that explains how the capacity building process takes place in
reality (Brinkerhoff 2004, 2010; Grindle 2007; Grauwe 2009) and what factors
contribute to or sustain capacity (World Bank 2005; Shiffman and Smith 2007;
Andrews 2008; Grauwe 2009). Less attention to theory development and more on
new actions result from the need for quick and measurable results required by
political representatives and donors to showcase and track progress. Scholars now
agree that none of the concepts developed so far have fully solved the situation.
In fact, they have added to the “development mirage” in which new concepts start
with a solid promise of development and amidst high expectations when they are
applied in practice fail to provide desired results. Researchers are thus interested in
developing theoretical models that can bring together different streams of capacity
development and increase our understanding of how capacity development process
happens on the ground.
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Chapter 4
Capacity for Managing Disasters

Abstract Capacity for managing and preventing disasters depends upon how
disasters are defined or understood. Until the nineteenth century, the capacity to
manage disasters was limited to the ability to undertake relief and rescue operations.
Beginning in the early 1900s, social scientists laid a foundation for understanding
disasters as the product of natural and social forces. Based on this understanding,
the capacity to manage “disaster risk” required the ability to develop good models
of disaster risk, planning to mitigate known disaster risks, and transferring risk of
economic losses from likely disasters along with the ability to be prepared for disas-
ters. However, even with the new understanding and increased efforts associated
with disaster response and mitigation, monetary losses from disasters are increased
globally. Social scientists now believe that we live in a “risk society” where
“industrial-technical-scientific projects” produce unintended risks that are incalcu-
lable, uninsurable, and uncontrollable. The capacity to manage disasters now
requires an ability to learn, internalize and make change, manage information flow
and exchange, ensure flexibility and adaptability in the structure and functions of
organizations, and coordinate work with multiple agencies and units to achieve a
common purpose. This chapter provides a strong theoretical basis of what capacities
are needed for managing disasters and who needs these capacities. This chapter is
divided into four sections: (i) the need for capacity development in disaster risk
management, (ii) key concepts, (iii) historical evolution of the field and where it is
heading, and (iv) what and whose capacity.

Keywords Disaster risk ¢ Disaster risk management ¢ Resilience * Risk society *
Disaster research

Capacity for managing and preventing disasters depends upon how disasters are
defined or understood. Until the nineteenth century, the capacity to manage disas-
ters was limited to the ability to undertake relief and rescue operations. Beginning
in the early 1900s, social scientists, primarily from the sociology discipline, laid a
foundation for understanding disasters as the product of natural and social forces
(Cardona 2003; Wisner et al. 2004; Drabek 2005; Mileti and Gailus 2005; World
Bank 2010). Based on this understanding, the capacity to manage “disaster risk”
required the ability to develop good models of disaster risk, planning to mitigate
known disaster risks, and transferring risk of economic losses from likely disasters
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through insurance and other financial mechanisms, along with the ability to be
prepared for disasters through quick relief, rescue, and rehabilitation operations.

However, even with the new understanding and increased efforts associated with
disaster response and mitigation, monetary losses from disasters are increasing
globally. Social scientists now believe that we live in a “risk society” where
“industrial-technical-scientific projects” produce unintended risks that are incalcu-
lable, uninsurable, and uncontrollable (Beck 2006). The capacity to manage disas-
ters now requires an ability to learn, internalize and make change, manage
information flow and exchange, ensure flexibility and adaptability in the structure
and functions of organizations, and coordinate work with multiple agencies and
units to achieve a common purpose. However, to date, a comprehensive theory of
risk and resilience, especially from a multidisciplinary point of view, is still missing
(Cardona 2003) to guide actions and to answer questions such as: What real changes
are needed in government structure and functions? Does the community have a role
to play? How should the information be managed? How can a “learning culture” be
encouraged?

This chapter will provide a strong theoretical basis of what capacities are needed
for managing disasters and who need these capacities. This chapter will be subdi-
vided into four sections: (i) the need for capacity development in disaster risk man-
agement, (ii) key concepts, (iii) historical evolution of the field and where it is
heading, and (iv) what and whose capacity.

4.1 The Need for Capacity Development in Disaster
Risk Management

Although almost all development sectors of an economy require capacity building
efforts to sustain capacity and keep up with new challenges, the capacity to manage
disasters is far more challenging. First, the recent focus on preventing disasters and
their impacts rather than reacting to them, as has been done historically, requires
new ways of thinking. Second, unlike other sectors of development, disaster man-
agement cuts across many sectors and requires additional and redundant capacity to
coordinate actions, respond in time, and sustain capacity for a long time after the
disasters are over. Third, increased funding for preventing and preparing for disas-
ters is leading to the application of “regular capacity building” tools, which have
been ineffective thus far. This includes grafting of best practices; rapid development
of new agencies tasked with disaster prevention, especially soon after a major dev-
astating disaster; project management issues related to unrealistic time period, pri-
marily for post-disaster reconstruction; and quick fixes to achieve measurable
results.

The focus on ex ante or preventive steps to manage disasters comes from the
recognition that just “reacting” to disasters is not working, which is evident from the
increasing damages from disasters globally (Vos et al. 2010; World Bank 2010).
A recent publication from the World Bank and the United Nations provides further
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support for describing the increasing number of disasters based on scientific research
using a database of disaster impacts over last forty years. Donors find the “reacting
to disasters” approach as costly and unsustainable and are thus supporting this new
trend to focus on disaster prevention and preparedness activities. Largely due to this
change in thinking and donor efforts, an international agreement was formed in
2005, in the form of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), which aims “to sub-
stantially reduce disaster losses, in lives and in the social, economic and environ-
mental assets of communities and countries by effectively integrating, in a coherent
manner, disaster risk considerations into sustainable development policies, plan-
ning, programming, and financing at all levels of government” (UNISDR 2009a;
INEE 2012). The HFA was adopted by 168 countries in 2005 and is a political
agreement to increase countries’ disaster risk management capacities. Thus, new
donor funding as well as government budget is now available to develop capacity in
the areas of disaster prevention and preparedness (UNISDR 2011; INEE 2012).

Disaster management cuts across many sectors and thus needs a new way of
working. For example, while experts focusing on water supply may be challenged
by the alarming population growth in a city of a developing country, their work is
still manageable if there is enough technical understanding of topography and
sources of drinking water, as well as financial resources to put in new waterlines.
Disaster preparedness activities would need to be coordinated across many agencies
with mandates in public works, land-use management, environmental management,
early warning, water resource management, geology, and emergency response.

Since the expectations to perform and show results are very high, the current
capacity development methods rely on best practices, quick development of new
agencies tasked with disaster prevention, and project management based on measur-
able targets. However, such approaches have not shown desired results. If the cur-
rent approach does not work in developing countries, there is a danger that it will
become another “development fad.” Already the climate change agenda has emerged
as a new fad over and above disaster mitigation dialogue. In their pursuit of “quick
change,” the donors can discard disaster risk management field as not showing
enough results and thus can move to the next “silver bullet,” in this case climate
change adaptation. Thus, it is all the more prudent now to understand how capacity
building in disaster risk management is practiced today, what are the underlying
concepts contributing to the tools and methods of practice, what are the current
debates and gaps in literature, and what are the “recommendations” or ways to
improve it.

4.2 Key Terms and Concepts

Disaster risk management is a young and evolving field, with new concepts and
definitions. This section contains key terms and concepts of the field as they are
understood or practiced thus far.
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Fig. 4.1 Disaster as a
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4.2.1 Disaster

A disaster is as an event that results in a great damage or loss of life. It is “a serious
disruption of the functioning of a community or a society causing widespread
human, material, economic or environmental losses which exceed the ability of the
affected community or society to cope using its own resources” (UNISDR 2004,
2009b). A disaster is a specific event which is a result of a natural hazard meeting
vulnerability (Wisner 2003; Drabek 2005; Mileti and Gailus 2005; Cardona 2003;
World Bank 2010). Figure 4.1 above depicts this phenomenon. For example, New
Orleans flooding in 2005 occurred when a natural hazard (in this case, Hurricane
Katrina) was exposed to city levies, which could not withstand the impacts of the
hurricane.

4.2.2 Disaster Risk

Related to the concept of disaster is the concept of disaster risk. While disasters are
external shocks occurring as one-time events, disaster risk is internal to the develop-
ment process and is always present. The concept of disaster risk is central to disaster
prevention and is understood as a complex interplay between hazard, exposure, and
vulnerability. A hazard, which is a latent danger of natural origin such as cyclones,
translates into a disaster event where there is vulnerability. Damages and losses
from a disaster depend upon the degree of exposure to social elements and their
vulnerability. Disaster risk is multiplicative because for disaster risk to exist, all
three components—hazard, vulnerability, and exposure—should be present (World
Bank 2010).

4.2.3 Hazard

Hazard is a latent danger or an external risk factor (Cardona 2003; UNISDR 2004,
2009b) that represents potential harm to a community or an environment (Drabek
2005). It is a natural process or phenomenon classified by geophysical,
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meteorological, hydrological, climatological, and biological causes. Hazards are
studied by physical sciences experts, who usually describe them through a severity
scale and frequency. The distinction between natural and technological hazards can
often be difficult. While many hazards can have a natural origin, man-made changes
can exacerbate the frequency or intensity of the hazard.

4.2.4 Vulnerability

Vulnerability is defined as an internal risk factor. It is an economic, social, political,
and physical susceptibility or predisposition of a community to damage in case of a
destabilizing phenomenon of natural or ethnographic origin (Cardona 2003). While
hazards represent physical conditions external to a system, vulnerability is internal
to the system. It is always relative to a physical phenomenon; for example, a com-
munity may be vulnerable to droughts if its livelihood relies on rainfall, it is hard to
store food for “bad days” due to poverty, and no external or government help is
available to provide food and water in time to save people’s lives, crops, or live-
stock. The same community may not be vulnerable to earthquakes because people
are living in bamboo huts, which will not collapse during such quakes, and its liveli-
hood, based on agriculture, is not affected by quakes.

The concept of vulnerability is crucial to understand how disasters are perceived
today, and significant contributions have come from social science in regard to this
field. Some social scientists have defined vulnerability as opposite to capacity or
capability to prevent and respond to disasters. Wisner et al. (2004) defined vulner-
ability as characteristics of persons or groups in terms of their capacity to anticipate,
cope with, resist, and recover from the impact of a natural hazard. Others have
compared vulnerability to the ability to protect one’s community, home, and family
and to reestablish one’s livelihoods (Anderson and Woodrow 1989). This definition
of vulnerability as it relates to capacity provides a foundation for a capacity devel-
opment agenda in disaster management and, thus, deserves a larger discussion.

The renewed focus on vulnerability results from social scientists calling for a
“paradigm shift” since vulnerability can be controlled unlike hazards (Wisner 2003;
Enarson et al. 2003; McEntire 2004). These scientists call for the goal of reducing
vulnerability, not disaster damages, as, to them, vulnerability is the root cause of
disaster. Given the sociological foundations of these arguments, they further believe
that the root cause of vulnerability is the societal structure that favors those who
have money and power and puts the underprivileged and weaker sections of the
society at a higher risk of disasters. “Social systems generate unequal exposure to
risk by making some people more prone to disaster than others and these inequali-
ties in risk and opportunity are largely a function of the power relations operative in
every society” (Bankoff 2003, p. 6). These social scientists ask, “Why must the pat-
terns of greed and financial corruption continue to perpetuate so-called disasters
wherein those most vulnerable are disproportionately hurt?” (Drabek 2005, p. 10).
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Emphasis on vulnerability puts poor people at the center of disaster mitigation
efforts as they are affected disproportionately by disasters due to many factors
(Wisner et al. 2004). First, they are more likely to be living in hazard-prone areas.
For example, a study of Bogotd, Colombia, shows that poor people tend to cluster
in more hazardous areas (Lall and Deichmann 2009). Second, their housing and
surroundings are less likely to be resistant to disasters, whereas wealthier people
may be able to invest in disaster-resistant housing and are likely to have better
access to infrastructure and services, such as a vehicle for evacuation and access to
emergency care. Third, consequences of disasters are much greater for poor people
as they have fewer resources to rebuild or recover, whereas the homes and assets of
rich people are likely to be insured (not always the case in many developing coun-
tries). Finally, living in hazard-prone areas is most likely to be voluntary for rich
people especially if the hazard threat is known. Disaster insurance and disaster pre-
vention structures which can prevent disasters, such as levees, also provide incen-
tives to live in hazard-prone areas. These measures often create a “false sense of
security,” thereby reducing smaller events but yielding catastrophic damages when
these systems fail. However, for the poor, the choice to live away from hazard-prone
areas may result in loss of livelihoods. For example, a study of slums in Jakarta
shows that poor people take a conscious decision to stay in hazard-prone areas and
face floods rather than moving out and losing their jobs (Budds et al. 2005).

Relatively recently, the capacity of institutions—policies, programs, and govern-
ment machinery to prevent disasters, alert people, and respond in time—has also
been considered as an important determinant of vulnerability (World Bank 2010). In
many places, governments and organizations in charge of managing disasters do not
work effectively because of the absence of political will, and so they focus on
response. They work as centralized hierarchies and do not adequately incorporate
the local power base such as municipal governments, community organizations, and
civil society organizations (Cardona 2003).

4.2.5 Exposure

While many experts believe exposure to be a component of vulnerability, some
consider it as a separate concept, especially those concerned with mathematical
modeling of disaster risk (UNISDR 2009b). Hazard and vulnerability can exist
together without resulting in disaster if there is no exposure. The degree of exposure
or contact determines the degree of damage during disaster. For example, heavy
rainfall will not lead to damages and losses if people and their assets are not exposed
to flooding. The degree of damages and losses will depend upon how many people
and assets come in contact with floods and how vulnerable they are to the effects of
flooding.
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4.2.6 Disaster Risk Management

Traditionally, the approach to managing disasters has included rescue operations
during disaster and post-disaster relief and recovery/rehabilitation activities. Thus,
terms such as crisis management, emergency management, and disaster manage-
ment have been used with the demarcation of three distinct phases of disaster man-
agement: pre-disaster, being prepared for disasters; during disasters, response and
relief; and post-disaster, recovery and reconstruction. However, in recent years, the
term disaster risk management has gained widespread support with the realization
that minimizing the disaster risk itself can significantly reduce the human and prop-
erty losses. In this approach, mitigation and preparedness activities are always
needed to control or manage disaster risk. The idea is not to think in “phases” since
planning and preparedness activities are continuous processes, not goals to be
accomplished and put aside (Dynes et al. 1972). Although the majority of countries
still follow a “response” approach, new research is being conducted to test the ben-
efits of investing in mitigation compared to response. For example, statistical analy-
ses of the ex post and ex ante policy responses such as grain and livestock distribution
in the aftermath of the 1994-1995 drought in Zimbabwe show that ex ante actions
are welfare enhancing and poverty reducing (Owens et al. 2003).

4.2.7 Resilience

The term resilience is often used in the same manner as the notion of “bouncing
back” that reflects its Latin root “resiliere” which means “to jump back.” Holling
(1973, 1986) defined the term resilience for an ecosystem as the measure of the abil-
ity of an ecosystem to absorb changes and still persist. Wildavsky (1988, p. 98)
defined resilience as “the quality of managing surprise - the ability to absorb shocks
gracefully.” Walker et al. (2004, p. 1) updated Holling’s definition of resilience as
“the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance and reorganize while undergoing
change so as to still retain essentially the same function, structure, identity, and
feedbacks.” Operationally, resilience implies a conceptual shift away from trying to
create an “optimal” design of infrastructure, that tries to anticipate all shocks,
toward recognizing that surprises are inevitable and public policy must reorient
toward accepting uncertainty and design that is “good enough.” In the context of
cities, Alberti et al. (2003) defined urban resilience as the degree to which cities are
able to tolerate alteration before reorganizing around a new set of structures and
processes by measuring how well cities (and implicitly urban infrastructure) can
simultaneously balance complex, tightly coupled, interconnected, and interdepen-
dent technological, ecosystem, and human functions.
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4.3 Historical Evolution and Future Trend

Four major schools of thoughts, primarily from a sociological perspective, contribute
to how disasters are understood. These schools focus on social adjustment, human
response, technical assessments, and disaster risk management. Sociologists have
contributed by (i) laying a foundation for understanding disaster as the product of
natural and social forces, (ii) researching how humans respond to disasters, and
(iii) linking the risk perception with the concept of disasters in different periods of
history. The natural sciences, on the other hand, provide the very basis for disaster
mitigation and management approaches through their contributions associated with
understanding hazards and risk assessment methods. Researchers from economics,
public policy, psychology, and disciplines such as mathematics, toxicology, and
public health also study disasters from their perspectives, making the disaster litera-
ture vast and rich. Still, many gaps remain in fully understanding the causes,
impacts, and ways of effectively responding to disasters.

4.3.1 Historical Evolution

The Human Ecology school, with its roots in the disciplines of sociology and geog-
raphy, has contributed greatly to the understanding of disasters (Mileti and Gailus
2005). Housed within the University of Chicago during the 1900s and influenced by
the thinking of John Dewey, the school provided philosophical foundations for
geographer Gilbert F. White, who is now known as the father of natural hazard and
management research. White was interested in fundamental questions about disas-
ters that are even relevant today: Why are certain adjustments to hazards preferred
over others? Why, despite investments in those adjustments, are social losses from
hazards increasing? (White 1945; White et al. 1997; Mileti 1999) The basic premise
of White’s hypothesis is that “natural hazards are the result of interacting natural
and social forces and that hazards and their impacts can be reduced through indi-
vidual and social adjustment” (Mileti 1999, p. 19). This school inspired a range of
geographers who study social adjustment processes through land use, planning, pro-
tection works, building codes, and building designs.

The second school of thought, which also emerged from the sociology discipline,
focused on the question of how humans respond when disaster strikes (Fritz 1961;
Drabek 2005). With foundation in the Disaster Research School established by
Ohio University in the mid-twentieth century and funded by the National Science
Foundation to study population behavior in case of nuclear war, this school focused
on post-disaster research—the impact of disasters on people and how people
responded to crisis. While subsequent sociologists tried differentiating disaster
types and levels (Barton 1969; Britton 1987), a change in thinking occurred when
Quarantelli (1987, 1998) suggested moving away from the “agent” or those who
caused it. Drabek (2005, p. 7) pressed further to explore such questions as “what are
the social processes whereby certain types of crisis situations become ‘legitimate’
bases for social action?”
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Relying on sending research teams in the immediate aftermath of various
disasters and comparing one disaster to the other, the school contributed to the theo-
ries of social psychology of collective behavior and social organization (Mileti and
Gailus 2005). The theories offer explanations for human and organizational adjust-
ment and behavior during and after disasters. Other important findings from the
research in this school include the notion that when disaster strikes, emergent
networks are born to handle the unique demands generated (Drabek 2005) and that
social capital plays a major role in recovering from disasters (Dynes 2002, 2003).
Specialized research topics beyond disaster impact studies include warnings, short-
term recovery, long-term community reconstruction, and social response to global
climate change.

Fairly recently, experts from various fields of the natural sciences such as hydro-
meteorology, geodynamics, seismicity, mathematics, and toxicology have started
undertaking technical assessments of various hazards such as earthquakes, floods,
and volcanoes (Cardona 2003). These technical risk assessments take into account
past disaster events and project them to the future using trends from the past. Thus,
risk became the product of human imaginations disciplined and conditioned by an
awareness of the past (Jasonoff 2010). This risk assessment is still a dominant
method of calculating disaster risk by generating a list of economic losses that can
result from a disaster. The assessments tend to be very “technocratic,” focusing on
the hazard itself rather than the conditions responsible for it (Cardona 2003). In line
with the earlier definition of disaster as an output of natural and social forces (White
1945), risk assessments consider disaster as a product of hazard and vulnerability
(Wisner et al. 2004). However, risk assessment still provides the foundation for
undertaking disaster mitigation actions.

The current focus on the concept of disaster risk management results from the
work of social geographer D. S. Mileti (1999), who sees disaster mitigation as a key
part of an environmental agenda, with the core idea of “living with nature and not
against it.” The approach has been criticized with questions on the meaning of and
approach to “sustainability” (Drabek 2005). Table 4.1 provides a summary of the
above discussion.

4.3.2 Future Trends: Where Is the Field Heading?

Theories to date, although helpful in understanding disaster situations, fail to explain
the increasing monetary losses from disasters. If theories are good and are applied
in practice, they should provide a sound basis for reduction in disaster losses and
increasing fatalities. To complicate the situation, some mitigation measures only
postpone losses that will be more catastrophic. For example, the levee that was pro-
tecting New Orleans was only providing a false sense of security until it gave way
to a larger catastrophe. Other mitigation measures result in short-term or cumulative
environmental degradation and ecological balances (Mileti and Gailus 2005). For
example, if land is preserved under flood zoning, some other forest or agricultural
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Table 4.1 Contributions of disciplines in current understanding of disasters

Key question

Assumptions

Major themes
in literature

Tools

Physical sciences
Mathematics
Biostatistics
Toxicology

What is the probability
of failure or accident
in mechanical and
industrial systems, and
what are the likely
losses in economic
terms?

Disasters are physical
phenomena that
generate natural events
Losses results not only
from the severity of
the incident but also
from the vulnerability
or fragility of exposed
elements

“Focus on hazard” or
physical elements
exposed to hazards
Damages and losses in
economic terms

Risk assessment
Risk mitigation

Social sciences
Human ecology
Sociology
Economics

Public administration

How do humans
respond to disasters?
Studies of individuals
and their social units,
ranging from families
to organizations to
communities

Disasters expose the
key values and structure
that define communities
and societies

Different definitions of
disasters, focus on
emergency situations,
and vulnerability or
risk-based paradigms
Implementation of a
series of strategies and
tactics reflecting the
full life cycle of
disaster, i.e.,
preparedness, response,
recovery, and
mitigation

“Sustainable hazard
mitigation approach”/
disaster risk management

How to mitigate disasters
through an
environmentally friendly
approach, and how to
live with nature and not
against it?

Actions that are overall
better for environment
will help in mitigating
disaster risk

Focus on vulnerability
Tools of social
adjustments

Assess hazard
vulnerability; examine
possible adjustments;
determine the human
perception and
estimation of the hazard;
analyze the decision-
making process; and
identify the best
adjustments, given social
constraints, and evaluate
their effectiveness

land in a city’s periphery will be developed to compensate for the lost land and as
population pressure continues.

Although not discussed much in the disaster literature, sociologist Ulrich Beck
provides some explanation for the situation. He reminds us that we no longer live in
golden era where we can believe that the world works on a rational basis and that
we know exactly what is going to happen. In his words:

How to live in times of uncontainable risks? How to live, when the next terrorist attack is
already in our heads? How worried should we be? Where is the line between prudent con-
cern and crippling fear and hysteria? And who defines it? Scientists, whose findings often
contradict each other, who change their minds so fundamentally, that what was judged
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‘safe’ to swallow today, may be a ‘cancer risk’ in two years’ time? Can we believe the
politicians and the mass media, when the former declare there are no risks, while the latter
dramatize the risks in order to maintain circulation and viewing figures? (Beck 2006,
p. 345)

Beck described a process of “reflexive modernization” in which science not only
provides support for the assessment of risk but also skepticism and critique that
prevent the construction of stable rationalities to support risk reduction. Based on
Beck’s thesis, understanding of disasters varies with the concept of risk under three
distinct periods: (i) pre-modernity, (ii) industrial society, and (iii) risk society (Jarvis
2007). In the pre-modernity phase, physical risks resulting from hazards such as
famines, floods, crop failures, pest infestations, earthquakes, hurricanes, and
weather-related hazards were taken as fate or “acts of God,” with the attitude that
this is how nature is and we need to live with it and that mankind has no or limited
power to prevent or change anything. With the advent of the industrial society,
people became more cautious about the risk in their life and tried to control it. Risk
was measured, assessed, monitored, controlled, and managed. Currently, we seem
to be in an era of “radicalized risk” typified by reflexive modernization in which
“industrial-technical-scientific projects” produce unintended risks that are incalcu-
lable, uninsurable, and beyond the control regime of modernity. Within this land-
scape, the contribution of earlier schools can be seen during the period of “industrial
society” during which the technologies of war were used for peaceful purposes. The
guarantee for safety during this period, where risk assessments provided an illusion
of control, provided the basis for economic development. The idea was if we can
measure it, we can control it. Figure 4.2 below shows the concept of risk, beliefs
about disasters, and strategies used for managing or responding to disasters during
the three periods.

To a certain extent, the Tohoku earthquake in Japan in 2011 and the following
tsunami leading to cascading infrastructure failure including the Fukushima Daiichi
nuclear plant crisis have marked a turning point in disaster research. However, even
before the great Tohoku earthquake, theorists from public policy and administration
had been looking into policies for future events that depend on the degree of cer-
tainty or uncertainty. These theorists have focused on the tension between processes
of command and control and processes of innovation and discovery to reduce poten-
tial collective harm (Comfort 1994b). While strategies to mitigate risk through
redundancy and “trial and error” have been discarded due to cost and the potential
of catastrophe, respectively, achieving a balance between risk and resilience in com-
plex systems is gaining support.

To cope with the risk of uncertain, destructive collective elements within a com-
plex environment, Wildavsky (1988) suggests a balance between a strategy of antic-
ipation, which is the capacity to prevent harm before it occurs, and a strategy of
resilience, which is the capacity to reorganize resources and actions to respond to
actual danger after it occurs. Other researchers studying complex system suggest a
similar balance between order and chaos (Kauffman 1993) and regularity and
randomness (Gell-Mann 1994). Order or regularity is needed to hold and exchange
information among component parts, and chaos or randomness is needed for
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4

Capacity for Managing Disasters

Humanity cannot do much

Disasters can be controlled

Incalculable and
uncontrollable risk

1. No distinction
between normal
course of nature and
disasters

2. An act of God
since mankind has
no or limited power
on preventing
disasters

1. Adapt to hazards

2. Disasters response
and relief

Industrial

Human
ecology

Disaster Natural scientific projects”
research l sciences produce unintended
‘ ' risks that are

1. ‘Radicalized risk’ -
“industrial technical-

incalculable,
uninsurable and
beyond the control

1. Risk assessment
2. Social adjustments
3. Technical controls

1. Decision making in
uncertainty

4. Insurance 2. Resilience to
5. Preparedness and early disasters
warning

Fig. 4.2 Risk beliefs and response strategies over time (Source: Adapted from Beck (2006) and
Jarvis (2007))

innovation and change. Wildavsky (1988) identified four factors to achieve the
balance:

A capacity for creative innovation: Flexibility to adapt to changing situations
both internally and externally is likely to generate most innovative strategies in
response to unexpected demands.

Flexibility in relationships between the parts and whole: Risk must be shared
throughout the system to improve the safety of its members and the whole sys-
tem. As parts of the system are interconnected, weakness in one part of the sys-
tem enables other parts to adjust and lessen weakness throughout the larger
system; however, sufficient flexibility is needed for the parts to adjust.
Interactive exchanges between system and its environment: The process of
continuous exchange produces a set of evolving forms resulting in complex,
adaptive systems.

Information exchange: Information flow between constituent parts and the
external environment determines its capacity to reduce future risk and create a
sustainable relationship with the environment.

Comfort (1994b) argues that disaster response systems should be designed as

self-adaptive socio-technical systems for aiding organizational learning and adapta-
tion. Organizational learning takes place through shared mental models developed
among members of response operations (Argyris and Schon 1996). However,
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individuals must learn first for organizational learning to happen (Senge 1990).
Organizational learning occurs when members of an organization detect an error
and correct it by restructuring the organization’s theory of action—called double-
loop learning. The change occurs after embedding results of inquiry into its mem-
bers’ minds or in mental models (Argyris and Schon 1996).

Double-loop learning does not occur easily (Senge 1990; Perrow 1999; Birkland
2007) due to the inherent behavior of organizations. Senge (1990) identified four
constraints on organizational learning. First, feedback from the real world is often
ambiguous, which allows preconceived notions for interpreting available informa-
tion. Second, post-event adjustment takes place in a highly charged social and polit-
ical environment which prevents objective analysis of the situation. Third, faulty
reporting from individuals with vested interest distorts the reality. Finally, restric-
tion of information flow and secrecy prevents learning.

4.4 Disaster Research Areas

Two key debates emerge from the literature that is related to how the concept of risk
is applied. Understanding disasters through the concept of disaster risk presents a
very unique kind of framework. Most of the time, we learn about potential damages
such as who are at risk and the degree of risk only after risk manifests into a disaster
(Jasonoff 2010). Still disaster risk has become a key phrase for understanding disas-
ters and preventing their potential impacts. Technical risk assessment takes into
account past disaster events and projects them into the future using trends from the
past, much like how population and economic progress are projected into the future.
Risk has thus become the product of human imaginations disciplined and condi-
tioned by an awareness of the past (Jasonoff 2010). This risk assessment is still a
dominant method of calculating disaster risk and dictates how we assess the eco-
nomic losses from disasters. The trick is to be able to calculate something that can-
not be calculated with certainty. How far can we take the past to guide future trends?
How does one know that certain social elements will behave in a certain assumed
way? How can one possibly take into account many factors (even with superfast
computers) such as climate change, the impact of multiple human actions, and the
impact of many unknown factors, which all exist in a dynamic environment?

The “calculus of risk” (Jasonoff 2010) provides an illusion of control and helps
administrators in telling the public that all is well—we know what can go wrong and
we know what to do when things go wrong. However, it gives a false “perception of
risk.” Thus, risk maps showing disaster zones may give false information to the
people living outside the territory of the “zone,” who may be equally at risk com-
pared to those who are in. For example, floods in 2010 in Bihar, India, did not follow
the flood risk map as the flood resulted from a dam break that was not considered in
the risk assessment. Maps also give wrong information as they do not consider resil-
ience or capacity of people to bear damages (Cardona 2003). Finally, thanks to reli-
ance on risk assessment, current practices of disaster risk management focus largely
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on physical vulnerability and do not consider social, cultural, economic, and
political aspects. No wonder that such an approach does not help in political deci-
sions, making disaster mitigation a low priority (Cardona 2003). Involvement of
decision makers, politicians, and communities themselves is thus important in risk
assessment. A comprehensive theory of risk is needed that can help in disaster
assessment and reduction from multidisciplinary perspectives.

4.4.1 Research in the USA

As noted above, disaster research, especially in the United States, has traditionally
focused on three phases of disaster risk management (see Table 4.2 below). Recently,
researchers are focusing on ‘mitigation and disaster risk reduction’ as an ongoing
risk management approach rather than distinct phases. Activities and research con-
ducted under the three traditional phases and mitigation and risk reduction approach
are discussed below.

4.4.1.1 Preparedness

The pre-disaster phase focuses on anticipating disasters so that resources can be
allocated for effective response during disasters. The main instruments used are
disaster or contingency plans that spell out the responsibility of all stakeholders—
community, individuals, organizations, agencies, and state and national
governments—during a disaster. Government machinery remains in charge of
testing, updating, and communicating these plans (Mileti and Gailus 2005).
Emergency Organization Committees at the local, state, and national levels are also
planned beforehand to coordinate actions. Research on this phase focuses on how
individuals take decisions for their own safety and what factors contribute to the
organizational preparedness. The research conducted so far does not provide a clear
picture and is far from comprehensive. For example, researchers know who prepares
but not why (Mileti and Fitzpatrick 1993). Preparedness among public sector orga-
nizations is better known, but only knowledge regarding organizational prepared-
ness for specific disasters exists. What factors encourage organizational preparedness
is also not fully known.

4.4.1.2 Response

This phase involves timely response to a disaster including rescue operations and
immediate relief to victims. Actions focus on emergency sheltering, search and res-
cue, care of the injured, firefighting, damage assessment, and other emergency mea-
sures. Increasingly, responders have to focus on coordination, communications,
ongoing situation assessment, and resource mobilization during the emergency
period, since many emergent groups, volunteers, and NGOs appear after a disaster
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Table 4.2 Disaster research focus

Aim

Actions

Research
areas

Gaps

Pre-disaster:
preparedness

Anticipate disasters and
prepare for them so
resources needed for
effective response are in
place

Formulating, exercising,
and testing disaster plans
(which shows who will
do what during disaster);
training responders and
general public;
developing public
awareness campaigns
about potential problems
during disasters and
what to do

Few studies on who
prepares for disasters,
private sectors,
nonemergency-focused
agencies and
organizations

No thorough
understanding of the
social-psychological
processes involved in
making the decision;
uneven knowledge about
organizational
preparedness and the
factors that encourage it

During disaster: response
and relief

Provide timely response
to a disaster—relief to
victims and restoring
situation to normalcy

Emergency sheltering,
search and rescue, care of
the injured, firefighting,
damage assessment, and
other emergency
measures: coordination,
communications, ongoing
situation assessment, and
resource mobilization
during the emergency
period

Most studied phase,
focusing on emergent
groups and behavior;
focus on smaller groups,
conceptual frameworks,
research designs, and the
variables range widely
across studies, making
generalizations difficult,
organizations tend to work
in an autonomous and
uncoordinated manner
Research on how
governmental structure
and policies influence
preparedness and response
activities
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Post-disaster: recovery
and reconstruction

Putting a disaster-stricken
community back together;
initial focus on
reconstruction of damaged
infrastructure and
buildings, recently, more
focus on decision making
in all rebuilding processes

Usually has three main
principles: (1) rapidly
return to normal, (2)
increase safety, and (3)
improve the community

What types of families are
most disrupted by a
disaster? What family
types recover most
quickly? What things
account for different rates
of family recovery?

Case studies of specific
disasters

The processes and
outcomes of disaster
recovery need to be better
understood from a
multidisciplinary
perspective

Source: Adapted from Drabek (2005), Mileti and Gailus (2005), World Bank (2010)

to help in response activities. Many studies relying on case studies focus on how
individuals, families, and groups react during disasters. However, comprehensive
studies of how governmental structure and policies influence preparedness and
response activities are lacking. While there is relatively little research on state
capacity to respond, this research has shown positive change when the response
efforts are initiated and managed by lower levels of government. Governmental
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effectiveness was found to be related to disaster magnitude, the extent to which
governmental agencies were prepared, and the public’s capacity to cope with disas-
ter impacts (Schneider 1995).

4.4.1.3 Reconstruction

This phase focuses on putting a disaster-stricken community back together (Mileti
and Gailus 2005). The immediate impetus of government and affected communities
is to focus on the reconstruction of damaged infrastructure and buildings to pre-
disaster standards. However, more and more experts are calling for recovery as a
process of interaction and decision making among a variety of groups and institu-
tions, including households, organizations, businesses, the broader community, and
civil society (Mileti and Gailus 2005). These experts call for focusing on decision-
making processes at all levels as they relate to the recovery and risk mitigation
process rather than just the physical rebuilding process.

Research on this phase has focused on how reconstruction has taken place after
specific disasters, relying primarily on field studies. These studies (Mileti and
Gailus 2005) have identified the following factors that hamper disaster mitigation
and safer development: complexities of recovery and limited time available, making
it difficult to systematically evaluate options; lack of clear goals at federal, state, or
local levels; the complexity of acting in concert with multiple entities; and the
absence of institutional capacity brought about by advance planning. Success fac-
tors include: existence of a preexisting plan or ongoing process for reshaping a
community and the availability of outside funding to help bring about the desired
changes. Research has also shown that locally based bottom-up recovery efforts are
more sustainable in the long run.

4.4.1.4 Mitigation and Risk Reduction

Disaster risk assessments are either used or prescribed for assessing “disaster risk”
followed by a range of disaster risk mitigation, reduction, and management options.
The idea is to eliminate or reduce the risk wherever possible and transfer those risks
that cannot be eliminated or reduced. Various tools are used to transfer and mitigate
risks such as: land-use planning and management, building codes and standards,
insurance, prediction, forecast and warning, and engineering. In the words of Mileti
and Galius (2005), the disaster risk management or integrated hazard sustainability
approach:

calls for increased use of wise, long-term land-use approaches, enhanced production and
use of long-term hazard forecasts in community decision-making, insurance as a vehicle to
foster mitigation efforts through location decisions and construction practices, and engi-
neered approaches and building codes that go beyond life safety toward protecting the func-
tionality of structures that localities choose to locate in harm’s way. (p. 207)
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Many researchers have raised questions about the accuracy and comprehensive-
ness of risk assessments since all risks cannot be predicted due to their very nature
as well as whether or not assumptions used in these “technocratic” projections that
rely on physical vulnerability and assumptions about human behavior are realistic.
Social, economic, and political considerations tend to be missing from such assess-
ments, and thus there remains a gap between “scientific risk assessments” and
political decisions to implement their results (Cardona 2003).

An important area of research in the developed countries is to understand the
roles of different actors, such as households, groups, organizations, and govern-
ments, during different phases of a disaster. The research thus far has focused on
how different actors should behave (normative roles) and to some extent on how
they are actually behaving (see Table 4.3). Although government roles have tradi-
tionally been the subject of this research, recently roles of households and local
groups are coming to prominence with the recognition of the importance of social
capital for disaster recovery and resilience (Mileti and Gailus 2005). Research on
the roles of the private sector and the media is still relatively scarce though the body
of research in this area is rapidly developing.

4.4.2 Research in Developing Countries

Current research on disaster risk management in developing countries can be
divided into two main areas. The first area, ex ante research, looks at how to improve
planning for disaster risk management in developing countries. The second area of
research focuses on ex post disaster management, or how people adjust to disasters
and governments respond to disasters, including research on organizational learning
in the aftermath of disasters. While the ex ante research supports disaster risk man-
agement in developing countries with question on “tools and approaches,” it tends
to be “prescriptive” regarding what can be learned from developed countries and
how these “best practices” can be used or grafted onto developing countries. The ex
post research area looks at what can be learned from the application of these “rela-
tively new concepts,” coming from developed countries, to developing countries.
The following main points can be inferred from these studies:

4.4.2.1 Appropriate Policy and Planning Can Reduce Disaster Risk

Land-use planning can reduce disaster risk (Sengezer and Koc 2005). However, in
many cities of developing countries, not only is the urban planning field weak but
also disaster risk reduction is not mainstreamed into ongoing urban planning prac-
tices. International aid organizations can play an important role in integrating urban
planning and risk reduction but are not very successful because first, both fields
have marginal positions within international aid organizations and, second, there is
an incompatibility between the respective professional disciplines (Wamsler 2006).
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The literature also points to the importance of better urban planning institutions,
building regulations, and enforcement in developing countries (Kenny 2009) as
many disaster deaths can be avoided with simple engineering solutions, oversight
mechanisms, and monitoring.

4.4.2.2 No Standard Tool to Measure Disaster Risk

A number of tools have been proposed to measure disaster risk in urban areas such
as hypothetical disaster scenario building, cluster analysis, risk-benefit ratio, risk
indexes, and vulnerability scorecard (Hung and Chen 2007; Nicholls et al. 2008;
World Wildlife Fund 2009; Munich Re 2006). Most of the available risk assessment
tools measure exposure of potential hazards to population and assets. Some tools
only assess exposure (to hazards and climate change) in the current situation, while
others also consider exposure in future scenarios. The methodologies rarely con-
sider social or economic indicators, although they are important determinants of a
community’s vulnerability to disasters.

4.4.2.3 Most Government Organizations Do Not Seem
to Learn from Past Disasters

A number of studies focus on factors that promote or inhibit organizational learning
and adaptation in post-disaster situations with a focus on how disaster response
systems evolved over the course of various disasters and what processes facilitate
learning and the establishment of an adaptive interorganizational disaster response
system. A study conducted in Turkey found that no significant organizational learn-
ing occurred within Turkish disaster management following four destructive earth-
quakes, but the fifth earthquake (Marmara earthquake of 1999) initiated a
double-loop learning process that led to changes in the organizational, technical,
and cultural aspects of Turkish disaster management (Corbacioglu and Kapucu
2006). Relying on semi-structured interviews of public and nonprofit managers and
researchers, the study assessed the changes in organizational, technical, and cultural
capacity after each destroying earthquake occurring between 1992 and 1999. The
study shows that better information exchange and responses existed during the
Diizce earthquake, following organizational changes after the Marmara earthquake.
However, it is not clear from the study how much of this change is due to external
factors such as timing (because the Diizce earthquake happened just three months
after the deadly Marmara earthquake, which caused more than 18,000 deaths com-
pared to less than 800 in earlier quakes), modernization of information technology,
and decentralization. The study also failed to show how incremental learning from
past disasters contributed to the change after Marmara. It will be interesting to see
how much learning has been sustained after the Diizce earthquake.

A similar study conducted in the aftermath of a deadly cyclone in Orissa, India,
also pointed to the lack of learning in government organizations (Thomalla and
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Schmuck 2004). The affected community, however, learned from prior cyclones and
was better prepared.

4.4.2.4 Post-disaster Reconstruction Policy Focusing on Structural Risk
Reduction Measures May Increase Disaster Risk

Limited research conducted so far on the impacts of post-disaster reconstruction
policy on vulnerability suggests that the pressure to quickly rebuild and focus on
reducing structural vulnerability may actually increase the long-term vulnerability
of the affected community (Winchester 2000; Ingram et al. 2006). While studying
the impacts of disaster prevention strategies in a cyclone-prone area on the east
coast of India, the author concluded that the policies to reduce risk in the long term
had failed as post-disaster reconstruction benefits were diverted by an alliance of
powerful people and recent development reduced the physical protection of the area
(Winchester 2000). Similarly, research conducted on the impacts of coastal buffer
zone policy adopted by the Sri Lankan government in the aftermath of the 2004
tsunami also suggests that hasty policy to reduce structural vulnerability may actu-
ally add to disaster risk rather than reducing it. Instead, vulnerability reduction
requires a holistic understanding of the complex interactions between the physical,
environmental, and social factors that contribute to it (Ingram et al. 2006). The
research in this field relied on qualitative assessment based on interviews and field
studies, partly because a credible empirical framework does not exist to evaluate
disaster risk. Much of the present understanding of disaster risk is based on the
insurance industry’s application of probabilistic risk modeling, application of which
is difficult in developing countries due to the lack of data and financial resources.

4.5 Toward a Theory for Understanding Disaster Risk
Management

In the wake of increasing frequency and magnitude of disaster incidents worldwide,
the international community is shifting from a traditionally reactive approach to
management of disasters to a proactive or preventive approach. Initially disasters
were considered to be one-time events over which mankind had no control.
Beginning in the early 1900s, social scientists laid a foundation for understanding
disaster as the product of natural and social forces (Cardona 2003; Wisner et al.
2004; Drabek 2005; Mileti and Gailus 2005; World Bank 2010). The idea of “disas-
ter risk” was developed as a product of hazard (Cardona 2003; Drabek 2005), which
is a latent natural phenomenon, and vulnerability, which is susceptibility to harm
due to the socioeconomic situation (Wisner et al. 2004; McEntire 2004; Enarson
et al. 2003). Based on this understanding, capacity to manage “disaster risk” now
requires the ability to develop good models of “disaster risk,” planning to mitigate
known disaster risks, and financially insuring buildings and assets are safe from
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disasters, along with the ability to be prepared for disaster response such as quick
relief, rescue, and rehabilitation operations.

However, even with the new understanding of and increased efforts associated
with disaster response and mitigation, monetary losses from disasters are increasing
globally. Some researchers point to the failure of disaster risk assessment models,
which are not able to predict disasters in time, and mitigation approaches, which are
not helpful in reducing higher damages from disasters (Mileti and Gailus 2005).
Social scientists now believe that we live in a “risk society,” where “industrial-
technical-scientific projects” produce unintended risks that are incalculable,
uninsurable, and uncontrollable (Beck 2006). To cope, two kinds of abilities are
now needed: anticipation, the ability to predict and prevent harm before it occurs,
and resilience, the ability to manage surprise by reorganizing resources and take
actions to respond to the actual danger after it occurs (Wildavsky 1988). Resilient
and self-adaptive socio-technical systems are needed that can aid organizational
learning and adaptation (Comfort 1994a). The capacity to manage disasters now
requires an ability to learn, internalize and make change, manage information flow
and exchange, ensure flexibility and adaptability in structure and functions of
organizations, and coordinate work with multiple agencies and units to achieve a
common purpose. However, to date, a comprehensive theory of risk and resilience,
especially from a multidisciplinary point of view, is still missing (Cardona 2003) to
guide actions on the ground and to answer questions such as what real changes are
needed in government structure and functions? Does the community have a role to
play? How should the information be managed? How can a “learning culture” be
encouraged?
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Chapter 5
Rethinking the Capacity Development Model

Abstract Researchers have long raised questions regarding the way capacity
development is practiced. At the same time, they agree on the need to understand
how capacity development takes place before rushing to establish capacity develop-
ment programs. Many researchers have pointed to the need for understanding the
demand side of capacity development, including the need to understand the context,
the enabling environment, political will, local governance, and the engagement of
civil society organizations. Based on the literature review, a new and holistic con-
ceptual model is presented in this chapter. The Perception Driven Joint Learning
Approach (PeDJoLA) model pulls together government’s and community’s inter-
ventions within an environment and disaster risk landscape. Donors and different
levels of governments work in a top-down manner, which is matched by bottom-up
actions of a community. However, only their combined and integrated efforts can
lead to effective capacity development. The chapter starts by providing a brief over-
view of existing capacity development models and why they provide only a piece-
meal understanding of the capacity development process. PeDJoLA is presented
with detailed description of its components.

Keywords Change agents * Community capacity * Learning ¢ Local government
capacity ¢ Perception Driven Joint Learning Approach (PeDJoLA)

Researchers have long raised questions regarding the way capacity development is
practiced; at the same time, they agree on the need to understand how capacity
development takes place before rushing to establish capacity development pro-
grams. Many researchers have pointed to the need for understanding the demand
side of capacity development, including the need to understand the context, the
enabling environment, political will, local governance, and the engagement of civil
society organizations. A realistic theory of capacity development may identify those
factors necessary to understand how endogenous learning and debate relevant to
creating context-specific institutions and incremental reform processes occur
(Pritchett et al. 2010). Based on the literature review, a new conceptual model is
presented in this chapter. The different components of the model are operationalized
using concepts and language of the disaster risk management.

This chapter presents a holistic new model for capacity development in disaster
risk management. The chapter starts by providing a brief overview of existing
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capacity development models and why they provide only a piecemeal understanding
of the capacity development process. A new model of capacity development is pre-
sented with detailed description of its components.

5.1 A Conceptual Framework of Capacity Development

Literature on capacity development points to the lack of a universally accepted the-
ory or model that explains how the capacity building process takes place in reality
(See Chap. 3). Similarly, literature on disaster risk management points to the lack of
a comprehensive theory of risk and resilience, (See Chap. 4) to achieve effective
disaster risk management capacity on the ground. This Chapter focuses on filling
this gap in the literature, and developing a holistic theoretical model that can
increase our understanding of how capacity development in disaster risk manage-
ment happens on the ground, and how can it be improved. The model will bring
together different streams of capacity development models, using concepts and lan-
guage from disaster risk management.

At the outset, one question is critical to fill the gap in current research on capacity
development. What is the actual capacity development process in a specific country or
local context? Many capacity development processes start by providing financial
resources and developing technical skills. However, mere resources and technical skills
are not able to move the capacity development effort to the ‘next level’. Brinkerhoff
(2008) describes the next level as related to organization, politics and power, and incen-
tives. Although the actual capacity development process is debatable, it is clear that
merely providing technical resources and training to develop individual skills is not
enough to develop sustainable capacity. Capacity development design needs to con-
sider the environment within which capacity development will take place.

Capacity development and the enabling environment play a mutually reinforcing
role. The enabling environment may be assumed to represent a ‘bottom-up process,’
especially if we include good governance and political will. Thus, we have top-
down (donors and state) and bottom-up levels (enabling environment) within which
one can assume a capacity development effort should take place. As captured in
Fig. 5.1 below, the entire capacity development process can be conceptualized
through four main components: (i) top-down planning, (ii) project design,
(iii) capacity development, and (iv) bottom-up involvement.

5.1.1 Top-Down Planning

This part of the schematic captures the top-down planning undertaken by the state
and the donors (Brinkerhoff 2008; Easterly 2008). Four main criteria seem to drive
planning at this level.
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Fig. 5.1 Conceptual capacity development process

1. The perception of top authorities: The allocation of resources depends upon how
the states and donors perceive the deficit in capacity. The perception of capacity
deficit is usually based on those measures, indicators or reports, on which top
authorities such as the national and state governments, and donors base their
funding decisions. Thus, perception of demand is an important criterion driving
top-down planning.

2. The resources available to allocate and the timeframe within which the resources
ought to be used: Donors and governments have finite resources and a timeline
within which they need to plan for capacity development programs and show
progress.

3. The past experience of the government and donors in managing or responding to
a situation: What worked well or did not work in some or other places may also
contribute to perceiving the problem or situation in a certain way.

4. Supply side factors: The supply side factors are also important, particularly in a
donor community when the donor agency has a certain skill set or tool that is to
be promoted or is believed to be useful.

Out of these criteria, the ability of donors and national governments to assess the
capacity deficit and demand, seems to be crucial for success. National governments
already use many statistical measures and assessments to understand capacity defi-
cits and demands. Grindle (2007) has suggested frameworks such as UNDP’s
Drivers of Change and the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Framework
to measure capacity deficits.
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5.1.2 Project Design

Capacity development project design includes the timing of interventions, financial
allocation, defining areas of interventions, objectives of capacity development pro-
grams, implementation arrangements, and monitoring and evaluation mechanisms
(Pritchett and Weijer 2010). Two important questions with regard to capacity devel-
opment success are:

(1) How open or flexible is the capacity development design to adapt to change
(Pritchett and Weijer 2010)?

(a) Who controls the design?
(b) Is the design flexible enough to accommodate evolution in complexity and
degree of change over time?

(2) How well does the design support the enabling environment (Brinkerhoff
2010)?

(a) Does the design consider the enabling environment?

(b) How did the designer understand the enabling environment and come out
with useful suggestions for design?

(c) How is civil society involved, political will enhanced, and governance
improved through the design?

5.1.3 Capacity Development

This component of the conceptual capacity development process shows how capac-
ity is developed in a specific sector of a government’s operations. Brinkerhoff
(2008) suggested a process, relying on resources (who has what), skills and knowl-
edge (who knows what), organization (who can manage what), politics and power
(who can get what), and incentives (who wants to do what); Pritchett and Weijer
(2010), suggested an ecological organization and organic growth model that relies
on many leaders, internal learning and accountability. The process may also follow
a totally different approach, relying heavily on the degree of involvement of local
actors and a bottom-up process. The ultimate result of the capacity development
intervention is expected to lead to a sustainable capacity to achieve desired goals.
For example, capacity development in disaster management should not only bring
changes in how national institutions respond to or manage disasters, but should also
bring behavioral changes in how people accept the need for disaster prevention. In
most cases, this will mean that the project objectives are achieved, and are main-
tained with innovation in the long run.

Some other elements that are important while thinking about capacity building
are (1) the process (Grindle 2007)—how does capacity building take place on the
ground, from agenda setting to design, adoption, implementation, and sustainability;
and (2) how are the outcomes defined—how do we know whether the capacity
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development project was successful. Usually, if the project meets its objectives,
which has measurable indicators, the project is considered successful by donors and
governments. However, these measureable indicators may not show any realistic
capacity development on the ground.

5.1.4 Bottom-Up Involvement

The demand side and contextual factors such as civil society organizations showing
socio-cultural and bottom-up processes, (good) governance reflecting administra-
tion (Grindle 2007), political will and the role of leadership and power (Shiffman
and Smith 2007) are an important part of the capacity development process. The
following questions are important:

* What is the enabling environment, and how is that supported through the capac-
ity development project (Brinkerhoff 2010)?

* What is the role of the community in capacity development? What is done to
sustain momentum?

* Are there existing informal processes? Does the capacity development process
affect them?

5.2 Who’s and What Capacity?

Two critical questions remain to be answered in the above model: Whose capacity
need to be developed, and what kind of capacity is needed? Since all capacity devel-
opment programs are ultimately implemented at the local level and are meant to
influence the local community, capacity development actions ultimately need to
target the local level. From disaster risk management perspective, disasters occur
first at the local level, and local people respond and experience disasters first hand
(Cutter et al. 2012). However, different connotations of local exist, which can range
from treating local as community, city, province or a region to watershed regions,
ecological zones, or economic regions (Cutter et al. 2012). The larger global context
within which local is situated also matters since larger policy, and resource exploita-
tion challenges affects outcome. Thus, linkages within between local, national and
regional also need to be considered.

Coming back to the new model, the focus of the model is at local level: (i) local
government, (ii) the local communities, (iii) local leaders or agents of change, and
(iv) the environment in which capacity development takes place (see Fig. 5.2). The
environment needs to capture the global context within which local environment is
located, linkages with the higher levels, as well as the local context.

Local government capacity: Polidano (1999) defined public sector capacity with
three important elements: policy capacity—the ability to structure the decision-
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Fig. 5.2 Elements of local capacity

making process, coordinate it throughout government, feed informed analysis
into it, and ensure that the analysis is taken seriously; implementation capac-
ity—the ability to carry out decisions and enforce rules, within the public sector
itself as well as in the wider society; and operational efficiency —referring to
cost-effectiveness of the internal operations of the public sector and the quality
of the services it provides to the public. For the purpose of capturing the govern-
ment’s role in community capacity building, one more element may be impor-
tant: responsiveness to the community—partner and facilitator, how well the
government plays the role of and is able to hear local people’s concerns and
enhance community networks, partnership and capacity (Cavaye 2000).

Grindle (1996) has defined government capacity as consisting of institutional

capacity, organizational capacity, implementation capacity, technical capacity, and
political capacity. These five dimensions are undertaken in the model.

Policy (or institutional) capacity: the ability to uphold authoritative and effective
rules of the game, which comes from enabling laws, policies, and programs.
Organizational capacity: government’s internal organization and management
style related to structure and distribution of functions; planning; decision mak-
ing; control and evaluation functions; and information gathering, processing, and
distribution.

Implementation capacity: the ability to carry out decisions and enforce rules,
within the public sector itself and the wider society.

Technical capacity: the quality of staff, deriving from their skills, knowledge and
experience; how are they being used; and whether enough technological, finan-
cial and motivational support is available for them to perform effectively.
Political capacity: the ability to mediate conflicts, respond to citizen demands,
allow for representation of interests and provide opportunities for effective com-
munity and political participation (Grindle 1996).
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(i) Community capacity: The term community is used in the literature to describe
overlapping social units that act as a ‘focus of social activity’ (Dynes 1998).
Community capacity consists of the networks, organization, attitudes, leader-
ship and skills that allow communities to manage change and sustain
community-led development (Cavaye 2000). NGOs, governments or the local
community itself can organize and enhance community capacity. Government
can create local capacity by (Cavaye 2000):

* Creating a vehicle for local people to express and act on existing concerns,

» Judging appropriate interaction with communities from consultation to gen-
uine partnership and facilitation,

* Developing personal relationships between local public servants and com-
munity members, which are crucial to the invitation government can receive
from local people, and the role government can have in community
capacity,

* Melding formal structures that mediate community involvement with a
grassroots culture of local participation.

* Helping community members unlearn the idea that the government is sim-
ply a provider.

¢ Unlearning the historical technical assistance approach to communities.

(ii) Agents or leaders of change: Leaders such as those existing in national, state,
and local governments; non-profit and non-government organizations; donor
organizations; and community organizations. These individuals as well as gov-
ernment staff lead the process of transformational change. They work within
an environment with multiple ongoing tensions—imperatives and incentives
that characterize the space and that either reward or inhibit innovation (Pritchett
and Weijer 2010). Their activities jointly can range between the extremes of
capacity development and capability trap.

Agents/leaders work within an area shown as the interface between govern-
ment and community capacity (see Fig. 5.2). This is the area that is important
for government and community partnerships to strengthen in order to imple-
ment and maintain change. A good example is the development planning pro-
cess. An urban master plan prepared with the community’s active participation
stands a better chance of being implemented than a plan prepared without
community participation. The extent of involvement can be considered to be
manifested in two ways: physical factors such as urban spatial structure (land
use and building codes enforcement) and non-physical factors such as a com-
munity’s disaster preparedness (knowing how to behave during a disaster and
having quick access to warning, evacuation procedures, shelters and emer-
gency funds). It is worth noting that the schematic is based on a democratic
society since command and control regimes may order the implementation of
a development plan and require community preparedness for disasters;
however, it is not likely that such one-way enforcement is sustainable in the
long run.



84 5 Rethinking the Capacity Development Model

Government’s responsiveness and civic involvement in government both
reinforce each other. Putnam (1993) found that civic involvement improves
government in two ways. First, the extent to which people take an interest in
public affairs is positively correlated with the performance and efficiency of
regional government. Second, public involvement in social groups of any kind,
even football clubs and choral societies, generates what Putnam calls social
capital: a willingness to submit oneself to rules drawn up in the collective inter-
est. This is then reflected in greater observance of public rules and laws.

(iii) Environment: Both government and community capacity exist within an
enabling (or disabling) environment. Many researchers have pointed to the role
of an enabling environment in capacity and performance. The World Bank’s
social development sector defines enabling environment on its website as:

a set of conditions — often inter-related — that impact on the capacity of citizens and
civil society organizations to engage in development processes in a sustained and
effective manner, whether at the policy, program or project level. They include legal,
regulatory and policy frameworks, and political, socio-cultural and economic factors
(World Bank 2011).

Polidano (1999) identified five factors affecting the enabling environment: ethnic
fragmentation, civil society, political instability, economic crisis and aid depen-
dency. Brinkerhoff (2004) identified five categories of environmental factors as key
features of an enabling environment: economic, political, administrative, socio-
cultural, and resources. Unless the capacity development process supports the
enabling environment, sustainable capacity development cannot be achieved.

5.3 Capacity Development Model as It Applies to Disaster
Risk Management

The next step is to operationalize various elements of the conceptual capacity devel-
opment framework through the language and concepts of disaster risk management.
However, before applying the framework to the disaster risk management field, it is
important to revisit two capacity development elements that are unique to the disas-
ter literature and need to be introduced into the conceptual framework. They are risk
and resilience.

Parallel to the continuum from capability trap to capacity development is the
continuum defined by the risk of disasters and resilience. At one end of the spectrum
are challenges related to continued risk of disasters. This risk can be either intensive
or extensive (UNISDR 2011). Everyday risks are related to food insecurity, dis-
eases, crimes, accidents, pollution, lack of sanitation and clean water. Intensive risks
can result from the exposure of highly concentrated populations and assets to severe
intensity hazards. Between these two extremes, there is extensive risk, which can
result from the exposure of less concentrated populations and assets to lesser or
moderate intensity hazards. The continuum of risk can translate into various scales
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of disasters—from everyday events that occur very frequently but may kill or injure
few people, to large disaster events that occur infrequently but often kill or injure
large numbers of people and affect an entire city and areas beyond it. Extensive risk
can translate into small or medium size disasters that kill a very small number of
people and affect localized areas of a city.

At the other end of the spectrum is resilience to disasters. Resilience describes
the ability of a system to withstand or accommodate stresses and shocks such as
disasters and climate impacts, while still maintaining its function (Comfort 1994b).
Disaster resilience depends upon the ability to absorb shocks, to maintain essential
assets and to ensure access to services and functions that support the well-being of
citizens. Figure 5.3 shows these two parallel continua.
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5.4 PeDJoLA: A Simplified Model of Capacity Development
in Disaster Risk Management

Building on capacity development models (Figs. 5.1 and 5.2), Fig. 5.4 shows revised
model of capacity development in disaster risk management. The model, Perception
Driven Joint Learning Approach (PeDJoLA), has six main elements that explain
how the capacity development process takes place, and shows a dynamic process
based on the perception of State (on capacity deficit) on one side (top down) and
communities on the other side (bottom up). Based on perception, State and com-
munities take actions (or project interventions) to develop capacity of governments
and communities respectively. Agents, environment, and system play a key role in
shaping the capacity development process, which can result into either capacity
development and resilience or capability trap and continued risk. The model ele-
ments are detailed below (also see Table 5.1).

5.4.1 Perception of Risk and Capacity

This part of the model looks at the perception of disaster risk and their current
capacity by both the government and community. Different groups perceive risk
and capacity differently. Current psychological research suggests two major
generalizations. First, disaster risk is subjective. It involves the probability or
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chance that something bad will happen, and risk is always subjective; what I
perceive as bad may not be the same as what others perceive as bad (World Bank
2010). Second, an underlying hypothesis is that people’s tolerance for risk is
related to their perception of the benefit of living with the risk (Slovic et al.
1982; World Bank 2011). Current research is thin on how communities use their
perception to plan for capacity development efforts. Current risk perception
research is more geared towards designing appropriate communication strate-
gies to inform the public and understand their behavior during emergencies and
stressful situations, and less on understanding how risk perception translates into
capacity development efforts.

5.4.2 Intervention Design

This part of the model links disasters risk, current capacity, and capacity deficit
perceptions with capacity development actions. Based on the assessment of disaster
risk in a targeted sector or area, existing capacity, and capacity deficit (comparing
what should be there to what is there), government and donors propose capacity
building measures. At the same time, based on the perception of their own risk and
capacity deficit in meeting acceptable level of risk, communities take capacity
building measures.
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Table 5.1 Components and sub-components of the PeDJoLLA Model

Capacity components
Government capacity
Institutional

Organizational

Implementation

Technical

Political

Community capacity

Sub-components

Enabling policies

Administrative
structures

Coordination

Publicity

Awareness
Enforcement

Skills and resources

Experience
Leadership
Publicity
Community
participation
Citizen committees
Skills
Coordination
Cooperation
Leadership
Inclusion

Application in disaster risk management field

DRM laws, DRM programs and projects at
national, state and local levels

Clear roles and responsibilities in DRM
Emergency planning

Risk mapping and mitigation planning,
Monitoring, DRM data collection
Before, during, and after disasters

Coordination plans or protocols between
departments and agencies, Coordination
plans

DRM plan publicly available, meetings,
periodic DRM material made available

Public awareness plan

Building codes, master plan, risk reduction,
emergency plan implementation

Trained staff, access and motivation for
training

In handling emergency

Awareness and interest in DRM

Public campaigns on DRM

Community involvement in prevention and
response planning

On DRM and response planning

On safer house, knowledge of disasters
With different community groups
Trust and help during disasters

Many community leaders

Minority, women, poor

5.4.3 Capacity Development Implementation

This includes developing community and government capacity. These terms are

described below.

Government capacity: The ability of the local government and organizations to per-
form successfully and achieve disaster preparedness and resilience. Generally,
following ministries deal with areas such as the environment, agriculture, con-
struction, planning, and local government:

* National offices and ministries responsible for emergency management,
disaster risk management, and urban development.

» State offices responsible for emergency management, industrial parks, parks
and recreation, historic conservation offices, and finance departments.
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City offices such as Public Works and Engineering, Housing, Water and
Sanitation, Emergency Management, Transportation, Energy, Finance,
Health, and Education.

Government capacity on disaster risk management is defined around five
dimensions:

Institutional capacity: From disaster risk management perspective, this would
mean having disaster risk management policies, laws, and institutions in place.
Organizational capacity:

— Administrative structure: Having clear roles and responsibilities in disaster
risk management

— Coordination: Coordination plans and protocols identified between differ-
ent government departments and agencies

— Publicity: information on disaster risk management policies, plans, respon-
sibilities are publicly available

— Awareness: Having public awareness strategy and program

Implementation capacity: This includes enforcement capacity for implement-
ing disaster risk management policies

Technical capacity: Staff with degree or training in disaster risk management
Political capacity: the ability to mediate conflicts, responds to citizen
demands, allow for representation of interests and provide opportunities for
effective community and political participation (Grindle 1996).

— Leadership: Political leaders having awareness and interest in disaster risk
management

— Publicity: Ability to undertake public campaigns on disaster risk
management

— Community participation: Ability to involve communities in prevention
and disaster response planning

— Citizen committee: Existence of citizen groups or committees on disaster
prevention and response

Community capacity: The ability of local communities or neighborhoods to manage
all aspects of disaster preparedness on their own as well as in coordination with
the government. Community can be understood as consisting of following main
classes of people:

The elite class, which includes decision makers, government officials, busi-
nessmen, and politicians.

The middle class, including middle class government officials, national and
local education providers and experts, and private sector employees.

The urban poor, which includes daily wage earners, lower-level government
employees and workers in informal sectors.

All community actors are interconnected (see Fig. 5.4) through various formal
and informal processes. There are national and state governments; international,
national and regional NGOs; and financial institutions, all of which influence the
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formal and informal decision making at the local level. The middle class and the
urban poor must be strengthened and activated to ensure participatory and transpar-
ent planning processes. Community capacity consists of skills, coordination, coop-
eration, leadership and inclusion.

Community capacity with regard to disaster risk management consists of

* Skills: Understanding disaster risk management, the risk communities are fac-
ing, and their skills such as those related to building safer houses

* Coordination: Amongst and between different community groups and with
the government

* Leadership: Having many community leaders aware of and involved in disas-
ter risk management

* [Inclusion: Communities include minority, women and poor

5.4.4 Role of Agents

Leaders of change such as government managers at national, state and local levels;
non-profit and NGO leaders, representatives of donor organizations; community
leaders; political leaders and government staff. They work within an environment
with multiple ongoing tensions—imperatives and incentives that characterize the
space and that either reward or inhibit innovation (Pritchett and Weijer 2010). Their
activities jointly can range from one extreme of capacity development and resil-
ience to the other extreme of capability trap and vulnerability.

5.4.5 System and Environment

Both the government and the community capacity exist within a dynamic system.
The system can be measured through the openness, flow of information, and rela-
tionships between the parts and the whole. The system exists in balance with its
environment. The environment consists of economic, political, administrative, and
socio-cultural characteristics (Brinkerhoff 2004).

Since disaster events and the risk they pose are uncertain, disaster response sys-
tems need to be self-adaptive socio-technical systems for aiding organizational
learning and adaptation (Comfort 1994a). Whereas the capacity development litera-
ture treats the enabling environment as a rather passive element affecting the capac-
ity development process, a system within which disaster risk management efforts
are undertaken needs to be ‘active’ and ‘dynamic.’ This can ensure an adaptable and
efficient system that is able to manage surprises and bounce back after a calamity.
Four factors are important for such a system (Wildavsky 1988):

» Flexibility to adapt to changing situations: This is likely to generate innovative
strategies in response to unexpected demands.
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 Flexibility in relationships between the parts and the whole: Risk must be shared
throughout the system to improve safety of its members and the whole system.
As parts of the system are interconnected, weakness in one part of the system
requires other parts to adjust and reduce weaknesses throughout the larger sys-
tem. However, the parts require sufficient flexibility to make these adjustments.

* Interactive exchanges between system and its environment: The process of con-
tinuous exchange produces a set of evolving forms resulting in complex adaptive
systems.

* Information exchange: Information flow between constituent parts and the exter-
nal environment determines the system’s capacity to reduce future risk and cre-
ate sustainable relationships with elements in the environment.

5.5 Capability Trap or Capacity Development Risk/
Resilience

Capacity development in disaster prevention and response is a locally-driven pro-
cess of transformational learning by local organizations, community, leaders, and
other agents that leads to disaster resilience. Capacity development will result from
a system that is open, flexible, and adaptable to change; relying on functionality,
innovation, empowerment, inclusiveness and demonstrated success; and with agents
leading the learning process, contributing to public value creation, and bringing
desired change by altering the system and the environment. As the capacity devel-
ops, the communities will have an enhanced ability to anticipate disasters and readi-
ness to deal with disasters before, during, and after disasters occur through risk
assessments, risk reduction plans and programs, contingency plans, emergency
management structure and resources, clear lines of communications, and aware-
ness. This will reduce disaster impacts and will help the community get back to
normalcy relatively quickly after a disaster.

A capability trap will result in an inability to achieve performance or desired col-
lective goals for a long time, even after implementing conscious capacity develop-
ment efforts. Such inability will be related to weaknesses along one or more
dimensions of local government and community capacity. It results from a closed
system that does not provide flexibility and adaptability, organizational factors such
as reliance on the form rather than on function, and pressure to perform more than
the existing capacity, which will ultimately leading to collapse. At the level of
agents, elite capture! and rent seeking? activities will lead to personal gain but no
public value creation or transformational learning to drive change. Capability traps

'Elite capture is where public resources are appropriated by a few individuals of superior social/
economic/ political status.

2Rent seeking is where individuals or groups spend resources in order to increase one’s share of
existing wealth, instead of trying to create wealth.
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Fig. 5.5 Capacity development in disaster risk management

will lead to situations where vulnerability to disasters remains high. In such
situations, disaster impacts will keep increasing.

Components of the PeDJoLA conceptual framework as they apply to the DRM
field are further detailed in Fig. 5.5 and Table 5.1.

This chapter presented a holistic conceptual model, which pulls together differ-
ent concepts and theories from the capacity development and disaster risk manage-
ment fields. The model brings together top-down and bottom-up interventions
within an environment and disaster risk landscape. Donors and different levels of
governments work in a top-down manner, which is then matched by bottom-up
actions of a community; however, only their combined and integrated efforts can
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lead to effective capacity development. The perception of current capacity and
disaster risk plays a key role in determining actions, which are implemented
primarily by ‘change agents’ such as government officers, political leaders, and
community leaders at the local level. While change agents work within a landscape
of incentives and imperatives, the entire capacity building process works along a
continuum. At one extreme, the combined efforts can lead to sustainable capacity
building and disaster risk reduction and, on the other extreme; the efforts can lead
to a capability trap or continued vulnerability to disasters. Momentum for sustain-
ing capacity building efforts not only depend upon the motivation of change agents
and how integrated top- down and bottom-up efforts are, but also on how informa-
tion is shared, and how much the actions contribute to improving the environment
and reducing the disaster risk of an area.

In the next chapter, the new model will be used to better understand capacity
building process in Gujarat after 2011 earthquake.
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Chapter 6
Revisiting Gujarat:
Is There a Capability Trap?

Abstract This chapter applies the Perception Driven Joint Learning Approach
(PeDJoLA) model of capacity development to understand Gujarat’s post-2011
earthquake capacity building process. The chapter focuses on understanding
capacity building efforts from two levels: top-down level, within different levels of
governments, and bottom-up level, within different community groups. Sustainability
of capacity development efforts is also discussed along with challenges that inhibit
developing effective capacity. The chapter presents findings from field research
carried out in 2012, through interviews, surveys, and review of documents. A meth-
odology to apply the conceptual model through field research is discussed first. The
second section describes the perception of research participants regarding capacity
deficit and disaster risk. The third section describes different forms of capacity
development efforts undertaken by different stakeholders, including the government
and the community. The fourth section looks into whether capacity development
under the Gujarat Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project (GEERP) has
taken place or not, focusing on changes in the local government and the community.
The fifth section explores how sustainable the current capacity development efforts
are, in terms of learning and empowerment. The final section, which relies heavily
on formal and informal interviews, highlights the potential factors responsible for
inhibiting capacity development in the three study towns.

Keywords Capacity deficit * Perception * Inclusion ¢ Sustainability ¢ Gujarat
Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project (GEERP)

Is Gujarat facing a capability trap? In response to this critical question raised in
Chaps. 2, 3, 4, and 5 focused on understanding what capacity building and disaster
risk management means, and how capacity building in disaster risk management
takes place. In this chapter, I apply the PeDJoL A capacity development model to
understand Gujarat’s post-2011 earthquake capacity building process. The chapter
focuses on understanding capacity building efforts from two levels, at top-down
level, different levels of governments, and bottom-up level, different community
actors. Sustainability of capacity development efforts is also discussed along with
challenges that inhibit developing effective capacity. The chapter presents findings
from field research carried out in 2012, through interviews, surveys, and review of
documents.

© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2015 95
A. Tiwari, The Capacity Crisis in Disaster Risk Management,
Environmental Hazards, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_6


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_5

96 6 Revisiting Gujarat: Is There a Capability Trap?

A methodology to apply the conceptual model through field research is discussed
first. The findings from the field research are then presented in relation to the
PeDJoL A model, beginning with a brief overview of the environment and the disas-
ter risk of the study area. This includes the potential hazards to which the study area
is exposed and the socioeconomic factors within which the capacity building pro-
cess under the Gujarat Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project (GEERP) is
taking place. Later sections focus on the capacity building process through findings
with respect to the five main research questions. These six questions represent the
entire conceptual model, from the assessment and perception of current capacity to
the designing and implementation of capacity development efforts. The second sec-
tion describes the perception of responders regarding capacity deficit and disaster
risk. The third section describes different forms of capacity development efforts
undertaken by different stakeholders, including the government and the community.
A link between capacity deficit perception and capacity development efforts is also
explored. The fourth section looks into whether capacity development under the
GEERP has taken place or not, focusing on changes in the local government and the
community. The fifth section is about how sustainable the current capacity develop-
ment efforts are, in terms of learning and empowerment. The final section, which
relies heavily on formal and informal interviews, highlights the potential factors
responsible for inhibiting capacity development in the three study towns.

6.1 Assessing Capacity Development Under GEERP

The PeDJoL A model was used to assess the entire capacity building process under
GEERP. Six key questions were identified relating to six key components of the
conceptual model (see Tables 6.1 and 6.2):

1. How do different actors perceive the capacity deficit just after the earthquake and
now?

2. What were the different forms of capacity development undertaken in Gujarat
after the 2001 earthquake?

3. What factors related to the enabling environment lead to effective and sustain-
able capacity development?

4. Did the GEERP undertaken by the government of Gujarat result in capacity
development?

5. Was the capacity development of local governments and communities, as
achieved under GEERP, effective and sustainable?

6. What factors inhibit capacity development or lead to a capability trap?

The key questions were further divided into subcomponents for collecting and
analyzing data. These are given in Table 6.2 below.
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Table 6.1 PeDJoLA model and key questions

Model components

1. Risk and capacity
perception

2. Intervention
design

3. Capacity
development
implementation

4. Role of agents

5. Role of enabling
environment

6. Capability trap or
development, risk or
resilience

Key questions (supportive questions are italicized)
How do different actors perceive the capacity deficit and disaster risk
just after the 2001 earthquake in Gujarat and now?

What are the factors contributing to local capacity, specifically
related to reducing the impacts of disasters?

What were the different forms of capacity development undertaken in
Gujarat after the 2001 earthquake?

Are the adopted capacity development forms based on perceived
capacity deficits?
What was the process of capacity development implementation?

Did the GEERP undertaken by the government of Gujarat result in
capacity development?

What was the role of agents in capacity development implementation?

What incentives for agents lead to effective and sustainable capacity
development?

What imperatives for agents inhibit capacity development or lead to
capability trap?

What factors related to the enabling environment lead to effective and
sustainable capacity development?

Did the GEERP undertaken by the government of Gujarat result in
capacity development?

Was the capacity development of local governments and
communities, as achieved under GEERP, effective and sustainable?
What factors inhibit capacity development or lead to capability trap?

Table 6.2 PeDJoLA model components

Components

Subcomponents

Government capacity

Institutional: The ability to uphold
authoritative and effective rules of the
game which comes from enabling law,
policies, and programs

Organizational: The government’s
internal organization and management
style related to structure and
distribution of functions, planning,
decision-making and control and
evaluation functions, information
gathering, processing, and distribution

Enabling policy: DRM law and policy exists within
which local governments are given resources and
guidance for plans and programs

Programs and plans on disaster preparedness, risk
assessment, alert, micro-zoning and awareness exist
and are routinely updated

Administrative structure: Different government
agencies have clear roles and responsibilities related
to DRM

Coordination: Agencies coordinate their actions
before, during, and after disasters

Information sharing: Disaster alert and prevention
information system flow

(continued)
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Table 6.2 (continued)

Components

Implementation: The ability to carry
out decisions and enforce rules, within
the public sector itself and the wider
society

Technical: The quality of staff,
deriving from their skills, knowledge
and experience, how are they being
used and whether enough
technological, financial and
motivational support is available for
them to perform effectively

Political: The ability to mediate
conflicts, respond to citizen demands,
allow for representation of interests,
and provide opportunity for effective
community and political participation

Community capacity: The capability of
local communities or neighborhoods

to manage all aspects of disaster
preparedness on its own as well as
with the government

Learning: The internalization of
lessons from past experiences and
passing them on to the successors
(both in government and community)

6 Revisiting Gujarat: Is There a Capability Trap?

Subcomponents

Enforcement: The ability to implement and monitor
building codes, master plan, risk reduction,
emergency plan

Skills: DRM trained staff know what to do before,
during, and after disasters in order to minimize
disaster impacts
Experience: of handling emergency through
on-the-job training or courses
Motivation: Financing support for DRM training,
performance awards for readiness
Infrastructure: Such as seismic stations, alert system,
information management, risk assessment, and
sharing platform to help in being ready for disaster
Leadership: Many political leaders are giving
increasing attention to DRM-related issues
Publicity: Ability to increase public awareness on
DRM
Community participation: Community involvement
in prevention and response planning
Citizen committees: Committees related to DRM
exist and are supported by the government
Skills and resources: have sufficient knowledge and
skills for safe home construction and disaster
prevention
Coordination: Between different community groups
Cooperation: Trust and help during disaster
Leadership: Existence of many community leaders
raising voices on DRM
Inclusion: Community activities involve minority,
women, poor
Flexibility and adaptability: To take own actions
Information sharing and flow: The ease of
information flow, availability, and dissemination
Learning culture: Ability to reflect on previous
disasters and make change for preventing future
impacts personally and as a group
Innovation: Ability to make changes into routine
efforts
Double-loop learning: Individual, organization, or
entity is able, having attempted to achieve a goal on
different occasions, to modify the goal in the light of
experience or possibly even reject the goal (Argyris
and Schon 1996)

(continued)
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Table 6.2 (continued)

Components Subcomponents

Empowerment: The process of Awareness: Choices and rights

enhancing individual or group Democratic process: All groups are fairly represented
capacity to make choices and in major decision-making

transform those choices into desired
actions and outcomes (Gibson and
Woolcock 2005). A group is
empowered when disparate members
of the group know their rights and
choices, express these by democratic
means, and bring about the desired
result

Collaboration: Government agencies and
communities work together to ensure disaster
preparedness

Ownership: Community maintains and participates in
planning and programs

Minority participation: Minority group participation
is encouraged

Choices available: Many choices are available to
communities when planning for disaster preparedness

Box 6.1. Definitions of Key Terms

Capacity development: A locally driven process of transformational learning
by local organizations, community, leaders, and other agents that leads to
disaster resilience.

Capability trap: The inability to achieve performance or desired collective
goals for a long time, even after conscious capacity development efforts. In
the context of developing countries, this inability may be coming from contin-
ued reliance on donors.

Local government capacity: The ability of the local government and orga-
nizations to perform successfully and achieve disaster preparedness and resil-
ience. Local government capacity has five dimensions: policy, organizational,
implementation, technical, and political.

Disaster resilience: The state of being able to prevent disaster impacts and
bounce back to normalcy after disasters. This includes the ability to anticipate
disasters and readiness to deal with disasters before, during, and after they
occur through risk assessments, risk reduction plans and programs, contin-
gency plans, emergency management structure and resources, clear lines of
communications, and awareness.

Sustainability: The effectiveness and continuity of local capacity already
developed as well as subsequent additions, even when there are changes in the
personnel (agents).

Learning: The internalization of lessons from past experiences and passing
them on to the successors (both in government and community). Learning
comprises flexibility, information sharing and flow, “double-loop learning,”
openness to change, and innovation.

Empowerment: The process of enhancing individual or group capacity to
make choices and transform those choices into desired actions and outcomes
(Gibson and Woolcock 2005). A group is empowered when disparate mem-
bers of the group know their rights and choices, express these in democratic
means, and bring about the desired result.
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6.2 Research Methodology: Focusing on Three Towns
in Kutch

Kutch district was the worst-affected by the 2001 earthquake and received much
attention from GEERP. Three towns in Kutch district were identified for detailed
assessment—Bhuj, Bhachau, and Mandvi. Bhuj and Bhachau received large sums
of post-disaster reconstruction funding, have strong NGO presence, and created
new agencies (area development authorities) for planned development. Mandvi, the
town that was least affected by the 2001 earthquake and received the least attention
from government agencies and others, was used to separate out any bias from
disaster effects (see Fig. 6.1 for a map of the area).

All the government agencies dealing with disaster management as well as a
number of key resource persons (those running citizen groups, retired senior gov-
ernment staff, etc.) were interviewed or surveyed. The major NGOs, CBOs, interest
groups, and citizen groups working in these towns were the third section of the
study population. Though not all of them deal directly with disaster management,
they do deal with community empowerment and capacity building. Many academic
institutions and private consultants worked with the communities or carried out
research related to capacity development initiatives. They also were useful in obtain-
ing information. Finally, local business owners, volunteers, and political leaders
were included to get a full picture of community capacity or resilience. See Appendix
for details.

6.2.1 The Role of Environment and Disaster Risk
in the Study Area

Based on the conceptual model, the environment and capacity development play a
mutually reinforcing role. Thus, the starting point in understanding the capacity
development process under the GEERP is to know the “environment” within which
capacity development is taking place. To capture this understanding, this section
describes the physical and social “environment” within which the capacity building
process under the GEERP is taking place. Both these elements also contribute to the
disaster risk of the area. Capacity development in disaster risk management takes
place within a current landscape of disaster risk, which in turn helps reduce the
disaster risk. Figure 6.2 below shows this process.

The environment and disaster risk factors could be understood through two con-
tributing factors: hazards and vulnerability (socioeconomic) factors. Hazards repre-
sent latent danger or external risk factors (Cardona 2003; UNISDR 2004, 2009) that
represent potential harm to a community or an environment (Drabek 2005). To
understand the kind of hazards that the study area is exposed to, the hazard profile
of the study area is discussed. Vulnerability is an internal risk factor that includes
economic, social, political, and physical susceptibility or predisposition of a
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community to damage in case of a destabilizing phenomenon of natural or
ethnographic origin (Cardona 2003). The capacity of institutions—policies, pro-
grams, and government machinery to prevent disasters, alert people, and respond in
time as well as capacity of people and community measured through their social
capital—is an important determinant of vulnerability (World Bank 2010; Cardona
2003; Nakagawa and Shaw 2004).

6.3 Hazard Profile

Kutch is the largest district in India in terms of land area but has very low population
density since a large part of the district is uninhabitable Rann (shallow salt marsh-
land that is submerged in water during the rainy season and becomes dry salt flats
during other seasons). Due to its location and climate, Kutch district is prone to
earthquakes, cyclones, floods, and drought. The district is an active seismological
area with a number of active faults, primarily running east-west. Kutch falls under
seismically active zone V' with a history of major and minor earthquakes over the
years. The dryness of the area and dependence on Monsoon rains for water keep the
area under drought and drought-like conditions for most of the year. Only 15 % of
the area is cultivable (Mehta 2001). Average rainfall ranges from 34 to 44 cm (Raju
1995). At the same time, the coastal areas are under constant threat of cyclones and
floods.

Kutch has witnessed many destructive earthquakes in the past; well-known
among them are 1819 Allah Bund (magnitude 8) and 1956 Anjar (magnitude 7). In
the span of just 50 years, the Kutch region has experienced two large magnitude
earthquakes: the July 21, 1956, Anjar (magnitude 7) and the 2001 event (magnitude
6.9). The 2001 earthquake resulted in around 12,000 deaths and destroyed nearly
250,000 houses in the Kutch district alone (Government of Gujarat 2001). New
studies are suggesting that the existing faults still have high potential for a large
magnitude earthquake in the future. Although it is still impossible to predict earth-
quakes, geologists believe that magnitude 8 earthquakes are very likely in the Kutch
region (Sato et al. 2001). See Table 2.2 for major disasters in Gujarat.

6.3.1 Earthquake Hazard

As shown in Fig. 6.3 below, the entire Kutch district is earthquake prone. The talu-
kas (administrative unit) of Bhuj, Anjar, and Bhachau face the most intense hazard
level (the darker shades on the maps).

'"'Where earthquakes of magnitude 8 on Richter scale can be expected.
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Fig. 6.4 Cyclone hazard risk zonation (50 and 100 year return period) (Source: GSDMA (2012))

6.3.2 Cyclone Hazard

As shown in Fig. 6.4 above, the entire Kutch district is cyclone prone. The talukas
of Mundra, Mandvi, and Abdasa face the most intense hazard level (the darker
shades on the maps).

6.3.3 Flood Hazard

As shown in Fig. 6.5 below, there are some pockets in the district where flood
becomes an issue during heavy rains. These are at and near small dams across sea-
sonal water channels. However, during my field visit, local people pointed out that
localized floods due to blockage of natural water channels in the urban areas are
more of a concern for the city residents than these dam overflows.

From the hazard profile presented above, it is clear that the entire district is at a
severe risk of multiple hazards.
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6.4 Vulnerability or Socioeconomic Factors

The vulnerability factors are described in the following headings:

(a) Demography and economic development

(b) Administration, democratic decentralization, and politics
(c) Community structure and social capital

(d) Built environment and urban development

Government and community capacity (captured in b and c) both deserve special
attention as these also represent the bottom-up and demand side of capacity
development.

6.4.1 Demography and Economic Development

The population of Kutch recorded in the 2011 census was close to two million (see
Table 6.3). Compared to national and state averages, the district has a very low den-
sity (46 persons per square kilometer), which reflects the large area covered by
seasonal wetlands. About 35 % of district’s population is urban. The literacy rate is
higher than the national average but less than the state average. Similar to national
average, there is a wide difference in the literacy rate of men and women in Kutch.
While 80 % of men are literate, only 61 % of women are literate as per 2011
census.

Based on the population, the urban areas are classified into municipal corpora-
tions or municipalities (Classes A to D). The demographic details for the three
towns studied are presented in Table 6.4 below. Not only is Bhuj the largest town in
the district, it has a large percentage of its population living in squatter settlements.
This adds to the vulnerability due to disasters.

Gujarat is one of the most economically advanced states in India. As of 2000,
Gujarat was ranked 4th nationally in per capita income (Indian Rupees, Rs. 13,298)
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Table 6.3 Key demographic details of India, Gujarat, and Kutch

India Gujarat Kutch
2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011
Population 1.028 | 1.210 billion 50.671 |60.383 1.500 2.09 million
billion million | million million
Population 3129 382 258.4 308 35 46
density
Urban 27.8 31.16 374 42.6 30.0 34.72
population (%)
Literacy 65.38 | 74.04 (82 men/ | 69.97 79.3 (87 men/ | 59.79 71.58 (80 men/
rate (%) 65 women) 70 women) 61 women)

Source: Census of India (2011)

Table 6.4 Town profiles (2008-2009)

% slum
Total Slum population | population to the | Municipal
Towns population | Class | Area (sq km) | (# of slums) total population | staff
Bhuyj 123,536 B 36 52,722 (38) 43 512
Mandvi 52,984 C 15 8,700 (13) 16 193
Bhachau | 36,444 D 9 11,800 (7) 32 84

Source: CEPT University (2012)

and 11th in percentage of people below poverty line (14 %). Gujarat has witnessed
fast growth since 2000 and now ranks second in per capita income (Rs. 63,549)
nationally (Census of India 2011). Compared to other Indian states, Gujarat was
able to invest in disaster risk management after the 2001 earthquake because of the
availability of funds and resources (Erramilli 2009). According to Erramilli (2009),
Gujarat had the most elaborate administrative mechanisms for dealing with disas-
ters, compared to other states such as Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, and Bihar, due to its
comprehensiveness and access to resources. His study found that Gujarat state was
able to undertake a large procurement exercise of:

equipment that ranged from simple to advanced and heavy machinery, which were useful in

emergencies. These ranged from life jackets, ropes, inflatable tubes, polythene sheets to

heavy earth moving equipment, sophisticated steel-cutting and concrete-cutting machinery.
(p. 115)

Kutch has an important role in the economic development of the state as well as
the country. Kandla port, the largest seaport in India, is in Gandhidham, on the Gulf
of Kutch. Mundra is developing into another important port on the west coast of
India. Major agricultural products include oil seeds, food grains (bajra and jowar),
cotton, pulses (legumes), and date palms. There are large deposits of minerals that
include gypsum, lignite, lime stone, and bauxite. Salt production is another impor-
tant economic activity. There are a handful of manufacturing and processing indus-
tries as well as numerous small-scale industries in the district, many of which were
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established after the earthquake as part of the state policy that gave tax breaks for
industries setting up operations in Kutch. Tourism is an important economic genera-
tor attracting people to the palaces and archeological and pilgrimage sites. Kutch is
also famous for its handicrafts including ornaments and clothes. The town of Bhuj
is the administrative headquarters of the district. Its economic base comprises gov-
ernment, agro-based business, services, handicrafts, and tourism. Bhuj also has a
large military presence as the district is close to the Pakistan border. In the aftermath
of the 2001 earthquake, the town has seen an increase of service-based industries.
Bhachau was traditionally a small town with an agro-based economy. However,
the new industrial policy of the state government resulted in many large indus-
trial plants being established near the town. Mandvi has traditionally been a center
of tourism-, port-, and agro-based activities and remained the same even after the
earthquake.

6.4.2 Public Administration, Democratic Decentralization,
and Politics

In order to understand the capacity of government to deal with disasters, it is impor-
tant to understand the prevailing governance and administrative structure. The
administrative system in India is very hierarchical though the local governance sys-
tem has some autonomy under recent constitutional amendments. The strengths and
weaknesses of this system contribute to the region’s vulnerability to disasters.
Though the system has reasonably good reach to all levels of administration such as
district, taluka, and village, the functioning is questionable. This could be attributed
to the structure, decentralization of functions, and the general political climate,
which also affects the capacity of government agencies. The interviews and surveys
attempted to understand the capacity of government and the community. In order to
understand the interview and survey responses, it is first necessary to understand the
administrative structure and politics.

India, a federal union of states, comprises 28 states and 7 union territories. The
President is the constitutional Executive of the Union. Real executive power vests in
a Council of Ministers with the Prime Minister as head. The Council of Ministers is
collectively responsible to the Parliament, which has two houses (Rajya Sabha, the
upper house, and Lok Sabha, the lower house). Within the states, the Governor, as
the representative of the President, is the Executive, but real executive power rests
with the Chief Minister who heads the Council of Ministers. The Council of
Ministers of a state is collectively responsible to the elected legislative assembly of
the state. Union territories are ruled directly by the federal government through a
Lieutenant Governor, appointed by the President. The Constitution governs the
sharing of legislative power between Parliament and the State Legislatures and pro-
vides for the vesting of residual powers in Parliament. Part XI of the Indian constitu-
tion defines the power distribution between the federal government (the Center) and
the states in India. This part is divided between legislative and administrative
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powers. The legislative section is divided into three lists: Union list (authority of the
center), States list (authority of the state), and Concurrent list (authority shared by
the center and states). Disaster management comes under the Concurrent list entry
23, social security and social insurance (Government of India 2007).

Gujarat State is divided into 24 districts, and each district is further subdivided
into falukas. Each of these talukas has a number of villages. For administrative
purposes, Kutch district has been divided into nine talukas: Bhuj, Anjar, Nakhatrana,
Lakhpat, Mandvi, Mundra, Bhachau, Rapar, and Abdasa. As per the 2011 census,
there are a total of 933 villages and 6 towns in the district (Census of India 2011).

The public administration all over India is dictated by a hierarchical bureaucratic
system and a parallel elected representative system. The bureaucratic system is a
modified version of the British system that prevailed before independence (in 1947).
Many of the institutions and officers have distinctive Indian names (Taluka,
Mamlatdar, etc.) used in both English and Hindi discourses on Indian local govern-
ment. The local government system, which existed from independence, received
more autonomy in 1992 as per the 73rd and 74th constitutional amendments. The
bureaucratic system is headed at the state level by the Chief Secretary who is sup-
ported by a number of Additional Chief Secretaries and Principal Secretaries
responsible for various government departments such as urban development, rural
development, education, health, and law. These high-level officials are from an elite
national Indian Administrative Service cadre (called IAS officers). These depart-
ments have state level, district level, and taluka (subdistrict) level offices to manage
the activities. At the state level, the state legislature, headed by the Chief Minister
and the cabinet of ministers, lead the administration. The bureaucratic officers are
under the cabinet.

One of the most influential departments is the Revenue Department. Its head at
the district level is the District Collector (called Collector here onwards). The
Collector is also an IAS officer. The Collector has three additional responsibilities.
The first is that of District Magistrate (DM), looking after law and order. Though the
police are under the Home Department, the Collector has supervisory authority over
them at the district level. The second is that of Crisis Administrator, managing and
coordinating activities during natural and man-made disasters as well as social
unrest. The third role is that of Development Officer, heading the rural and eco-
nomic development of the district. Thus, disaster management is one of the
Collector’s primary responsibilities.

For many state government bodies, the Collector had an important role in deter-
mining how, where, and what quantity of their services were to be delivered. This
structure has seen changes from the late 1990s, after the introduction of the
Panchayati Raj system (local empowerment) in the country in 1993. Until the 1960s,
the Collector was the all-encompassing powerful institution taking care of all
governmental programs. With the introduction of a large number of new projects/
schemes in the 1970s, the Collector’s role was limited to periodic review/monitor-
ing of various departmental programs. Initiation of a large number of developmental
activities and programs throughout the country in the 1980s saw government depart-
ments and agencies carrying out the day-to-day activities. Still, the Collector
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remained the omniscient and omnipotent source for solutions to any potential
troubles. However, after the introduction of the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRI) in
the country in 1993, most of the development functions have been taken away from
the Collector’s domain, although the State Governments use this institution to
extend their reach.

The Panchayati Raj, or local self-government in India, is a three-tier structure
below the states, with Gram Panchayat (village local body) at the lowest level,
Taluka Panchayat (Block Panchayat) at the intermediate, and Zila Panchayat
(District Panchayat) at the district levels (Sheth 2000). Compared to other states in
India, Gujarat has done relatively well in developing Panchayati Raj Institutions.
Gujarat state has also provided a lot more resources to Panchayati Raj Institutions
compared to other states (Sheth 2000). In the pre-1992 period, it was reported that
the state had transferred about 25 % of its revenues to various panchayat institutions
and in 1977-1978, their per capita income was Rs. 9 (nine Indian Rupees). The
comparable amounts in other states were, for example, Rs. 0.78 in Uttar Pradesh
and Rs. 1.25 in Orissa. However, Panchayati Raj Institutions in Gujarat were not
interested in raising their own revenues through taxes and fees and were reluctant to
exercise their powers. Therefore, it was estimated that about 98 % of funds were
transferred by higher tiers, and PRIs raised only 2 % from their own sources
(Erramilli 2009). Thus, although PRIs were relatively successful in Gujarat, they
did not function as autonomous bodies of governance.

In Gujarat, the current administrative structure is as presented below. The
Collector is now supported at the district level by Additional Collector, Deputy
Collectors, and Revenue Officers. The Collectorate coordinates activities of the line
departments at district level. The District Development Officer (DDO) acts as the
link between the Collector and the district level elected representatives at the District
Panchayat. There are 33 elected representatives at the Kutch District Panchayat with
one of them being selected by the majority party as the President. The Taluka
(Block) is the intermediate level of administration between the district and village.
Taluka administration is headed by the Mamlatdar under one of the Deputy
Collectors in charge of the Taluka. The Mamlatdar is supported by Deputy
Mamlatdars. The Taluka Development Officer (TDO) acts as the link between the
Taluka administration and the Taluka Panchayat (Block Panchayat), the elected
body at Taluka level. There are 9 Talukas with an average of 18 elected representa-
tives at each Taluka Panchayat in Kutch (Bhuj, being the largest taluka, has 27 rep-
resentatives). Similar to the District Panchayat, one of the elected representatives
from the majority party becomes the President of the Taluka Panchayat. At village
level, the Talati is the administrative head, doubling up as the link to the elected
body of the village panchayat. There are a total of 615 village panchayats in the
district, with each having an elected body headed by a Sarpanch. Figure 6.6 below
presents this hierarchical structure in graphic form.

The urban area administration is under separate entities called municipal corpo-
rations or municipalities (Classes A to D) based on population. While Bhuj is a
Class B municipality, Mandvi is a Class C municipality, and Bhachau is a Class D
municipality. Though municipalities are autonomous bodies, administratively they
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Fig. 6.6 Administrative system in India

come under the state Urban Development Department. The Chief Officer is the
bureaucratic head of the municipality, linking it with the state and district
administrations. A body of elected representatives is headed by the President
(Mayor) who is selected by the majority political party (Fig. 6.7).

After the earthquake in 2001, metropolitan area development authorities (ADAs)
were established in the major towns of Kutch to plan and reorganize the towns and
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Fig. 6.7 Link between municipality, district administration, and state departments

approve future development based on a city development plan (zoning and building
regulations). These ADAs evaluate plot development and building plans to ensure
that they follow all regulations. Consultants prepared the city development plans for
major towns. These agencies come under the town planning department but are
autonomous bodies, with a political leader as Chairman and a town planner as
administrative head.

6.4.3 Disaster Management Within the State Administrative
Structure

Comprehensive reform of disaster management field was taken up by the federal
government after the formation of GSDMA in Gujarat in 2001. The Ministry of
Home Affairs was notified as the nodal (central) ministry for Disaster Management
in 2002 (Government of India 2004). An Administrative Reforms Commission
examined and suggested measures for efficient and sustainable administration in all
fields including disaster management (Government of India 2005). A comprehen-
sive Disaster Management Act was passed by the Indian Parliament in December
2005; this act established the National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA).
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The NDMA spearheads and implements a holistic and integrated approach to disas-
ter management. The act encouraged states to set up Disaster Management depart-
ments and Disaster Management Authorities to promulgate Disaster Management
Codes (The Gazette of India 2005). Since the Gujarat State Disaster Management
Authority (GSDMA) was established in 2001 and GEERP was initiated soon after
(before national agencies were set up), GSDMA had the sole responsibility and
control over the GEERP activities. The current role of national agencies is to sup-
port state agencies and coordinate interstate activities.

The reforms also made the Indian Meteorological Department, the Central
Waters Commission, National Core Groups on Landslide Mitigation and Earthquake
Mitigation, and the Bureau of Indian Standards responsible for developing and
updating early warning systems and zoning and building regulations (NDMA 2007).
The National Center for Disaster Management, which was set up in 1995, was
upgraded to a National Institute of Disaster Management (NIDM) in 2003 with the
purpose to conduct research, undertake documentation, develop training modules,
conduct training programs, and assist training institutions and state institutes.
After promulgation of the Disaster Management Act in 2005, NIDM was recog-
nized as a statutory, nodal institution. NIDM coordinates its activities with the state
counterparts.

Prior to the earthquake in 2001, disaster prevention was not considered seriously
in Gujarat. The relief and reconstruction was coordinated by the Collector at the
district level or by Deputy Collector and Taluka Development Officer (TDO) at
the Taluka level. The municipalities or other local bodies carried out immediate
responses. No municipalities or local bodies were well prepared for quick response
due to lack of equipment, as well as a lack of clear roles and responsibilities. It was
left to the administrative and political leaders to coordinate and manage the activi-
ties. The majority of the responses were for fires and local flooding. Major disasters
such as cyclones that affect the district regularly were left to the district administra-
tion to deal with. Since cyclones can be predicted reasonably well in advance,
national and state meteorological departments used to give warnings. The district
administration would take actions such as giving warnings to the fisherman and oth-
ers living in coastal zones and evacuating the most vulnerable in extreme condi-
tions. This was particularly true during the 1998 and 1999 cyclones. NGOs were
also involved in response activities. However, they were more focused on drought,
a persistent problem faced by the entire district for a long time.

The intensity of the 2001 earthquake was extensive both geographically and in
terms of damages. Many local bodies were left helpless as entire towns and villages
were affected, with many emergency responders themselves affected and not able to
attend to their duties. Many government buildings including the Collectorate were
damaged severely. The state government sent special officers (IAS officers on spe-
cial duty) to lead the rescue and relief work. They, along with the Collector, coordi-
nated the activities of state/local governments, international/national aid agencies/
NGOs, and community/religious organizations. NGOs coordinated volunteers from
different parts of the state/country for relief work.
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Fig. 6.8 Administrative structure of GSDMA (Source: GSDMA (2012))

A State Disaster Risk Management policy was established in 2001, right after the
earthquake, and was followed by the enactment of the Gujarat State Disaster
Management Act. This act established the GSDMA as the nodal agency for disaster
relief and rehabilitation, preparedness, and risk reduction. Thus, Gujarat established
state laws and a nodal agency before the central government established laws and
agency at the federal level. The authority is headed by the Chief Executive Officer
(CEO), appointed by the state government from the national IAS cadre. The CEO is
supported by an Additional CEO, a Joint CEO (disaster management), a Chief
Engineer (procurement), and three directors (housing, administration, and finance).
Figure 6.8 above shows the organizational structure of GSDMA at the state level.
This is further extended to the district level through the District Emergency
Operations Center (DEOC). Initially directly under the District Collector, the DEOC
now works more independently, though the Collector still has the supervising
power and assumes full control during an emergency. DEOCs have appointed
qualified personnel as staff over the years and coordinate GSDMA activities at dis-
trict level. They also supervise activities at the taluka and village levels through
TDO and Talati.

6.4.4 Politics

Before coming under the British rule in the early nineteenth century, Kutch was under
a succession of kings. After the independence of India in 1947, Kutch became part of
Bombay state. It became part of the Gujarat state in 1960 when Bombay state was
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divided into Maharashtra and Gujarat. The Indian National Congress (INC), which
played a key role in Indian independence, won elections in the state until 1995, relying
on its vote banks and coalitions (Yagnik and Sud 2005). Thereafter, the right wing
Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) won every election in the state in 1995, 1998, 2002, and
2007 (Erramilli 2009). BJP retained its rule in the state for another five years by win-
ning the election in December 2012. Both political parties, INC and BJP, have wide-
spread support in the Kutch district. While the INC has high influence in the rural
areas, the BJP grabs influence in the urban areas. In the 1998 elections for the Gujarat
Legislative Assembly, the BJP had 45 % of the votes, and the Congress 35 % of the
votes. In elections after the 2001 earthquake, the BJP again won the elections, gaining
even more votes (50 %). The two leading political parties did not use disaster manage-
ment as an important issue in the elections (Erramilli 2009).

6.4.5 Community Structure

Similar to the link between governance structure and government capacity, the
capacity of a community to deal with disasters is linked to its sociocultural struc-
ture. The strict hierarchy of Indian society has a large influence on social domi-
nance, residential location choices, economic activities, and political and
administrative influence. During the field work, it was evident that this commu-
nity structure has important implications for communities’ capacity to deal with
disasters.

Kutch is inhabited by various groups, who have migrated over centuries from
regions of western Rajasthan, Sindh, and even Afghanistan. These include nomadic
and seminomadic groups who are mainly cattle herders. The majority of the popula-
tion follows Hindu religion, but a considerable number of people follow Islam and
Jainism as well. Within the Hindu community, there are many caste groups (social
hierarchy), just as in other parts of the country. The highest level groups include
brahmins, darbars (rajputs), and jains (luhaanas). Major peasant groups include
patels, ahirs, and rabaris. The bottom level (in social hierarchy) includes artisan
groups, scheduled castes, and scheduled tribes. Most of Kutch still follows a feudal
social order with the feudal elite dominating social, political, and economic life
(Katiyar and Khandelwal 2001).

Many religious and caste groups in the higher echelons have their own reli-
gious or caste-based organizations that support them in time of need. This was
evident in the aftermath of the 2001 earthquake when economically powerful and
well-connected groups (connected to similar organizations outside the district)
could generate material and financial support in a short time while others were
left on their own. Some of the major community-based organizations (CBO)
include the Swaminarayan Trust and the Jain Samaj. In addition to such CBOs,
Kutch has seen committed and long-term activities by a number of nongovern-
mental organizations (NGO). These NGOs either work on a number of develop-
ment disciplines in a focused geographical area or on a few specific disciplines
throughout the district.
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Fig. 6.9 Community structure in the study towns

After the cyclone of 1999, a number of NGOs came together to establish Kutch
Nav Nirman Abhiyan (KNNA), a collective of Kutch-based development organi-
zations with a strong local presence. Currently, KNNA has more than 30 members
working on social empowerment, advocacy, and facilitation of collaboration
among communities, government, donors, and NGOs. There are also other inter-
est groups such as the Lions Club, Rotary Club, and (building) Developers’
Association. These groups also take a keen interest in community support activi-
ties. Citizen groups such as the Bhuj Development Council (BDC) were started as
social get-together groups of retired engineers and professionals who took up the
active role of mediating between community and government officials after the
2001 earthquake. They also coordinated community meetings with citizens, gov-
ernment officials, and consultants during the redevelopment. In this research, I
consider community in its general sense where all the abovementioned groups are
included (see Fig. 6.9).

6.4.6 Built Environment and Urban Development

The built environment has a large influence on disaster vulnerability. Settlements
planned with disasters in mind could reduce the impacts, while haphazard develop-
ment could lead to heavy damages to properties and deaths. Prior to the 2001 earth-
quake, existing town planning rules and building regulations had been ineffectively
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enforced and largely ignored by the residents in the study towns. Many buildings
were illegally constructed beyond the allowed coverage (percentage of the plot area
which can be built) and height (number of floors). A large number of deaths and
injuries occurred in the densest areas and high-rise apartments in Kutch. In Bhuj, for
example, large number of deaths and severe injuries occurred in the walled city
(high density with narrow streets) and high-rise apartments (poor quality construc-
tion and/or violation of regulations).

In response to the 2001 earthquake, the government announced a policy of limit-
ing new building construction to only two floors for a 5-year period. They also
announced a range of other measures that included limiting building heights to
seven meters and enforcing a tighter Floor Space Index (total floor area to land
cover ratio) limits. The new development regulations allocated significant land in
the urban centers to infrastructure and open space, partly with the objective of
decreasing population density and increasing access of emergency vehicles during
disasters. All these measures had the overriding objective of improving the safety in
urban areas. However, they also contributed to a substantial increase in the extent of
urban sprawl in towns such as Bhuj.

The GEERP included land-use planning for affected urban areas. Area develop-
ment authorities (ADAs) were set up in these urban areas to oversee land-use plan
development and implementation. The ADAs were also in charge of a “build back
better” strategy, which focused on building disaster resilient housing and infra-
structure. The ADAs were successful in decongesting urban areas and improving
infrastructure quality. For example, the area under the Bhuj Area Development
Authority (BHADA) has almost doubled in the 12 years following the earthquake
(2,351-4,239 Ha). The majority of this increase is in residential use with substan-
tial increases in industrial, commercial, public, and transportation uses. The urban
spatial structure of the Bhuj town has changed drastically from the pre-disaster to
the post-disaster periods. While residential uses almost doubled, commercial,
industrial, public, and recreation uses also saw minimal increase. More roads have
been added to the system. Some water bodies have been restored. As a result of this
urbanization, some agricultural uses have been pushed out of the metropolitan
area. Besides the changes in the land-use pattern, the improved road network and
better linkage of Bhuj with surrounding towns have contributed to the urban growth
of the town in the southern and northern directions, converting a large share of
agriculture and reserved lands in the north to residential and industrial lands. The
development of a hierarchical network of roads with well-planned streets, trunk
roads connecting the walled core area and outer areas, and ring roads looping the
urban areas under the control of the planning authority significantly increased the
level of amenities and land quality of the town (BHADA 2011). See Fig. 6.10 for
changes in the road network and plots as a result of the reconstruction planning.

The government has provided a number of incentives for decongesting towns
and developing a better urban landscape, such as: allotment of developed lands
larger than the lands lost through land adjustments (Town Planning Schemes);
financial and technical supports for constructing new houses or repairing damaged
houses; supplementary assistance by donors and NGOs; and concessional housing
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Fig. 6.10 Road network and plots in the central area of Bhuj in 2000 (left) and 2009 (right)
(Source: BHADA (2011))

loans and housing insurance. Houses and infrastructure, in principle, are more
earthquake resilient than before. However, scholars have pointed to the continued
vulnerability of houses constructed under owner-driven reconstruction programs
due to less technical expertise in the construction stage (Jigyasu 2002a). The pro-
gram also improved the accessibility of families resettled in urban fringes by relo-
cating some of the public offices and expanding the urban infrastructure and
services to the newly developed areas. In addition, the movement of tenants from
the town centers to the urban fringes and the revised building bylaws also contrib-
uted to urban sprawl by pushing families to the newly developed suburbs. Since
most of these families were given the option to choose the relocation sites and were
grouped into community-based clusters, these developments have also contributed
to increased spatial segregation of communities based on castes and religions
(Simpson 2008).

The study area faces severe risks from multiple natural hazards such as earth-
quakes, cyclones, floods, and droughts. The capacity of government agencies and
communities to prepare for and respond to natural disasters has been influenced by
its socioeconomic vulnerability factors. The environment and disaster risk in the
study area, presented above, provides an important backdrop against which the find-
ings from interviews and surveys are discussed below.

6.5 Findings
6.5.1 Risk and Capacity Perception

How do different actors perceive the capacity deficit just after the earthquake and
now? This section addresses the topic of perception, looking at how citizens in the
three towns understand the capacity deficit and respond based on those
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understandings. It draws from the interviews and surveys carried out during the
field work in 2012. The assumption underlying this question is that different
groups have different perceptions of current capacity, capacity deficit, and disas-
ter risk. Their capacity development efforts are linked to their perception of capac-
ity deficit and disaster risk.

As per the conceptual model, governments, donors, and communities take
actions based on their perception of current capacity and capacity deficit as well as
their understanding of disaster risk (see Fig. 5.4, which presents the PeDJoL A con-
ceptual framework). The field study, donors’ and government’s perceptions are
understood through various donor- and government-led assessments, which formed
the basis of the GEERP, as well as through interviews and surveys. Community
members’ perceptions were gathered through formal and informal interviews and
surveys.

The activities carried out after the 2001 earthquake, particularly the implementa-
tion of the GEERP activities, were expected to increase the capacity of the govern-
ment as well as the community groups and residents to understand and reduce the
risks, increase the disaster preparedness, and increase the capacity to deal with
future disasters. The before-and-after analysis is an important indicator of the
changes that happened in the government structure, the reach of the programs, and
the internal changes in the community. Both interviews and structured questionnaire
surveys started with questions about the 2001 earthquake and perceptions regarding
the situation before and after.

6.5.1.1 Interview Responses

Interviews provided multiple viewpoints as the interviewees included government
officers, retired government officers, NGOs, interest groups, CBO representatives,
and city development experts. Most of these respondents had been local residents
and were involved in the rehabilitation process in Kutch after the 2001 earthquake.
They know the community dynamics and the intensity of government and commu-
nity activities. While talking about their experiences and knowledge of the situation
during and immediately after the earthquake, they reported the risk perception and
capacity before the earthquake and how these changed over time.

Different groups perceive capacity differently. However, there is a clear division
of opinion between government and community respondents. Among government
officers, perceptions of state and district government varied. Government officers at
the state and district levels firmly believe that the capacity of government institu-
tions has increased considerably. They attribute this to the establishment of GSDMA
and its activities. The state of Gujarat enacted the Disaster Management Act and set
up a State Emergency Operations Center (SEOC) and District Emergency Operations
Centers (DEOC). As one of the GSDMA officials mentioned:

We have received numerous awards for GSDMA; we have set up a system that extends all
the way down to the village level; we have established various programs and technical com-
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mittees that recommend new programs or modification to existing programs, training, tech-
nical studies, and mapping.

It seemed that the state and district level officials were concerned more about
capacity of government than of the community itself. With respect to disaster pre-
paredness, they believe that the protocol for early warning, training provided to
government staff, and awareness programs for citizens make both the government
and the community better prepared for facing a future disaster. It is also their belief
that the post-earthquake reconstruction and the activities of area development
authorities have significantly reduced the risk of disaster damages.

Respondents from municipalities believe that their capacity has increased but
that their role focuses only on rescue and relief. For example, a municipal staff
commented:

Our responsibility is to respond and provide relief. We received training for that and we
definitely increased capacity on that aspect.

They also believe that they are better prepared to face disaster now than before.
They attribute this to the past experience as well as training and the new institutional
setup that guides disaster management. However, they also point to the fact that the
new development is regulated by the area development authorities (ADAs) and they
do not have a direct role in regulation.

Municipality does not deal with building permits and construction these days. It is done by
ADA. We are responsible for relief work. We will do as much as we can. (Municipality
respondent)

ADAs are confident that they are doing a good job of city planning and building
regulation. However, they point to illegal construction that might still pose risks in
future disasters and note that they do not have the power or resources to carry out
enforcement.

Municipalities believe that citizens are better aware of the disasters through
experience and awareness programs carried out under GSDMA. However, as one
municipal respondent put it:

The memory of people is short and we need to carry out programs more frequently.

Respondents from outside the government included representatives from NGOs,
CBOs, interest groups, and political leaders (see Appendix). They have a different
perspective and mostly mentioned that there was no real capacity for disaster man-
agement before the earthquake as was evident from the damage caused by the earth-
quake. They feel detached from the government activities and do not really know
how much capacity has changed within government after the earthquake.

We don’t know what the government is doing. (NGO)

Authorities [new agencies] are set up but they do not involve us in the process and so we
don’t know. (NGO)

I have heard about the State Act and agencies but they are not well publicized. (Retired
government officer)

They believe that the capacity and preparedness of citizens are still low. This is
attributed to the lack of awareness and the relaxed attitude. In communities that are
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Table 6.5 Perceptions of different groups based on interviews

Disaster risk | Capacity Capacity deficit

Group 2001/2012 2001/2012 | 2001/2012
Donors/state/district Low/high Low/high High/low
Municipality and area development authorities | Low/high None/low High/high

NGOs, CBOs, technical and academic experts | Low/high None/low | High/high

better prepared, preparedness is attributed to the past experience of people rather
than any government action.

There is a severe lack of awareness among citizens about the do’s and don’ts before and
during a disaster. (NGO)

If they are better prepared, it is not because of government but because of their bad experi-
ence in the past. (Municipal Councilor)

Respondents from outside the government all consider that the risk is still high
as it was before the earthquake. The only consolation they think is that the deaths
will be less in the future as the towns are now decongested and have wide roads and
open spaces.

In summary, the perceptions of groups differ. The state and district administra-
tion argue that the new institutional setup and programs have significantly increased
the capacity of government, improved preparedness, and reduced risk. The munici-
palities and ADAs are responsible for many aspects of response and preparedness.
They are not entirely sure if their capacity is adequate or if they are well prepared.
Community groups and citizens believe that the government capacity to respond has
increased but not necessarily capacity on preparedness. They point to the lack of
direct links between government actions and citizens as well as community organi-
zations (Table 6.5).

6.5.1.2 Survey Responses

The survey included government staff involved in disaster management as well as a
small sample of residents in Bhuj (see Appendix). About 90 % of the respondents
from government agencies across the three towns agree that the government capac-
ity to deal with disasters was low before the earthquake. Out of all the respondents,
about 93 % also believe that the government is better prepared now than before.
Compared to other study towns, respondents in Bhuj have the lowest agreement
(77 %) on this assertion. This shows that the perception of preparedness has
improved across the study towns. While there is no difference in opinion among
different agencies, most of the ADAs restrained themselves from offering any opin-
ion on the capacity deficit before the earthquake as ADAs were formed after the
earthquake. Table 6.6 below shows the overall percentages.

While all Bhuj residents surveyed agree that the capacity to deal with disasters
was low in 2001, there is less agreement in perception about preparedness. Only
68 % of them agree that they are now better prepared than before. About half of
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Table 6.6 Disaster risk perception of government staff

Percent Number of responses
Capacity in 2001 was low Agree 82 26
Disagree 6 2
Better prepared now Agree 94 30
Disagree 6 2
Table 6.7 Perception of residents of Bhuj
Percent Number of responses
Capacity in 2001 was low Agree 100 50
Better prepared now Agree 68 34
Disagree 32 16
Know safe building techniques Agree 54 27
Disagree 46 23

those surveyed (54 %) agreed that they are aware of safe building techniques.
However, the rest had no idea what the safe techniques are. Knowledge of safe
building techniques was used as a proxy for preparedness. Even if we assume that
awareness of safe building techniques would have translated into better buildings
over the years, the surveys show that only about half of the surveyed residents in
Bhuj are prepared for future earthquakes. While the residents in squatter settlements
know safe building techniques, the majority of them considered themselves no bet-
ter prepared than before. This could be attributed to the low-income levels in squat-
ter settlements that prevent the residents from making costly housing renovations.
This is evident from the fact that, generally, respondents from low-income group
reported that they are not better prepared now than before. An analysis based on
gender did not show any differences. While both males and females agree that the
capacity was less in 2001, they think that they are better prepared now. There was
slightly less agreement among females about the knowledge of safe building tech-
niques. This could be attributed to the prevailing social system that gives fewer roles
for women in building construction and related decision-making. Table 6.7 above
shows the overall percentages.

6.5.1.3 Perception of Capacity and Risk Differ Now

Overall, the field research shows that different groups perceive disaster risk and
capacity in different ways, during different times. Government staff at state,
regional, and local levels as well as surveyed residents believed that the capacity of
both government and community as well as the perception of earthquake risk was
low before the 2001 earthquake. Both government and community perceive that
they are better prepared in 2012 to deal with disasters. However, they agree to dif-
ferent degrees:
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* Donors, state/district governments—Ilow capacity deficit/low risk
* Local government (municipality and ADA)—medium capacity deficit/high risk
* NGOs, CBOs, technical and academic experts—high capacity deficit/high risk

Bhuj residents that were surveyed agreed that the capacity to deal with disasters
was low in 2001. Within the residents surveyed in the city of Bhuj, there are minor
differences of capacity perception depending on the economic status and location of
residents. Generally, low-income residents and those residing in squatter settlements
perceive less capacity development and preparedness than others.

The next section links capacity perceptions with capacity development
interventions.

6.5.2 Forms of Capacity Development

What were the different forms of capacity development undertaken in Gujarat after
the 2001 earthquake? This question relates to the design of interventions in the con-
ceptual model and is divided into three sub-questions: (i) What are the different
forms of capacity development undertaken in Gujarat after the 2001 earthquake?
(ii) Were the adopted capacity development forms based on perceived capacity defi-
cits (as discussed in the previous section)? and (iii) What mechanisms were used by
donors and the government to formulate intervention designs, implement actions,
and monitor the results? The basic premise of this part of the conceptual model is
that different groups undertake capacity development efforts based on their percep-
tion of capacity deficit and disaster risk. This section relies primarily on the analysis
of secondary data from donor assessments, government reports, media, and past
studies and secondarily on analysis of interview data.

6.5.2.1 Forms of Capacity Development

Three broad forms of capacity development took place under the GEERP. The first
form was to establish new organizations and develop a new institution. The second
form applies to the idea of capacity development as reconstruction. This form is
very common in a post-disaster situation and is based on the concept of “build back
better.” The third form of capacity development under GEERP was training, skill
building, educational courses, and awareness programs. Overall, the project was
conceived and implemented in a very top-down manner.

New Institutions
Within weeks after the 2001 earthquake, the state government in Gujarat set up a

special body, the Gujarat State Disaster Management Authority (GSDMA), to deal
with all aspects of relief and rehabilitation. Headed by an IAS officer, GSDMA
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worked with special officers at the district headquarters to coordinate relief activi-
ties in the early stages. This agency was conceived to be a permanent arrangement
to handle natural disasters (see Sect. 5.1, subsection titled “Disaster management
within the state administrative structure” for details about GSDMA). The Gujarat
Institute of Disaster Management (GIDM) was established as a training and research
wing of GSDMA on January 26, 2004, by the government of Gujarat with the aim
of human resource development in the state. Its objectives include providing disaster
management training, undertaking public education and community awareness, act-
ing as a resource center and clearing house of information, and facilitating partner-
ships with private organizations and universities. Currently, GIDM offers a series of
training courses to government officials and other stakeholders. These courses are
offered by experts in the field. Four area development authorities were established
in the four affected towns of Kutch to develop, coordinate, and implement urban
development plans. These area development authorities are now responsible for pro-
viding building code permission and enforcement. Many of these functions were
with municipalities before 2001.

Reconstruction: Development Planning, Relocation, Rehabilitation, and Repair

The GEERP used a “build back better” reconstruction approach to ensure that the
new infrastructure and buildings allow for emergency response and earthquake-
resistant construction. “Build back better” is a principle promoted by the United
Nations and other international development agencies, suggesting that the recon-
struction should be geared toward longer-term sustainable development in terms of
better housing, education, health care, and economic opportunities (UNISDR 2011).
In Kutch, this involved large-scale consultant-driven urban development planning
and implementation through the newly created area development authorities. New
urban development plans provided the basis for reducing density and planning for
large-scale resilient infrastructure and building construction. Traditionally, munici-
palities were responsible for development planning and enforcement. However, as
they had limited technical and financial capacity, the reconstruction process was
coordinated by the newly established area development authorities with the help of
consultants.

A number of NGOs were involved in reconstructing houses. A total of 74 NGOs,
including 10 international, 20 national, and 26 local NGOs, participated in the
reconstruction of 42,000 houses (Thiruppugazh 2007). NGOs had a significant
input into the housing rehabilitation and reconstruction program. Of the 209,915
houses that had been reconstructed to the end of March 2006, 41,902 (nearly 20 %)
had been constructed by NGOs and the private sector. NGOs provided significant
support to houses assessed in the worst categories (G-1 and G-2) with respect to
damages (UN-HABITAT 2009). However, some researchers have mentioned that
many NGOs did not involve the local people in decision-making (Jigyasu 2002a)
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and some withdrew after physical reconstruction without looking into the long-term
sustainability of the interventions.

Media and researchers have also noted that government’s earlier recovery and
reconstruction plan was based on relocation of people and housing, which was met
with stiff resistance from the local people who did not want to be uprooted. As a
result, the government decided not to press for relocation and advocated for “owner-
driven” reconstruction as its primary approach (Jigyasu 2002b). The government
agreed to provide financial assistance to all those who did not want to relocate. Such
beneficiaries were supposed to undertake reconstruction on their own.

Training, Education, and Awareness

Capacity development efforts under this form were primarily aimed at increasing
capacity by training masons and semiskilled laborers in earthquake-resistant con-
struction techniques, introducing education courses on seismic engineering in uni-
versities, and developing awareness programs in schools and through media
resources. Training government staff in relief and emergency response procedures
also emerged as a primary capacity development effort. However, many interview
respondents underscored that the training and skill building programs were not pri-
marily based on the need and local context (demand) but more on decisions made at
GSDMA headquarters or by GIDM (supply).

The GSDMA has established a number of training programs for government staff
and interested NGOs and private groups. The topics of the training programs vary from
emergency response (e.g., firefighting) to safe building technologies and are intended to
develop and improve various skills. GIDM has been set up under the GSDMA with a
pool of full-time and adjunct faculty to conduct training programs. Most of the training
is currently carried out at the Sardar Patel Institute of Public Administration in
Ahmedabad, the largest city in the state. A separate campus for GIDM is being devel-
oped near the state capital Gandhinagar. The programs usually run for five days on
alternate weeks, the schedule of which is sent to concerned agencies in advance for
registration. By the end of 2012, about 250 programs have been conducted in nearly 10
years and have trained about 6,300 people across the state. These include staff of munici-
palities, line departments, area development authorities, private enterprises, and NGOs.

Awareness programs are another important aspect of capacity development
where the government deals with the citizens and NGOs/CBOs. The DEOC has
responsibility for conducting awareness programs at district, taluka, and village lev-
els. They carry out a number of activities such as displays of posters at prominent
locations in agencies where people can easily see them, distribution of pamphlets,
response/safety demonstrations (e.g., by the fire department), movies, competitions
for school/college kids, drills, and rallies. Seasonal advertisements are aired on tele-
vision channels and local cable networks during prime time. Special occasions such
as “Fire Safety Week” and “UN Disaster Reduction Day” are celebrated (Table 6.8).
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Table 6.8 Training, education, and awareness programs under the GEERP

Focus areas Actions Comments by interview respondents

Seismic engineering | Syllabus changes in civil Changes in building codes needed;

design skills engineering and architecture quality of construction material is
programs, teacher training important

programs, continuing education
programs for practicing engineers
in private and government sector

Skills in unorganized | Mason training and certification | Hunnarshala and VRTI-Vivekananda

construction sector Research and Training Institute
(local NGOs) were involved; masons
are losing skills

Training on relief and | For government staff organized Largely supply-driven
emergency response | by GIDM
procedures

Awareness programs | For school children by DEOC More programs are needed for every
school

6.5.2.2 Relationship Between Forms of Capacity Development
and Perceived Capacity Deficit

The field research suggests that the relationship between capacity development efforts
and capacity deficit perception varied with stakeholders and with time. For the capac-
ity development phase just after the earthquake, government and community groups
took various actions based on their perception of capacity deficits. However, in the
long run, community groups and citizens started scaling back or completely abandon-
ing capacity development activities due to a lack of funds from the government and
donors or a sense of false security from improvements in the house construction. The
majority of interview respondents said that the government was aggressive in the first
three to four years from the start of GEERP, but that slowed down in the later years.
The discussion below and Table 6.11 summarize the findings.

Government and Donors

The basic design of the GEERP was based on assessments conducted by the govern-
ment and donors, which identified capacity deficits in the areas of a dedicated orga-
nization for disaster risk management, technical capacity development, and
awareness. After the project was over in 2009, donors’ completion report raised the
issues of sustainability of the program including continued interest and engagement
of local government bodies and community members, accountability, and code
compliance (World Bank 2009). However, from the donors’ side, the capacity devel-
opment effort was over, and it was now the state government’s responsibility to
ensure sustainability. The state government, on the other hand, believes that sustain-
ing the momentum generated through the GEERP requires better code compliance,
accountability, and closer links with local governments. However, they are not plan-
ning any new capacity development efforts in those directions.
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Community Groups

Just after the earthquake, interest groups such as the builders association and reli-
gious- and caste-based groups perceived the greatest deficits as immediate relief,
relocation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. Accordingly, several of these groups
adopted villages and urban areas to help with relocation and in situ reconstruction.
Even over a decade after the earthquake, the groups still believe that the capacity is
low, but they are not taking any actions since they believe that their role involves
actions needed during emergencies only and does not involve prevention. Major
NGOs have mentioned a long list of capacity deficits that continue to hamper pre-
paredness. However, their areas of focus are primarily training and emergency
response and not disaster preparedness and prevention. They have undertaken
small-scale capacity development efforts relative to the identified capacity deficits,
depending upon the availability of funding. Their impact remains small and unsus-
tainable. As one of the interview respondents from an NGO said:

We work mostly in villages and slums. We are not directly doing anything on awareness other
than the mason training. We work with another NGO on slum upgradation. This is also very
limited (up to 75 houses). While the other NGO looks after the technical details on building
construction, we are involved in beneficiary selection and social development such as coun-
seling. Even after us telling masons about how to construct, they still work using the old ways.

Similar to respondents from the NGOs, the majority of citizens surveyed have a
long list of capacity deficits that remain through the years. Just after the earthquake,
they took measures such as owner-driven reconstruction and relocation, using gov-
ernmental incentives to reduce their risk. Although a majority of the surveyed citi-
zens are aware of current risks, prevention activities are not a big priority for them.
Their capacity development efforts relate to their economic profile and the potential
tradeoffs between costs of prevention activities and the economic benefits. For
example, some vegetable sellers in Bhuj even now sit beside a potentially dangerous
historic building with huge cracks (see Fig. 6.11). Even though they know that the
building might fall down anytime, they are willing to sit up against its walls since it
is the only place in the old city market that they have secured for themselves, and
that place is directly tied to their daily earnings. Similarly, some citizens belonging
to low-income groups continue to live in temporary shelters even today. Their
homes are susceptible to damages during earthquakes, but they are more economi-
cal compared to constructing new safer houses.

6.5.3 Mechanisms for Formulating and Monitoring Capacity
Development Interventions

This section examines the mechanisms that were used by the donors and the govern-
ment to formulate intervention designs, implement actions, and monitor progress.
The mechanisms are similar to typical donor-driven approaches in post-disaster
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Fig. 6.11 Vegetable sellers in Bhuj sitting next to a damaged building (Source: Author 2012)

scenarios that reflect top-down planning, best practices adaptation, rapid creations
of institutions, minimal civic participation in project design, limited integration
with bottom-up processes, overreliance on quantitative indicators to measure prog-
ress, and setting an unrealistic project timeline.
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6.5.3.1 Top-Down Planning

The field study shows that top-down planning drives much of the project planning
and the designation of project intervention areas. The assessments undertaken by
the state government and donors (Joint Assessment Report) formed the basis of
assessing capacity deficit areas, project intervention areas, funding, and timing. The
state government’s and donors’ past experiences and learning from similar situa-
tions also played a key role in shaping the response. Since disasters pose a very
serious humanitarian situation, funding was probably well above the state govern-
ment’s normal allocations. A top-down response was probably necessary to support
the massive post-earthquake relief and recovery response, since much of the infra-
structure and community assets were lost. The top-down nature of the interventions,
however, provided little design flexibility and limited support for the environment
or implementation:

o Little design flexibility: The project design did not change much over the course
of project implementation. There were some changes after there was community
opposition to contractor-driven reconstruction approaches and dispute over com-
pensation packages, but, overall, the design remained the same.

» Little understanding and support for the enabling environment: The project
design document did not elaborate much on the environment within which the
project was taking place. Indirect benefits for the enabling environment may
have been created during the course of project, but no intentional support was
provided.

* Reliance on actions rather than implementation: The project design focused
more on actions than on implementation arrangements and involvement of
communities, as was evident in issues faced during implementation such as
opposition from communities regarding relocation, contractor-driven housing
reconstruction, and packages.

6.5.3.2 Best Practices Adoption

All three capacity development forms—formation of new agencies, reconstruction,
and training—are viewed as best practices and are commonly adopted by donors
(Kenny 2009). Two innovative best practices were included in project design: focus
on disaster risk management and earthquake-resilient reconstruction designs. The
long-term disaster risk management component of the project emerged from the
World Bank’s earlier experience in handling post-disaster reconstruction projects
(World Bank 2005). Both of the best practices provided innovation; however, there
were questions regarding the sustainability of earthquake-resistant reconstruction
designs,” especially in rural areas where institutional capacity to implement and
monitor waned after the project was over. Limited community awareness,

2The transfer of knowledge on best practices in construction proved effective at sustaining and
improving the application of seismic resistance techniques during the reconstruction process.
However, field assessments suggest that some of these best practices have subsequently been
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involvement, and non-similarity with traditional Gujarati houses have been a key
factor in not being able to sustain the design (Sanderson and Sharma 2008).

6.5.3.3 Rapid Creation of Institutions

The GSDMA was created within a few weeks to ensure coordination between dif-
ferent government departments, line ministries, donors, and NGOs. Many new
administrative agencies and authorities were also created: the Gujarat Urban
Development Company (to manage implementation of reconstruction projects) and
four area development authorities (ADAs) were created to develop and implement
development plans in four severely affected urban areas. These institutional struc-
tures were developed quickly to support disaster response, with no exit strategy,
meaning with no understanding of how they would continue after the response was
over. While GSDMA continues as the state’s disaster management agency—with
the mandate of preparing the state to deal with disasters—ADAs had to hand over
authority to the municipalities. Other institutions created include the Gujarat
Institute of Disaster Management, which was created in 2004 to develop human
resource capacity in disaster risk management and the Seismological Research
Institute. We can see elements of “wishful thinking” and “premature load bearing”
through the example of GSDMA. However, unlike what Pritchett and Weijer (2010)
proposed, i.e., such rapid creation can hollow government’s capacity, the role of
GSDMA has been recognized by the international community (with the conferring
of the UN Sasakawa award), national and state governments, and local NGO groups.
A leader of a very powerful local NGO group said in an interview that the creation
of GSDMA was very critical to the largely successful response. He appreciated the
cooperative approach undertaken by GSDMA to work with NGOs. Arguably, the
entrepreneurial culture of Gujarat, the proactive government, the grafting of sea-
soned IAS officers, and the committee consisting of Gujarat’s eminent academi-
cians and politicians to oversee planning, as well as good media attention, may have
been behind the success of GSDMA.

6.5.3.4 Minimal Civic Participation in Project Design

According to World Bank (2009), community involvement included “...informa-
tion and communication activities, establishment of village level institutions,
strengthening local governments, gender sensitization and community based disas-
ter awareness and preparedness programs.” Measurable indicators included (i) the
number of self-help groups constituted in villages and (ii) the number of disaster
management committees formed to reduce the vulnerability of communities against
future emergencies and their capacity building through stakeholder participation
(see Table 6.9). The field study clearly shows that disaster management committees

ignored, particularly in rural areas, due to the waning institutional intermediation (World Bank
2009).
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do not exist, at least in the study towns. Community involvement was more passive
to increase awareness rather than to actually involve the community in designing
capacity development interventions.

6.5.3.5 Limited Integration with Bottom-Up Processes

Local NGOs played a key role in the project. They organized communities and
worked with them to push their demands and concerns to the government. The gov-
ernment was not very concerned with how communities were integrated into the
informal processes that were undertaken during the earthquake response period. A
powerful local NGO highlighted the following issues, which could have been
avoided with greater community involvement:

* The difficulties resulting from pressures from influential locals to relocate vil-
lages, including the creation of various “ghost towns” that included Vondh that
was built by the government of Maharashtra, which includes about 1,000 houses,
or the township of 282 houses built outside Bhuj

* The dumping of debris in Pragsar lake, one of the three ancient lakes of Bhuj that
was established hundreds of years ago as part of a system that recharged the
sandstone aquifer

* Wastage in the livelihood programs due to poorly designed and inflexible support
through toolkits, weaving looms, and farming kits

* Too much focus in urban areas on housing rehabilitation rather than support for
the recovery of small businesses

6.5.3.6 Reliance on Quantitative Indicators to Measure Progress

Consistent with other World Bank projects, key indicators for achievement in each
sector were defined in the beginning with measurable targets, particularly, for sup-
port for disaster management capacity building. This included enhancing the state’s
disaster management capacity through (i) setting up of regulatory and research
institutions, (ii) preparing state level disaster management plans, (iii) setting up and
functionalizing a statewide emergency communication network, and (iv) setting up
and functionalizing statewide control rooms. The donor and government reports
regularly monitored numerical project indicators (based on GSDMA’s quarterly
reports and the World Bank and ADB project completion reports). The donors have
also accepted the project outcomes (in terms of achieving numerical targets) as
“satisfactory” (see Table 6.10). The quantitative target does not necessarily indicate
any sustainable capacity building of the government or the community.

Other than reporting on numerical targets to donors, the government of Gujarat
also conducted two other assessments to monitor results. These are discussed below
and are better measures of progress.
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Table 6.10 World Bank-supported project target values and outcomes

Original target values (from | Formally revised target Actual value achieved at
approval documents) values completion or target years

Estimate date: 10/31/2005 Revised date: 10/31/2008 Completion date: 03/31/2009
Project indicator 1: Rehabilitation and reconstruction program in the earthquake-affected areas
including restoration of houses, public buildings, and basic infrastructure in the roads and
irrigation sectors completed

House reconstruction: House reconstruction: Houses reconstructed: 125,781
135,000 125,000

House repair: 75,000 House repair: 42,000 Houses repaired: 41,751
Trained engineers: 1,000 Trained engineers: 1,000 Engineers trained: 678
Trained masons: 5,000 Trained masons: 5,000 Masons trained: 3,832

Dam rehabilitation: 222 Dam rehabilitation: 225 Dams rehabilitated: 225
Public buildings PB reconstruction: 200 PB reconstructed: 232
reconstruction: 1,200

PB retrofitting: 500 PB retrofitting: 2000 PB retrofitted: 2,848

New buildings for GIDM, New buildings for GIDM, New buildings: ISR, GIDM (in
ISR ISR progress)

Improve roads: N/A Improved roads: 800 km Roads improved: 870 km

Project indicator 2: Institutional framework to allow better disaster mitigation and risk
management for future natural disasters developed

Reduce community Reduce community Reduced community
vulnerability: Constitute 500 | vulnerability: Form DM vulnerability: DM committees
self-help groups Committees formed in 10,289 villages

Conduct 100 gramsabhas

Set up institutional Set up institutional Set up institutional framework:
framework: Legislate DM framework: Legislate DM DM Act legislated

Act Act

Improve DM capacity: Improve DM capacity: Improved DM capacity: Expert
Statewide emergency Statewide emergency committee on statewide
communication network communication network communication was constituted

Source: Asian Development Bank (2008), World Bank (2009)

(i) Baseline Monitoring and Evaluation Reporting (KPMG 2005): The Quality of
Life Index? analysis done as part of the benefit monitoring evaluation suggests
that the quality of social and built environments in the disaster-affected com-
munities not only has been restored to pre-disaster levels but also has shown a
progressive improvement during the post-disaster period.

(i) Social and Poverty Impact Assessment (CEPT University 2009; Sharma 2009):
Focus group discussions and three surveys were conducted in affected towns
and villages. The studies found overall positive impacts but brought forward the

3The index, normalized for baseline values to 1, is based on the following indicators: access to
house/permanent house, size of house, and basic amenities in house—separate kitchen and toilet;
access to primary school, basic amenities in primary school; access to functional health facility;
access to surfaced road; adequate drinking water; access to piped water supply/public stand post;
and access to electricity. The surveys were largely conducted in rural areas.
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need to enhance community networks and undertake community skill building
and employment generation programs. At the same time, the studies brought to
light some dissatisfaction with the earthquake recovery project in terms of cor-
ruption and ethnic issues. The study notes “the momentum has not been sus-
tained to a stage where community development and management issues could
be addressed. The flexibility of the Government has been misused for ulterior
motives” (p. 79).

6.5.3.7 Unrealistic Project Timelines

The project was initially conceived for three years, which was a very short time-
line to achieve desired results. As mentioned in the Asian Development Bank
Implementation Completion Report (2008):

Implementing a large-scale reconstruction program within the three years originally pro-
vided was not practical. Due to the scale and spatial spread of destruction caused by the
earthquake, the consultation and planning process took nearly two years, leaving little time
for actual reconstruction, which took an additional three years. (p. 2)

In fact, the World Bank-supported components took seven years to complete.
The World Bank’s project timeline was extended three times with the original proj-
ect completion date extended from 2005 to 2007, 2008, and then 2009 (World Bank
2009). Both the World Bank and ADB reports point to issues related to approval
delays and less experience of GSDMA in dealing with procurement procedures. It
is interesting to note that GSDMA officials, on the other hand, complained about the
cumbersome World Bank procurement procedures. Various project fixes related to
adjusting statistical targets depending upon implementation, revising the timeline,
and resource readjustment were undertaken.

6.5.3.8 Heroic Start After the 2001 Earthquake; Dampening Momentum
a Decade Later

In summary, the state government, donors, and the community (NGOs, CBOs, busi-
nesses, and citizens) clearly linked the capacity deficit perception to the capacity
development efforts just after the earthquake. Capacity development just after the
earthquake followed three broad forms under the GEERP: setting up of new institu-
tions, reconstruction, and training and raising awareness. One decade after the 2001
earthquake, most of the stakeholders believe that disaster risk is still high and capac-
ity low, but they are either not taking any actions or taking minimal actions to reduce
perceived capacity deficits. These deficits include damaged buildings yet to be ret-
rofitted, poor building construction quality, illegal construction, lack of enforce-
ment, lack of funds, lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities among government
agencies, lack of awareness, and lack of collaboration among government, NGOs,
and citizens.



134 6 Revisiting Gujarat: Is There a Capability Trap?

Just after the 2001 earthquake, both top-down and bottom-up interventions were
taken up in study towns, with clear links between identified capacity deficits and
disaster risk. This is as per the new conceptual model. However, a decade later, such
links are not visible, showing that the capacity development momentum has slowed
down. This section also shows that design, implementation, and monitoring of
capacity development interventions under the GEERP followed typical donor-
driven capacity development approaches including top-down planning, best prac-
tices adoption, rapid creation of institutions, minimal civic participation in project
design, limited integration with bottom-up processes, overreliance on quantitative
indicators to measure progress, and setting an unrealistic project timeline.

The next two sections discuss whether the GEERP resulted in effective and sus-
tainable capacity development.

6.5.4 Capacity Development Under the GEERP

Did the GEERP undertaken by the government of Gujarat result in capacity devel-
opment? This question focuses on whether effective capacity development, as
defined in the conceptual framework, occurred in the study towns after the 2001
earthquake. Unlike the numerical indicators used by the donors and the state gov-
ernment, as discussed in the earlier section, this section presents the effectiveness of
capacity development by analyzing (i) state and local government capacity (consist-
ing of policy, organization, implementation, and political changes) and (ii) commu-
nity capacity (consisting of skills, coordination, cooperation, leadership, and
inclusion). The findings in this section are derived through interviews and surveys.

The three study towns have well-established disaster risk management activities
as discussed below. The overview is based on a review of available documents as
well as interviews with state, district, and local government officers.

(i) Preparedness

* Disaster warning infrastructure: exists for cyclones and floods at the dis-
trict level; seismic monitoring and alert system is being developed.

e Contingency plans: exist for all three study towns.

e Coordination mechanism: no citizen committees exist, but the DEOC coor-
dinates contingency planning activities with major stakeholders.

* Training: currently offered by GIDM to staff of municipalities and ADAs.

* Public awareness on disasters: the DEOC undertakes limited awareness
programs for selected schools.

(ii) Risk reduction or mitigation

* Risk assessment mapping and modeling: being developed by the GSDMA;
state level risk maps are available to the public.

* Risk-based land-use planning: carried out after 2001 in Bhuj and Bhachau.

* Building codes: exist but are old; review is in process.
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(iii) Response, recovery, and reconstruction

o [Institutional structure: exists at national, state, and district levels with dedi-
cated budget and staff

Does this mean that different levels of governments and local communities have
required capacity? To find out, government and community capacity was assessed
through PeDJoL A model.

6.5.4.1 State, District, and Local Government Capacity
Policy Capacity

Policy or institutional capacity is the ability to uphold authoritative and effective
rules of the game, which comes from enabling laws, policies, and programs. The
Gujarat government was swift to establish legislation regarding disaster manage-
ment and set up the GSDMA to implement the law. A DEOC official talked posi-
tively about the DRM plans at the district and local levels:

Police, irrigation, and other departments make departmental disaster management plans
and we collate them into a district plan. The plans include potential impacts, response
required, who is in charge, who has the equipments, who the response team members are,
etc. The Irrigation Department will report the number of dams, overflow details, and poten-
tial effects. We coordinate review meetings to follow up and monitor.

However, the interviews suggest that although the framework, policies, and
programs exist, the community is mostly unaware of these and that they are not
effectively working in practice. Most NGO respondents mentioned that they do not
see effective policies or plans. As one NGO respondent commented:

There is a state level policy for response but nothing in terms of preparedness. Or at least I
am not aware of any transparent policy. The stress was on rehabilitation and reconstruction
in the first 2-3 years. After that, there is nothing much happening. Nowadays, the only thing
government agencies do is making colorful reports.

A retired government officer interviewed corroborated this:

I have heard of the State Act and GSDMA, but they are not well publicized and visible.

Another NGO respondent commented on the effectiveness of such policies and
plans:

State and local government guidelines are not filtering to the ground.

ADAs consider their city development plan and building regulations as DRM
plans and suggest that they are effective, though there are issues with enforcement.
As the ADA representative in Bhuj put it:

BHADA was established after the earthquake. Consultants prepared Development Plan,

Development Control Regulations, and Town Planning Schemes [a method of land develop-
ment]. The Town Planning Officer was appointed directly from Gandhinagar [state capital]
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under a CEO. The Chairman was appointed later. There are four engineers here. Staff goes
for workshops and trainings. However, if citizens do not follow rules, nothing can be done.

GSDMA’s senior officer at the state level also accepted it as an area that needs
attention and suggested that this is an issue with the leadership at the local level:

The structure is there but implementation is debatable as it depends a lot on individuals and
their leadership skills.

The surveys also supported the opinions expressed in the interviews. Two ques-
tions were asked in the survey of the government staff to understand whether DRM
policies are considered in planning disaster prevention plans and programs and if
effective DRM plans exist.

A majority (69 %) of the local government respondents across different agencies
agreed that DRM policies are considered when creating disaster prevention plans
and programs in their agencies. However, only half of the interview respondents,
mostly municipal staff, think that effective DRM plans exist in the surveyed towns.
The difference could be attributed to the fact that municipalities have the least role
in disaster-related plans and programs in the current structure of roles and responsi-
bilities. All surveyed towns have high agreement on whether DRM policies are
considered in developing plans. However, contrary to the other two towns, govern-
ment officers in Bhuj do not believe that their DRM plans are effective.

In summary, there are enabling laws, policies, and programs at the state level
to improve disaster risk management. More steps are needed to ensure effectiveness
of plans.

Organizational Capacity

Organizational capacity relates to the state and local government’s internal
organization and management style related to the structure and distribution of func-
tions, planning, decision-making, control and evaluation functions, and information
gathering, processing, and distribution. The interviews suggest that there is lack of
clarity of roles and functions as well as issues with coordinating activities.

DEOC staff interviewed state that their mandate is clear and they clarify the roles
of all agencies while coordinating DRM plans:

We coordinate with other agencies in the district. All Class I and II officers come from all

over the district for meetings. Taluka Mamlatdar, Deputy Mamlatdar, and TDO also come
for meetings. We talk about roles and plan implementation.

However, municipalities think that their role is limited to disaster response. As a
Mayor mentioned:

Municipality does not deal with building permits or other plans. We are responsible for
disaster response and relief work.

On the other hand, ADAs consider their role to be solely focused on development
and building construction:
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Our work does not overlap with most other agencies. We make land-use/infrastructure plans
and approve construction. Once an area is developed according to standards, we hand over
the maintenance responsibility to the municipality.

NGOs also point to this lack of coordination during non-disaster situations:

I don’t see any coordinated activities among government agencies. There was better coor-
dination right after the earthquake. It is no more there.

As a retired government officer pointed out, the enforcement is lacking and the
reason could be the coordination issues:

ADA is supposed to ensure plan enforcement and quality control. In this town itself, there
are about 30 buildings that ADA has identified as unsafe and in need of demolition.
However, neither they nor the municipality has taken any action in more than 67 years.

However, the survey of the government officers shows that there is a clear admin-
istrative structure, better coordination, and reasonable information sharing with citi-
zens. Three questions were asked to understand capacity related to administrative
structure, coordination, and information sharing. Overall, a majority of the govern-
ment respondents agreed that agencies have a clear role (69 %), they coordinate
well (82 %), and information is shared well with the communities (53 %). While all
other agencies agreed about the coordination, ADAs had less agreement (only
33 %). The interviews suggest that this could be due to perception of ADAs that
they work independently of other agencies. There was less agreement on informa-
tion sharing in Bhuj (38 % agree) compared to Bhachau (86 %) and Mandvi (75 %).
In summary, government staff agree that organizational capacity exists, and the
three local agencies believe they have clear roles before, during, and after disaster.
Responses indicate that a disaster response protocol exists that describes how
agencies will coordinate. While information is shared with the community, it seems
low in Bhuj.

Implementation Capacity

Implementation capacity is the ability to carry out decisions and enforce rules,
within the public sector itself and in the society. The interviews revealed deficien-
cies in resources such as staff and funds, issues with enforcement, corruption, and
attitudes of citizens.

Municipalities think that their role is limited to response and passed the respon-
sibility to ADAs. One Mayor mentioned:

Municipality does not deal with building permits and construction these days. It is done by
ADA. We are responsible for relief work only.

It seems that there are problems with both clarity in responsibility and resources
for enforcement. This is clear from what one ADA representative stated:

A registered engineer must sign the building plan. Our supervisor goes and checks the
completed building and issues a completion certificate and use permit. People illegally
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construct after the issuance of the certificate. There is no system to stop that. If someone
complains, we check them and provide notice and demolish. But that happens in only very
few cases.

As one NGO representative pointed out, corruption could be a major factor in
weak enforcement:

The builder lobby, government officials, and politicians are together in corruption.

As many respondents mentioned, there are serious issues with the attitudes of
people. One municipal councilor said:

People bribe officers to do illegal construction. They don’t understand that this can take
their own life. Attitude change is needed.

It is also interesting to note that both government officers and a news reporter in
Bhachau agreed that people in their town follow regulations more than other towns
in the district. One of the municipal officers in Bhachau mentioned that the people
complain to authorities if they see illegal construction. The news reporter said:

People here no more construct concrete/brick overhead water tanks on top of the buildings,
which were a major cause of deaths and damages during the 2001 earthquake.

In the questionnaire survey of government officers, they were asked if building
codes are enforced well to understand this important aspect of government capacity.
Overall, there was nearly an equal split of government respondents on building code
enforcement (50 % disagreed, 44 % agreed, and 6 % had no opinion). While all of
DEOC respondents disagreed that codes are enforced well, ADAs completely
agreed and municipalities were in the middle (47 % agree). ADAs have the mandate
to enforce building codes, and they were expected to agree with the statement
(83 % strongly agreed and 17 % agreed). Respondents from Bhuj showed highest
disagreement (57 %), while those from Bhachau were at the other extreme
(72 % agreed). This supports the responses from people outside government in Bhuj
and Bhachau.

In summary, there is a lack of technical staff and financial resources to carry out
the implementation and enforcement of functions assigned to different agencies.
The nexus among officers, politicians, and builders also leads to illegal construction
that increases the disaster risk. The lack of communities’ will to comply with the
building codes also impairs the local government’s capacity to implement and
enforce plans.

Technical Capacity

Technical capacity relates to the quality of staff (skills, knowledge, and experience),
how they are being used, and whether enough technological, financial, and motiva-
tional support is available for them to perform effectively.

Experience of staff, financial support, and motivation were primarily examined
through the interviews. All of the interview respondents pointed out that there are
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no real warning systems other than cyclone warnings. Though DEOC was happy
with the number of staff and resources available, one NGO representative ques-
tioned their effectiveness:

You know that there are a total of five full-time staff at the DEOC. I don’t know how they
can deal with the activities in the largest district in India!

ADA representatives spoke positively about their capacity to guide development:

Area development authorities were established and they have the required capacity to deal
with development. (ADA)

However, it should be noted that ADA in Bhachau mentioned that they face prob-
lems due to a lack of sufficient staff as well as the lack of a professional planner:

We should have had a Chief Executive Officer and Town Planner full time here. But right
now, they are in deputation from Bhuj. Our CEO sits in Collector office with additional
charges and Junior Town Planner sits in Anjar. How are we supposed to take quick and
efficient decisions?

The Mayor of a municipality gave a clear picture about the situation in municipal
offices. He stressed that there is a lack of technically sound and motivated staff. He
also pointed to the absence of early warning systems.

The local body even now doesn’t have any new staff. Staff structure has the same make-up
from 1952, when the city was very small. Today, the city has grown much bigger. But we
still run with the same old number of staff. We are not allowed to keep more than 20 %
permanent staff. We have cut down on 70 % new appointments. The rest, we run with tem-
porary staff. Rs. 3500/month [USD 70] is the salary for them. They lack awareness and are
not fully engaged or committed. They are appointed by recommendation from old staff and
councilors. They are not skilled too. They look for permanent jobs elsewhere or do other
business that becomes their primary objective. Once their business becomes successful,
they leave the job. Therefore, there is no continuity too...... There is no early warning sys-
tem. I keep hearing for many years that it will come.

Surveys of government staff gave a sense of their personal perceptions. Two
questions were asked in the survey to examine technical knowledge and skills
among the government staff and if effective disaster warning systems exist
(see Table 6.11). A majority of government respondents agreed that staff have
knowledge and skills (85 %) and that an effective warning system exists (72 %).
While respondents from DEOC and ADAs agreed fully with the two statements, the

Table 6.11 Technical capacity perception of government staff

Percent Number of responses
Staff have knowledge and skills Agree 85 27
Disagree 6
No opinion 9 3
Early warning systems exist Agree 72 23
Disagree 22 7

No opinion 6 2
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percentages of respondents from the municipalities who agreed were slightly lower
(76 and 71 %, respectively). While most respondents from all three towns agree that
the staff has knowledge and skills (70-75 % agree), the existence of a warning sys-
tem is disputed. While 67 % of respondents in Bhuj agreed that the warning system
exists, those from Bhachau and Mandvi were equally split between agreement and
disagreement. This could be due to the fact that Bhuj is the administrative headquar-
ters and has better access to information. In summary, government staff thinks that
technical capacity exists in the study towns. The difference in the surveys and inter-
views may be due to the fact that the DEOC and ADAs are relatively new agencies
that were set up under special circumstances and with dedicated staff and finding.
Municipalities, on the other hand, have to do more work with fewer resources.

Political Capacity

Political capacity is the ability to mediate conflicts, respond to citizen demands, allow
for representation of interests, and provide opportunities for effective community and
political participation (Grindle 1996). In PeDJoLA model, this pertained to the aware-
ness programs that provide information to the citizens, the interest and leadership
from political leaders, and the level of community participation.

One of the main objectives of GSDMA is to raise awareness among citizens. The
DEOC representative I interviewed showed me a number of posters and pamphlets
that are sent out to municipalities and other government agencies for display and
distribution. These included “do’s and don’ts,” DRM programs, and tsunami and
industrial accident information. The DEOC representative mentioned:

In addition, we carry out and encourage schools and other organizations to carry out
competitions, debates, rallies, and drills on disaster-related topics. We also use local cable
networks to send out seasonal prime-time advertisements. We also encourage observation
of ‘safety week’, ‘UN Disaster Reduction Day, etc., in cities and villages. We collect
reports including photos from organizers and include them in our bi-annual reports.

Representatives of NGOs and CBOs as well as a retired government officer were
quick to point out that these were only cosmetic actions.

There are no long-term actions to build awareness. Whatever they are doing is sporadic
and coverage is very poor. Government should carry out more audio-visual displays,
regular mock drills, and establishment/meeting of citizen committees. (Retired govern-
ment official)

These photos they showed you are from private schools where only high income and
higher caste children go. How do you expect to have wide-spread awareness from these?
(NGO representative)

While politicians interviewed showed interest in DRM activities, others were not
so positive about political leadership. Comments from the retired government offi-
cer summarize this sentiment:

Everyone says that they are interested in disaster management. Politicians or administrators
do not take proactive actions other than the mandatory reporting. The new Mayor has
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started some activities on restoration of water channels, which is encouraging. However,
that might change when someone else becomes Mayor.

As an NGO representative mentioned, political leadership might not be inter-
ested due to the lack of financial support for prevention activities:

Every program with money is an avenue for corruption. There is not much money for pre-
paredness, and therefore, not many politicians are interested to pursue this.

A political leader (councilor) opined that it is votes rather than sustainable
change that attract local politicians:

We don’t pay much attention whether it can make comprehensive change. We do things
only to the level where it brings votes.

In the survey of government officers, four questions were asked to examine
capacity related to the publicity and awareness raising, leadership, and community.
While most of the government respondents agreed that DRM actions are known to
the public (66 %), that many leaders are interested in DRM (60 %), and that people
are consulted in prevention planning (91 %), they largely disagreed with the state-
ment that there was a change in DRM focus with leadership change (59 % disagree).
While representatives from the DEOC and ADAs agreed that DRM actions are
known to the public, municipal respondents were split in their opinion (48 % agreed
and 38 % disagreed). However, all the agencies agreed that they consult with people
in their prevention planning. While representatives from the DEOC and the munici-
palities agreed that many leaders are interested in DRM, ADA respondents dis-
agreed. Representatives from the DEOC and the municipalities disagreed with the
statement that there was a change in DRM focus with leadership change, but the
majority of ADAs did not offer in opinion. When I compare the towns, it seems that
both Bhuj and Bhachau agree that DRM actions are known to the public, but Mandvi
disagrees. An opposite reaction is seen regarding the leadership change. All towns
agree that there are many leaders showing interest in DRM and that they consult
with the people during plan preparation.

In summary, political capacity related to disaster risk management exists in Bhuj
and Bhachau. Mandvi, on the other hand, did not face large-scale destruction in
2001 compared to the other towns, and although leaders are generally interested in
DRM, they do not seem to give the same level of attention to the topic. Even where
political capacity exists, the leaders are not showing strong support.

Analysis of the Findings from the Interviews and Government Staff Surveys

Overall, government staff agreed that institutional, organizational, technical, and
political capacities exist in local government agencies. The majority of them, how-
ever, also agreed that enforcement capacity is weak. Agency-wise, respondents
from ADAs differed in their opinion from other agencies on questions related to
organizational, implementation, and political capacity. Regarding organizational
capacity, two thirds of the employees of ADAs who took the survey had no opinion
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on the clarity of roles, coordination, and information sharing. Unlike DEOC and
municipality staff, ADA staff believed that building codes are enforced well, which
is their core mandate. Finally, regarding political capacity, the ADA staff disagreed
with the majority view that many government leaders are interested in DRM. It is
interesting to note that ADAs are now headed by political representatives, which
was not the case when they were initially grafted into the system just after the earth-
quake. The municipalities had a slightly different response. Earlier, there was nei-
ther any dedicated staff nor any training. Municipal staff now receive biannual
training on various topics such as firefighting and flood rescue. However, there is a
severe shortage of staff to provide even essential services. This means that they are
focusing more on essential services such as water supply and drainage than worry-
ing about the possibility of a disaster. Disasters are only considered when they
occur. Municipal staff consider DRM as DEOC’s mandate now. As one municipal-
ity officer responded:

Municipality did not have qualified engineers nor were there any restrictions/guidelines.

Municipality did not have any staff for such labor-intensive/long work such as preparation/

revision of city development plan. We still run with the same old number of staff but many

of the positions from staff who retired were filled with temporary staff. We received and

continue to receive training from GSDMA. OECs do it at the district and taluka levels.
ADAs are also of great help. (Bhuj municipality)

Mandvi showed the most differences from the overall results followed by
Bhachau and Bhuj. Government respondents from Mandvi had a difference of
opinion regarding implementation, technical, and political capacities. Their opin-
ion was equally divided (with 50 % agreeing and 50 % disagreeing) on enforce-
ment of building codes and the existence of a warning system. They disagreed
with the statement that DRM actions are known to public and largely agreed with
the statement that there was a change in DRM focus after a change in the leader-
ship. Responses from government staff of Bhachau differed only on implementa-
tion capacity, where a majority of respondents agreed that building codes are
enforced well. Responses from government staff of Bhuj also differed only on one
statement related to the institutional capacity, where a majority of respondents
disagreed that effective DRM plans exist. These findings are summarized in
Table 6.12 below.

6.5.4.2 Community Capacity

Community capacity is understood through citizens’ skills and resources, coordina-
tion, cooperation, leadership, and inclusiveness. To examine community capacity,
many questions were included in the interviews. In addition, community capacity
was further explored through a questionnaire survey of the residents in Bhuj from
different geographic areas and with different income status. The findings are dis-
cussed below.
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Table 6.12 Summary of findings from government staff survey and interviews

Agencies Towns
Government capacity | Overall | DEOC | Municipalities | ADAs |Bhuj |Bhachau | Mandvi
Institutional— Yes Yes Yes Yes Partly | Yes Yes
enabling policy yes
Institutional— Partly | Partly |Partly yes Partly | No Yes Partly
programs and plans | yes yes yes yes
Organizational— Yes Yes Partly yes Partly | Yes Yes Yes
administration yes
structure
Organizational— Yes Yes Yes Partly | Yes Yes Yes
coordination yes
Organizational— Partly | Yes Partly yes Partly | Partly | Yes Yes
information sharing | yes yes yes
Implementation— No No Partly No Yes No Yes Partly
enforcement yes
Technical—skills Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Technical— Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partly Partly
infrastructure yes yes
Political—publicity | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Political—leadership | Yes Partly | Partly yes No Yes Yes Partly
(many leaders) yes yes
Political—leadership | No Partly | Partly no No No Partly Yes
(change in DRM) no no
Political— Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
community
participation

Skills and Resources

Skills and resources relate to the ability of the community to have technical skills in
developing a safer house, information resources about disasters and disaster man-
agement, and financial means to invest in a safe location before and/or during a
disaster. NGO representatives were of the opinion that masons were given training
and general awareness programs were carried out on safe building construction dur-
ing the reconstruction phase but not anymore. One NGO representative said:

Abhiyan, Hunnarshala, and Unnati [NGOs] trained masons to integrate traditional and
modern technologies in building construction. However, the number of people trained was
too small compared to the total population. Also, there are no follow-up activities.

Illegal construction by the residents (knowing that it is dangerous) was also an
issue raised by many. However, it was the unanimous opinion by respondents in
Bhachau that there is very little illegal construction in Bhachau. A respondent from
Bhachau municipality mentioned:

People are aware of the importance of building construction techniques and demand for
better construction. Therefore, masons and builders also pay more attention.
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Table 6.13 Skills and resources: perception of residents of Bhuj

Percent Number of responses
Know safe building techniques Agree 54 27
Disagree 44 22
No opinion 2 1
Receive information from government Agree 48 24
Disagree 52 26
No opinion 0 0

In the survey, the community respondents were asked if they know safe building
techniques and if they receive information on disasters and disaster management
from the government (see Table 6.13). The survey respondents were split on their
opinion (54 % agreeing and 44 % disagreeing) about knowledge of safe building
techniques. The knowledge of safe building techniques was high in locations where
reconstruction activities occurred (mostly old suburbs and relocation sites) and low
in other areas, especially in areas with low-income groups. There was slightly less
agreement among women respondents about the knowledge of safe building tech-
niques compared to men. This could be attributed to the prevailing social system
where women play less of a role in building construction and related decision-
making and so are less exposed to these issues. Financial resources were not
included in the survey as everyone affected usually gets financial compensation
from the government if there is loss or damage. The respondents were divided on
the statement that they receive information from the government, with 52 % dis-
agreeing and 48 % agreeing. All respondents from slums, old city, and new suburbs
disagreed that they receive DRM-related information from the government. On the
other extreme, a majority of residents from the old suburb (80 %) and relocation
sites (90 %) agreed with the statement. It was also noted that the access to informa-
tion went down as the income levels went down. Females had less access to
information compared to their male counterparts. This may be due to the fact that
women have marginally less access to information (e.g., newspapers) or literacy
than men.

In summary, the citizens have divided opinions on their capacity associated with
skills and resources. Generally, the better the income levels, the better the knowl-
edge on safe building techniques and access to information.

Coordination

Coordination relates to the ability to work together effectively without duplication.
From the DRM point of view, it pertains to the ability to work together before a
disaster to clarify roles and responsibilities (citizen committees/groups), the ability
to supervise and monitor activities (citizen committee/group meeting regularly),
having activities to be responsive to the community aspirations, and the ability to
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resolve conflicts. In general, citizen committees do not exist functionally. Many
interviewees were even surprised to hear about citizen committees. The response
below from an NGO representative is the most common response I received:

We don’t know anything about citizen committees. What are they?

However, DEOC was emphatic in stating that they have established committees.
One of the respondents from interest groups clarified that these committees are
established as a response team rather than a group to gather people’s aspirations and
bring that into plans/programs:

There is a list of who all can swim, who all have tractors, who has shelter/food facility

(Swaminarayan Trust, etc.) This is more for response than prevention activities. There is no

coordination of activities too. There is no follow-up of what happened, what didn’t. There

are no regular meetings or even update of the list. They call up a meeting every six months
but attendance is very low.

A member of a citizen group that was very active right after the earthquake in
helping with public consultation on rehabilitation and reconstruction activities
probably summed it up best:

For namesake. Government did some training programs in the beginning. But there is no
continuous action. No one knows that there is something like this.

The survey of citizens corroborates this. Almost all of the respondents, irrespec-
tive of their location, economic status, or gender, disagreed on the existence of citi-
zen committees, that activities are responsive to aspirations, and that conflicts are
resolved by consensus (see Table 6.14). A small percentage of people from reloca-
tion sites who agreed to the existence of such committees also mentioned that these
committees do not meet regularly.

Therefore, coordination capacity seems to be low in the community. It is slightly
higher for high-income group respondents and relatively lower for low-income
groups, slum dwellers, and women respondents.

Table 6.14 Coordination capacity perception of residents of Bhuj

Percent Number of responses

Citizen committees exist Agree 2 1

Disagree 92 46

No opinion 6 3
Activities are responsive to aspirations Agree 2

Disagree 94 47

No opinion 4 2
Conflicts are resolved by consensus Agree 4 2

Disagree 92 46

No opinion 4 2
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Table 6.15 Cooperation capacity perception of residents of Bhuj

Percent Number of responses
People cooperate during disaster Agree 100 50
Disagree 0 0
People volunteer during disaster Agree 98 49
Disagree 2 1
Business/NGOs help during disaster Agree 96 48
Disagree 2 1
No opinion 2 1

Cooperation

Cooperation is the ability to help each other during disasters. Interviews give the
feeling that, generally, people cooperate irrespective of their religious/caste beliefs
and income status. Everyone agreed that people cooperate and volunteer during
emergencies. Many respondents pointed out that NGOs have a large presence in the
district and are committed.

This is measured in the citizen survey through three questions on people’s coop-
eration, volunteering, and help provided by businesses and NGOs (see Table 6.15).
Community respondents overwhelmingly agreed that people cooperate and volun-
teer and that NGOs and businesses help during disasters. This shows strong ties and
acknowledgement of help received during the 2001 earthquake. The results did not
change considerably when analyzed by location. Old city residents showed slightly
stronger agreement with all the three statements compared to respondents of other
locations. This might be due to the long-standing ties among the residents. Minor
disagreement (10 %) from new suburbs about people volunteering might be due to
the fact that these are new residents without many ties to each other. The results
showed some differences among the different income groups with higher-income
groups disagreeing that there is cooperation and that people volunteer during times
of disaster. The results did not vary much with gender.

In summary, the community has a strong ability to cooperate, although the new
residents may not have developed strong ties and trust among community groups.

Leadership

Leadership is the ability to bring positive change in the community. This leadership
is expected to come from political leaders, religious/caste leaders, and elder citizens
with influence in the community. Most interview respondents said that there is able
leadership within communities. However, they were not aware of DRM-related
activities that can bring change in the community. The following comment from an
NGO representative summarizes this thought:

Leaders are plenty. They need more awareness and support to make long-term changes.

In the survey, Bhuj residents were asked if the focus on DRM changed for good
after a change in leadership (see Table 6.16). A majority of respondents disagreed
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Table 6.16 Leadership capacity perception of residents of Bhuj

Percent Number of responses
DRM focus changed for good Agree 16 8
after leadership change Disagree 30 40
No opinion 4 2

(80 %) that there was any change in focus from the previous situation where no one
paid much attention to DRM. This shows that new political leaders have not really
provided strong support and leadership in regard to the DRM agenda. It may also
mean that DRM is not a priority agenda for new leaders or that the current DRM
program is so well established that the new leaders do not want to make any changes
to it. While there is some difference in opinion among residents in the new suburbs
(40 % agreed, 40 % disagreed), about one third of high-income group respondents
strongly agreed that there has been a change in DRM focus after changes in leader-
ship. Both males and females disagreed about the focus change.

Inclusion

Inclusion relates to the ability of the society to include weaker sections of the soci-
ety such as lower economic/caste groups and women. Since the society in India is
divided into caste groups and low caste groups are usually vulnerable, their inclu-
sion was posed as one of the questions. Women’s inclusion was also included since
they are also considered weak in the society. Overall, inclusion was understood
through the sense of ownership in DRM activities.

In general, interview respondents were positive about the inclusion of caste groups
and women in community activities. Many noted that even when the rest of the state
went through communal unrest in the early 2000s, Kutch district was calm and inclu-
sive of all religious and caste minorities. One NGO representative stated that:

Religious and caste differences are not reflected in daily activities here.

This shows high community capacity. However, when it comes to dealing with
the government, powerful groups have more influence. This idea was suggested by
a representative from a citizen group interviewed:

Usually, powerful groups hijack agenda, particularly with the government.

In the survey of residents, most agreed that voices of caste groups (96 %) and
women (86 %) are heard. There also appears to be strong ownership of DRM proj-
ects (86 % agreed) (see Table 6.17). However, it is clear that the slum residents and
low-income groups feel that the female voices are not heard all the time (40 % and
36 % disagreement by respective groups). Respondents from old suburb and high-
income groups did not feel as strong ownership as other groups. The results did not
change with gender.

In summary, the communities have a strong ability to include different caste groups
and women, and there is strong ownership of DRM projects. It seems, however, that
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Table 6.17 Inclusion capacity perception of residents of Bhuj

Percent | Number of responses

Caste groups’ voices are heard Agree 96 48
Disagree 4 2
Women’s voices are heard Agree 86 43
Disagree 12 6
No opinion 2 1
Strong sense of ownership in DRM projects | Agree 86 43
Disagree 12 6
No opinion 2 1

there is still room for improvement to make groups feel ownership of activities that
affect them directly. This may even point to the need for more awareness programs.

High Cooperation and Inclusion, Low Coordination, Skills, and Leadership

Overall, community respondents had mixed opinions regarding community capac-
ity in disaster risk management. In particular, the community had divided opinion
on their capacity with regard to skills and resources. Generally, the higher the
income levels, the more they reported having knowledge about safe building tech-
niques and access to information. In general, the coordination capacity seems to be
low, although it is slightly higher for high-income group respondents and relatively
lower for low-income groups, slum dwellers, and women. Communities have a
strong ability to cooperate, which is an asset that can be built upon. Leadership
capabilities are also very high in communities. The community has a strong ability
to include different caste groups and women, and there is strong ownership in DRM
projects. It seems, however, that there is still room for improvement to make groups
feel ownership of activities that affect them directly. This could even point to the
need for more awareness programs. Table 6.18 summarizes these findings.

6.5.4.3 Putting the Pieces Together: Increased Government Capacity,
Comparatively Less Community Capacity

This section combines the findings from the interviews and surveys with government
staff and the communities to develop a whole picture. Government staff thinks that
the capacity for DRM has improved except in implementing building codes. While
the state level government staff is more convinced that capacity has improved greatly,
the local staff is relatively less convinced. This is especially true regarding the insti-
tutional (effective DRM plans), organizational (information sharing), and implemen-
tation (building codes) aspects of the capacity. Community leaders largely agree that
capacity has increased. The NGOs, CBOs, and citizen groups agree that it is good to
have such a government structure as the GSDMA but emphasize the need to sustain
the intensity of activities and involve citizens (see Table 6.19 below for a summary).
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Table 6.20 Opinion on community capacity

Community capacity Community opinion Government staff opinion
Skills and resources Partly no No
Coordination No No
Coordination—government responsive No Yes
Coordination—information Partly no Yes
Cooperation Yes Yes (only during disaster)
Leadership—change No No
Inclusion Yes Yes
Inclusion—ownership Yes Yes

A majority of community respondents believe that their capacity is still low
regarding DRM. While the abilities with respect to skills and resources and coordi-
nation are low, leadership, cooperation, and inclusion abilities are high. Interviews
revealed that cooperation is also primarily during disasters only, not for prevention
activities. All the interview respondents further point to the community’s negative
attitude of not paying attention to safe housing practices and for putting enough
pressure on the government to perform well in reducing the risk (see Table 6.20
above for a summary).

As per the conceptual model, effective capacity at the local level consists of
government capacity and community capacity. The field research indicates that the
study towns have seen increased capacity in many government and community
aspects. However, there is much improvement needed for them to be effective. The
following comments could be considered as a summary of the capacities developed
and their effectiveness:

State and local government guidelines are not filtering to the ground. (NGO
representative)

Earlier, there was no focus on disaster. Now the structure is there. However, they need to
move beyond day-to-day reporting to actual activities on ground, work with people. (Citizen
group representative)

6.5.5 Sustainability of Capacity Development Efforts

Is the capacity development of local governments and communities, as achieved
under GEERP, sustainable? This question focuses on the sustainability of the capacity
development process after completion of the GEERP. This is primarily understood
through how learning is taking place and how empowered local governments and
communities are to carry out their responsibilities, reduce disaster risk, and increase
capacity to deal with future disasters. This section relies heavily on interviews and
surveys.
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6.5.5.1 Learning

Learning denotes an internalization of lessons from past experiences and passing
them on to the successors (both in government and community). It comprises (i)
flexibility and openness to change, (ii) information sharing and flow, (iii) education
programs, (iv) double-loop learning, and (v) innovation.

Flexibility and Openness to Change

Many interview respondents stressed the shortage of government staff as well as
overload of temporary staff, which affects their ability to make changes.

Municipality doesn’t have any new staff. We work with temporary employees who are not
committed enough. (Municipality representative)

Moreover, the top-down nature of administration provides limited decision-
making power to the local staff who have to live with a more supply-driven way of
working. This is evident, for example, in the decision-making occurring at the state
level regarding the type of emergency vehicles to be delivered and the training pro-
vided for local staff without consulting local staff for their needs.

We receive GSDMA grants and state budget for equipment and activities. They let us know
about the training programs and we send staff. However, this is very top-down approach
where State government decides what is needed. Many times, our requirements are differ-
ent. (Municipality representative)

On the community side, NGOs, CBOs, and the private sector are either reliant
on government and donor funding or are not interested in the risk prevention
aspects.

NGOs depend on government for funding and sometimes are forced to follow government/
political directions. (Councilor)

The lack of NGO effort related to disaster prevention can also be attributed to the
current focus of these NGOs. As one NGO representative said:

We work on general capacity building, not specifically for disaster management. Our
group was developed after the 1998 cyclone to coordinate NGO activities. But again,
the stress was on relief and rescue. During and after the earthquake, we worked on
rescue, relief, and rehabilitation. We do not have special modules on risk management as
such now.

Thus, the interviews point to a limited flexibility and openness to change
in the three study towns. However, the survey findings provide somewhat
different picture. A majority of government respondents agreed in the survey
that there is sufficient flexibility for them to take their own decisions (66 %).
While 71 % of the government respondents from Bhuj and Bhachau agreed
with the statement, 75 % from Mandvi disagreed. While all DEOC respondents
and a majority of municipality respondents (67 %) agreed, only 33 % of ADA
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respondents agreed with the statement. Overall, 18 % of respondents did not
record any opinion

Information Sharing and Flow

Some of the comments mentioned in earlier sections suggest that the information
sharing among government agencies as well as with citizens and community groups
is insufficient. The DEOC representative conveyed the impression that they are
doing the best they can in spreading the message. However, the reach of their mes-
sage, using traditional methods, is not sufficiently wide. A retired government offi-
cer criticized the approach of DEOC:

DEOC messages in television say...‘if you need information, contact us’...That is leaving
the responsibility on citizens. That is not right. Government should take active steps to
reach out to neighborhoods. I haven’t seen that happening.

One of the Mayors interviewed suggested the need to go beyond the traditional
methods:

The physical programs and newspaper advertisements have limits. Very few people attend
the programs and read print media. Even those who attend/read get the message only in
long intervals. We need to utilize Facebook and other social media. Mouth-to-mouth can
spread quickly and more efficiently. Once in the internet/social media, it will keep circulat-
ing, especially among the youth. This is important.

While a majority of government respondents to the survey think that information
is shared well with the communities and people know about DRM actions, a majority
of community respondents do not think that they receive DRM information from
the government or other easily available sources. Lower-income group people,
people living in old neighborhoods and slums, and women (who are the most
vulnerable to the impacts of disasters) believed that they do not have easy access to
information.

Interviews and survey findings in the earlier sections highlight that coordination
among communities and with state and local governments is also limited. Thus,
there are multiple reasons why enough flexibility and timely information sharing is
not available in the study towns. Even if the information is available within the
government, it does not appear to be reaching the communities to take timely
actions.

Education Programs

One of the avenues for increasing the learning capacity of a society is to invest in
education. Various aspects of disasters including prevention, life-saving methods,
and emergency response could be introduced in the school and college curriculum
to make the new generation aware. The GSDMA is working at the state level to
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bring about this change. A 3-year postgraduate diploma in disaster management
was introduced in Lalan College, Kachchh University, Bhuj, several years ago. One
of the senior staff in DEOC is a graduate of this program. The DEOC representative
mentioned that disaster management is now a part of the school curriculum as well.
This is in addition to the demonstration programs carried out in schools. However,
representatives of NGOs and citizens interviewed mentioned that they are not aware
of any such school programs. As mentioned in an earlier section, many also criti-
cized the reach of such demonstration programs, stating it seems that these pro-
grams are only implemented in rich private schools in major towns.

My son is in 7th grade. I pay close attention to his school work. I haven’t seen or heard him
talking about anything to do with disasters in his school work. (NGO representative)

Double-Loop Learning

Double-loop learning is put into practice when individuals or organizations modify
their goal in the light of past experience for achieving that goal. It involves a learn-
ing process that leads to realization of what is working and what is not, what is
achievable, and so on. It could result in modifying the original goal itself. In order
to understand this, the surveys and interviews asked questions about the policy and
organizational changes that occurred in response to the earthquake and the activities
that followed, as well as how these lessons were incorporated into subsequent plans/
programs.

State level officials of GSDMA were very clear that there has to be double-loop
learning for success and they believe it is happening. One of them mentioned:

The system keeps evolving. Still it continues. We keep learning, we keep upgrading. Our
plans are being revised, equipment is added, more training is given to more people.

The respondents from municipality and local agencies were not so optimistic:

There is no internalization of lessons in the municipality. We just keep doing the mandatory
routine activities. (Municipality)

In fact, a political leader (municipal councilor) criticized the disaster manage-
ment programs overall as ineffective and DEOC activities as lacking substance:

All this is on paper only, not on the ground. They make nice reports. Computer has made
preparation of reports, plans, and statistics very easy and colorful. (Councilor)

The surveys of government staff, however, showed that they generally agree that
double-loop learning is happening, with high agreement in Bhuj (77 %) and low in
Mandvi (50 %). Similar agreement was revealed for incorporation of lessons into
plans.

All this shows that though there are good intentions to achieve double-loop
learning, it is not happening practically, at the local levels.
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Innovation

The interviews reveal that there is little innovation in government agencies. One of
the municipal officers said:

There is no innovation from staff as some are old and ready to retire; others are temporary
workers.

However, it seems that NGOs and private businesses are trying to be more inno-
vative in their practices.

Yes, NGOs carried out effective awareness/education programs. (NGO)

Cement companies send out mobile labs to test construction using their cement. This gives
an extra validation of building safety. (Bhachau municipality)

In the survey, about 76 % of the government respondents agreed that there are
innovative practices. However, respondents referred to the new institutional setup
for disaster response as innovative practice, but did not refer to innovation as new
local practices in response to the threat of future disasters. Contrary to the positive
responses from government staff in Bhuj and Bhachau, Mandvi had only partial
agreement with innovation occurring.

Overall, learning is low. The limited levels of flexibility/openness, information
sharing, reach of education programs, and double-loop learning as well as practi-
cally no innovation render learning impossible.

6.5.5.2 Empowerment

Empowerment is the process of enhancing individual or group capacity to make choices
and transform those choices into desired actions and outcomes (Gibson and Woolcock
2005). A group is empowered when disparate members of the group (i) know their
rights and choices, (ii) express these in democratic means, and (iii) bring about the
desired results. These are discussed below based on the interviews and surveys.

Know Their Rights and Choices

Awareness of rights seems to be low in the study area. The reasons vary from low
literacy to the top-down approach of the government, which leaves no room for
participation. A representative of an interest group suggested that the people get
frustrated with government actions:

Government actions take long time and people cannot wait that long. They then bypass
government and take risks.

From the interviews, it became clear that one major issue with awareness is
related to the external help received during disasters. Most communities received
financial and material help from outside groups and the government. However, this
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made people assume that they will also receive such help in future. Therefore, they
are not paying much attention to what their responsibilities are.

People get outside help quickly. Therefore, no one worries about disasters or its aftermath.
These days, they build better houses to save lives. They don’t think about anything else.
(ADA representative)

During the survey of residents of Bhuj, an overwhelming majority (90 %) dis-
agreed that different choices for DRM plans are available to them and there were
very minor differences in results based on gender, location, and income groups.
Also, there were minor differences based on location of house. A majority (66 %)
of community respondents disagreed that they are aware of choices and rights.
While 71 % of women respondents disagreed that there are choices, only 46 % of
male respondents disagreed. In addition, there were no differences based on loca-
tion, given that there was general disagreement with the statement, there were some
differences among different income groups. In particular, a majority of high-income
group respondents agreed (67 %) that they are aware of their rights and choices,
while others disagreed.

The results show that community members, in general, are not aware of their
rights/choices; moreover, they do not feel that this issue is addressed properly by
government. This could also be a problem associated with the implementation of
programs.

Express Opinions in Democratic Manner

The interviews suggested that, in many cases, the rich and powerful caste groups
decide the agenda for government actions. Since many neighborhoods are based on
caste and religious groupings, within neighborhoods, the rich and influential elite
assert their opinion to the whole group. This is evident in the participation level as
well. Women and minorities have fewer opportunities for participation, although
NGOs are working hard to bring them into the mainstream. At the city level, these
strong groups tend to wield power over minorities and weak sections. Thus, devel-
opment efforts tend to favor certain groups and locations of the city.

This finding is supported by the survey of residents as well. About 88 % of the
community respondents disagreed that the process is democratic. Similarly, 90 %
disagreed that the participation is high. Both results show that the DRM process in
its current form is not democratic. This leaves the community with inequalities as
the rich and powerful can divert the process to their benefit.

Bring About Desired Change

A majority (82 %) of community respondents surveyed disagreed that many DRM
programs are implemented due to community pressure. Women respondents, on
average, had high levels of disagreement with the statement. It is interesting to note
that while a majority of respondents from all locations disagreed with the statement,



6.5 Findings 157

slum respondents were divided in their opinion (50 % agreed and 50 % disagreed).
This trend is consistent with differences between the income groups, with the lower-
income groups having a more divided opinion than other groups. This could be
understood from the fact that there are many NGOs carrying out programs that
could be understood as related to DRM. For example, in one of the slum areas sur-
veyed, an NGO had implemented a rain water harvesting system and helped the
residents design a water distribution system. The NGO and residents also secured
help from the local municipal councilor and other local leaders. Though this is a
misconception, they might consider these activities as a government-led DRM ini-
tiative. However, this could not be considered a norm, rather it was an exception. A
representative of one citizen group opined:
There are no proactive view/actions from people. They are ready to complain but when it

comes to taking action, they are not as enthusiastic. They expect government to do everything
for them. On the other hand, whatever government is trying to do is not reaching the people.

6.5.5.3 Putting the Picture Together on Sustainability

While citizens, NGOs, and CBOs said that they are not aware of government actions
and plans for disaster risk management, government respondents stressed that the
community has not learned from the 2001 earthquake and continues to take no pre-
cautions against future disasters. A majority of interview respondents stressed that
people have forgotten the 2001 earthquake and that they have not really learned
much. Interviews also point to the dampening of capacity building momentum. An
interview respondent working in a local NGO commented:

Government was intensive for the first 3—4 years, not after that. Not many awareness pro-
grams happened after that. What is ADA doing? A local consultancy firm made a good City
Development Plan. But ADA never implemented it or revised it properly.

Another NGO respondent commented:

They [government] make colorful reports but nothing happens on ground. The stress was on
rehabilitation and that was also in the first two years. After that, nothing much is happening.
Even on rehabilitation, the third and last installment of aid is not yet distributed. Most of the
time is wasted on meetings.

The establishment of the DEOC is the biggest sustaining factor since its core job is
to coordinate disaster response and increase awareness. The GSDMA'’s demonstrated
success and dedicated government budget also indicates sustainability. However,
more involvement at the local level and higher interest from citizens is needed to sus-
tain and enhance the momentum. The findings are summarized in Table 6.21 below.

6.5.5.4 Partial Capability Trap?

In the PeDJoLA model, sustainability is the effectiveness and continuity of local
capacity even when there are changes in the personnel (agents). A capability trap
occurs when there is an inability to achieve performance or desired collective goals
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Table 6.21 Summary of learning and empowerment

Sustainability indicators Government survey | Community survey | Interviews/overall

Learning

Flexibility and openness to Yes No Partial, primarily

change in government

Information sharing and flow | Partially yes No Partial primarily
in government

Double-loop learning Yes Partially yes

Innovation Yes Partially yes

Empowerment

Know their rights and choices No No

Express in democratic manner No No

Bring about desired change No No

over time, even after implementing conscious capacity development efforts.
Findings from this research suggest that capacity development efforts are only par-
tially sustainable in the study towns, pointing to a partial “capability trap.”

Based on the indicators developed for this field study, learning has taken place
partially, primarily within the government system. Profound policy and organiza-
tional changes occurred after the 2001 earthquake, which have given birth to a
whole new institutional structure on disaster management. However, the system is
still very top-down, without much autonomy and flexibility at the local level.
Learning has not been passed down to the communities, which are still not empow-
ered to take the disaster risk management agenda further. Communities are still not
receiving disaster risk management related information or are not using it. Moreover,
they are neither aware of their rights and choices nor are they empowered to bring
desired changes in terms of new projects or programs.

A capability trap leads to a situation where vulnerability to disasters remains
high. Capacity development efforts, since they are not sustainable and entirely
effective, provide a false sense of security in the study towns. In such as a situation,
neither the government nor the community is doing enough to reduce disaster risk
and prepare for disasters, and so communities remain at a high risk of disaster
impacts.

In fact, after the GEERP, the study towns have attracted a lot of economic
investment and have experienced increased population growth. While Bhuj’s popu-
lation decreased marginally before the 2001 earthquake (population decreased
from 102,176 in 1991 to 98,528 in 2001), the population increased by 49 %
between 2001 and 2011 (from 98,528 to 147,123) according to Census of India
(2012). Thus, more people and assets are now at risk from earthquakes. Disaster
risk still remains very high and preparedness low, while capacity development
efforts are losing momentum with partial learning and no community empower-
ment—a situation of partial capability trap. The reasons for such a situation are
discussed in the section below.
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6.5.6 Role of Agents and Factors Inhibiting Capacity
Development

What factors inhibit capacity development or lead to a capability trap? Primarily
relying on the formal and informal interviews with change agents, this section
describes the factors that inhibit capacity development or are leading to a capa-
bility trap in the selected towns. In the conceptual model, capability traps are
related to (i) weaknesses related to organizational factors such as reliance on the
form rather than on function, a closed system that does not provide flexibility
and adaptability, and pressure to perform more than the existing capacity, thus
leading to collapse; (ii) incentives and imperatives of change such as elite cap-
ture and rent seeking activities; and (iii) community factors, related to its
empowerment and learning. Based on the conceptual model, the findings under
this research question are organized under four major headings: (i) organiza-
tional factors, (ii) agents’ incentives and imperatives, (iii) community factors,
and (iv) particularly with respect to earthquake risk, continued structural
vulnerability.

6.5.6.1 Organizational Factors

The GEERP was a very top-down project, leading to little connection with the local
governments and communities. Formation of a new institutional structure parallel to
the existing government machinery, although effective for emergency relief and
reconstruction, is not very effective for disaster prevention. Existing local govern-
ments such as municipalities are directly answerable to the community for disaster
preparedness, but are not charged with risk reduction in the new set up. Coordination
is also a big challenge in the new set up since the new institutional structure has not
yet been firmly established in the local governments. Not surprisingly, disaster pre-
paredness is not a big priority for local government and the community. Coordination
between different agencies also remains a big challenge. A respondent working in a
local NGO commented:

I don’t see any coordinated activities among government agencies. There was better coor-
dination right after the earthquake. It is no more there.

A respondent running a local private business who is also a member of an inter-
national philanthropic group said:

The government is not well prepared. Even during minor floods, there is no real preparation
or management. DEOC and city level agencies just conduct meetings and write reports but
there is no follow up. About 4-5 years back, the people in the citizen committee were called
for training. Nothing can be done in one meeting in 3—4 years.

The same respondent continued:

We need more decentralization of disaster management and prevention activities.
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A respondent working for a local NGO said:

Not much coordination is happening now. There was coordination right after the earth-
quake. Some government leaders worked with NGOs at that time but nothing now.

6.5.6.2 Agents’ Incentives and Imperatives

Several interviews are conducted with change agents who played key role in bring-
ing change under the GEERP. These include political leaders; government staff at
state, district, and local levels; and leaders from the private sector and interest
groups, religious- and caste-based groups, and NGOs. The interviews point to vari-
ous imperatives in the system, which inhibit their involvement in capacity develop-
ment activities.

Political leaders Interview respondents said that politicians are not really fixing
any fundamental issues but are just focusing on getting votes. Others pointed to the
corruption in the system which undermines all the effort. Local NGO respondent
mentioned:

Politicians are only interested in getting votes and not in seriously fixing anything.

The following comment, which comes directly from a local political leader, is
very shocking. He was sincere when he made this comment, pointing to the political
system rather than his own behavior.

Political leaders and government staff love corruption...You do whatever research, PhD, or
report writing; we politicians will not change.

Government staff While technical staff complained about a very rigid system that
does not help them respond effectively, internalize learning, or bring local issues at
the front of the development discourse, many others pointed to a general lack of
technical staff, good salaries, and rewards to attract talented and enthusiastic new
talent. A local government officer noted that higher-ranked IAS officers are not gen-
uinely interested in changing the situation as they are from a different region or state
and usually only appointed to their position for three to four years. Newly formed
ADAs were initially planned to be dissolved, but later were continued with limited
resources. Many government officers pointed to these reasons for weak performance
in managing illegal construction. A respondent from a local NGO commented:

There may be genuine interest at higher levels. But as a system, there is not much change.
Salaries are too low to attract good staff.

The political head of one of the ADAs echoed this theme:

Our budget is very small. We have to meet our expenses from our revenue. Review fees and
permit fees are the only revenue we have. There is dearth of staff too. The Chief Executive
Officer is not full time and has additional responsibilities. If full time, we could have taken
decisions quickly and taken up more activities. I have met the Chief Minister and Urban
Development Minister and submitted letters, but nothing happened.
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NGO respondent pointed to the commitment of staff and politicians:

If officers are genuine, they respond well. The challenge is to make the authorities account-
able. Politicians restrict their responses based on their party agenda.

Private sector and interest/religious groups, NGOs These groups are very small
and have not taken disaster risk reduction and preparedness as their priority agenda.
In response to their communities’ needs, they played a major role in post-disaster
relief and reconstruction phases but are not active in risk reduction. While NGOs
cite limited funding in this field, private groups think that it is government’s respon-
sibility and they have no role to play.

6.5.6.3 Community Factors

Almost all the interview respondents stressed that the community’s attitude is a
major factor that inhibits capacity development. They stressed that people are not
keeping preparedness and prevention as their priority because they have short mem-
ories, have other burning issues to focus on, do not value their own life as much as
they should, do not want to take responsibility for their own life, follow a reactive
way of responding to disasters, and rely on external funding from donors or rich
groups for rescue and relief. A respondent from a reputable CBO said:

People have a short memory—they forget the past and go on with life.

A political leader in a study town said:

People are worried about their daily livelihood; other things come later. We all leave disas-
ters to the God.

One of the mayors surveyed said:

In general, people are not really better prepared than before to respond. In some cases,
where people are exposed to new ideas and experienced the worst damage, people are aware
and are hopefully better prepared. There are many newcomers in the city and they have no
idea and are not interested too.

He further added:

People try to save money by compromising on standards. People do not realize the value of their
own life. This should change. Many of the so-called ‘poor” have money, but wouldn’t spend on a
better house and life. They spend all that on vices such as alcohol, smoking, and gambling. That
is their attitude. They need social actions to take them out of this. NGOs can do a lot in this area.

Another respondent from a local NGO said:

Memory is too short. Not many people remember the 2001 earthquake now. Awareness
about not to build or encroach upon all the open spaces is not there.

Many pointed to the reactive attitude of community and blamed both government
and communities for not having healthy interactions. A respondent from a local
CBO commented:

Communities cooperate during emergencies but after that it evaporates.
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According to a CBO representative:

People forget and encroach upon new and open areas; government feels threatened with
community involvement.

The mayor of a municipality said:

People should also do things on their own. They cannot expect government to do everything.

There are also problems with external help and overall economic improvement.
An interview respondent from a local NGO said:

Disaster can happen any time due to our location. Post-2001 earthquake, rapid industrial-
ization happened that brought in money to the local people. Also this arid region received
good rains in the past 10 years. People became richer. They have forgotten the earthquake
and its aftereffects.

Interview respondents painted a very bleak picture of citizens as selfish, valuing
economic interest over safety, not taking responsibility of their own life, and relying
on outside help. However, the interviews also alluded to some deeper reasons for
this attitude. While higher- and middle-income groups are better-off in terms of
their location and structural safety, the lower-income population, which makes up
46 % of the total population in Bhuj, still live in temporary or unsafe shelters/loca-
tions and do not have sufficient resources, skills, expertise, and awareness to invest
in a better house. They have a limited say in government actions and thus have a
feeling of powerlessness and seclusion. A respondent from a local NGO said:

Building construction is controlled by a nexus of builders, politicians, and government staff
who are supposed to enforce the rules.

A low-income group respondent belonging to the informal sector said:

I have no choice but to stay in a known unsafe location because it is related to my daily
earning. I cannot afford to lose this place as I have no other way of earning money.

Not trusting the government for timely help also leads to a sense of powerless-
ness and higher reliance on external support groups and God. This is evident from
the response of one resident during an informal discussion:

If there is a disaster, the local community helps private businesses in restoring their liveli-
hood. But there is no support from the government. During recent floods, my merchandise
was destroyed. I have not received any compensation so far from government.

6.5.6.4 Continued Structural Vulnerability

Apart from existing unsafe buildings, many new buildings do not comply with
codes. Many old buildings still standing in Bhuj and Mandvi are unsafe and pose a
threat to the nearby residents and users. Interview respondents were mostly optimis-
tic in Bhachau town, which has gone through a complete reconstruction process. In
Bhuj, buildings that were not damaged in the 2001 earthquake have now grown
weaker due to lack of proper renovation and maintenance. With weak governance
and supervision capacities in the local government, limited budget and technical
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staff, and masons following old techniques, the structural vulnerability is likely to
rise in the future. With the increasing population trend, disaster risk is certainly
going to increase.

A government officer in Mandvi said:

The impact from a future disaster could be similar to the 2001 earthquake since there is illegal
construction that includes building taller than allowed, sites fully covered (to mitigate high
land prices), and low standard materials/techniques (to save a few pennies). There is about
300-400 % increase in land prices due to new developments such as roads, drainage, etc.

A representative from a citizen group in Bhuj said:

There are at least 30 known old and big buildings that can fall anytime and pose an urgent
threat in the most crowded walled city area. Government has not yet done anything to
remove them.

A practicing engineer in Bhuj said:

About 25 to 30 % of new construction does not follow current norms. Construction quality
is also questionable.

These findings are summarized in Table 6.22 below.

6.5.6.5 Capacity Inhibiting Factors

Parallel, Top-Down Organizational Structure that Is Not Connecting
with the Communities

In a very short period of time after the 2001 earthquake, national and state govern-
ment supported district and local government machinery to provide immediate
relief and reconstruction. However, there are many factors contributing to a contin-
ued capability trap. First, at the organizational level, a top-down, parallel institu-
tional structure helped for the immediate disaster response but has hampered
mainstreaming disaster management in development planning. This has also led to
challenges in coordination and supervision of activities and maintenance of assets.
The new institutional structure has shown results and legitimacy. However, it is los-
ing momentum due to its disconnectedness with local governments and citizens.
Second, agents have little or no incentives to keep prevention on their radar screen.
Political leaders have moved on to other agenda. Government staff are temporary or
technically less skilled and need better salaries and rewards to keep their motivation
high. NGOs are already stretched thin, working heavily on many social aspects and
are without funding in the area of disaster prevention.

Unmotivated Citizens and Change Agents
Interview respondents identified citizens as the biggest capacity development inhib-

iting factor. People have lost interest in disaster prevention and preparedness either
as they have forgotten the 2001 earthquake, received large sums of money after
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Table 6.22 Summary of factors inhibiting capacity development

Concept
Coordination

Technical/agent
incentives—skills and
resources

Implementation

Community incentives

Sustainability—
learning

Sustainability—
empowerment,
leadership

Keywords
No change, small

Deficiency,
improved, no actions

Not filtering,
problem, no awards

Attitude, change

No internalization,
sporadic, low

Missing, left out

Themes

Top-down approach, agency coordination
50-50, no early warning, no DRM funds,
coordination is less, no enforcement, DEOC
is very small and cannot take care of
activities across district

No permanent staff in municipality. No
special award for employee, staff and
equipment deficiency, insufficient and
overloaded staff, no awards for staff, no
innovation, response side has improved but
not proactive actions, no employee awards
State and local guidelines are not filtering to
the community, implementation is a problem
due to corruption, government staff not
committed, no awards but some recognition,
everybody is interested in DRM, but they just
report

People’s attitude should change, leaving
everything to God inhibits capacity, short
memory, attitudes inhibit learning—
pessimistic attitude of people and government
staff; need continued interest and focus

No internalization of lessons within
municipality, system to transfer knowledge is
missing, strong pressure groups and demands
are needed, no long-term actions or
awareness building, their efforts are sporadic,
and coverage is very low

Momentum has slowed down, government is
not involving NGOs, private sector, different
groups; leadership and attitude are a big
constraint, politicians are only interested in
getting votes, slums are still left out

earthquake, do not value their life and property, or do not want to take responsibility
for their own life. They have developed an attitude to rely on God and thus do not
take any responsibility, saying “everything is fine and I don’t need to make any
changes.” However, deeper analysis shows that this apathy is due to a general sense
of powerlessness among those in the lower-income group, which constitutes more
than 46 % of Bhuj’s population.

High Structural Vulnerability

Finally, due to all the factors discussed above, vulnerability remains high. Illegal
construction is continuing in the surveyed towns. Dangerous old buildings are still
standing at various places, posing a safety threat. Some people are still living in
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temporary housing which is ill-fitted to face earthquakes. Disaster risks are not
widely known and continue to increase with illegal construction. Effective early
warning or alert systems do not exist. Masons who were earlier trained in safer
building construction techniques are losing their skills.

Respondents have identified many factors that can improve the situation includ-
ing decentralizing the disaster risk management program to the local level, creating
larger awareness-building initiatives targeting citizens, giving a greater role to
NGOs and CBOs, ensuring continuous deliberation and discussions on disaster pre-
vention, and providing opportunities to improve technical capacity and working
conditions of government staff, as well as creating greater linkages between the
government and community activities.

The findings suggest important implications regarding the conceptual model.
Capacity development and capability trap are along a continuum, similar to disaster
resilience and vulnerability. Factors leading to a capability trap, as identified from
the research, are (i) organizational structures that are very top-down with little flex-
ibility and adaptability, (ii) no incentives for change agents, and (iii) communities
that are not empowered or involved in learning. In the model, integration of top-
down and bottom-up efforts contribute to effective and sustainable capacity devel-
opment. The research findings show that this integration can come from involving
community in capacity development efforts, empowering them, and focusing on
joint learning. Continuous information exchange and deliberations will also inte-
grate the government and community efforts.

6.6 Capability Trap at Local Level

Various interesting results emerged out of the field research analyzing local
capacity development efforts in the three towns of Kutch in Gujarat State. The
perceptions of various groups differ in terms of how they understand capacity,
capacity deficit, and disaster risk. All groups believe that capacity was low
before the 2001 earthquake, and they all agree that it has increased after the
GEERP program. The state government, donors, and the community (NGOs,
CBOs, businesses, and citizens) clearly linked the capacity deficit perception to
the capacity development efforts just after the earthquake. However, a decade
after the earthquake, most of the stakeholders believe that disaster risk is still
high and capacity low but are either not taking any actions or taking partial
actions to reduce perceived capacity deficits. To a certain extent, groups link
their perception of capacity deficit to capacity development efforts only when
sufficient resources are available and there are future benefits from capacity
development efforts. Their tolerance for disaster risk is highly related to their
perception of future benefit.

While the state and district administration think that their capacity has increased
significantly, community groups and citizens believe that the government capacity
has increased only to respond to a disaster, not necessarily with respect to pre-
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paredness. Government staff think that the capacity for disaster risk management
has improved, except with respect to implementing building codes. While the
state level government staff is more convinced that capacity has improved greatly,
the local staff are relatively less convinced. This is particularly true with respect
to the institutional (effective DRM plans), organizational (information sharing),
and implementation (building codes) aspects of capacity. The community largely
agrees that the government capacity has increased. However, while the NGOs,
CBOs, and eminent citizens agree that it is good to have such a government struc-
ture as the GSDMA, they also believe that there is a need to keep the intensity of
activities and build links with citizens. A majority of community respondents
believe that their capacity is still low in terms of disaster risk management and
prevention. While the abilities related to skills and resources, coordination, and
leadership are low, cooperation and inclusion abilities are high. Interviews
revealed that cooperation occurs primarily during disasters. All the respondents
further point to the community’s relaxed attitude for not paying attention to safe
housing practices and for not putting enough pressure on the government to per-
form well in reducing disaster risk.

Based on the indicators developed for the Gujarat study, learning has taken place
partially, primarily within the government system. However, learning has not passed
down to the communities, and the communities are still not empowered to take the
disaster risk management agenda further. Communities still do not receive disaster
risk-related information nor are they aware of their rights and choices. They do not
feel empowered to make desired changes in terms of new disaster risk management
projects or programs. A majority of residents believe that citizens have not internal-
ized the lessons from the 2001 earthquake and are not making sustained efforts for
better preparedness or safety. Overall, the momentum and attention generated after
the 2001 earthquake is dampening. The establishment of the DEOC is the biggest
potential sustaining factor since its core job is to coordinate disaster response and
increase awareness. The GSDMA’s demonstrated success and dedicated govern-
ment budget also indicates sustainability. However, more involvement at the local
level and higher interest from citizens is needed to sustain and enhance the
momentum.

Various factors point to a continued capability trap at the local level. At the
organizational level, the top-down parallel institutional structure helped in
immediate disaster response but has hampered mainstreaming it in development
planning and has added to challenges in coordination, supervision, and mainte-
nance. Second, agents have little or no incentives to maintain a focus on preven-
tion. Political leaders have moved on to another agenda; government staff are
either temporary or technically less skilled and need better salaries and rewards
to keep their motivation high; and NGOs are small and without funding in the
area of disaster prevention. Citizens have lost interest in disaster prevention and
preparedness either due to powerlessness and seclusion from the whole capacity
building process, or they are not aware of how their own actions are putting
them at risk.
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Chapter 7
Breaking the Capability Trap

Abstract What can be done to break the capability trap? Two radically different
approaches will be discussed in this chapter. First, an internal and community cen-
tric approach driven by innovative ways of financing and no or little reliance on
donor funding. Second, based on changes in structural design, monitoring, and
implementation of donor or top-down aid. In both the approaches, communities
need to be at the center of capacity development efforts. Many country governments
are now realizing this and are focusing their efforts on involving communities ear-
lier on in their disaster risk management programs. At the same time, local govern-
ment agencies such as municipalities and development authorities need to be
empowered to lead the disaster risk management agenda. Higher level governments
and/or donors can facilitate this change by providing technical, financial, and
decision-making power to lower levels of governments. The critical roles of local
government officers and community leaders—the change agents—need to be sup-
ported by rewarding them for their innovative practices and dedication. The chapter
starts by discussing the implications of the Gujarat study on literature and practice.
A review of international cases is presented to understand how disaster risk manage-
ment system has evolved across countries. This is followed by a set of recommenda-
tions for practitioners and researchers.

Keywords Behavioral change « Empowerment ¢ Intervention design * Community-
centered risk mitigation ¢ Perception-based learning

What can be done to break the capability trap? Two radically different approaches
will be discussed in this chapter: first, an internal and community-centric approach
driven by innovative ways of financing and no or little reliance on donor funding
and, second, based on changes in structural design, monitoring, and implementation
of donor or top-down aid. In both the approaches, communities need to be at the
center of capacity development efforts. Many country governments are now realiz-
ing this and are focusing their efforts on involving communities earlier on in their
disaster risk management programs. At the same time, local government agencies
such as municipalities and development authorities need to be empowered to lead
the disaster risk management agenda. Higher-level governments and/or donors can
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facilitate this change by providing technical, financial, and decision-making power
to lower levels of governments. The critical roles of local government officers and
community leaders—the change agents—need to be supported by rewarding them
for their innovative practices and dedication. The chapter starts by discussing the
implications of the Gujarat study on literature and practice. A review of interna-
tional cases is presented to understand how disaster risk management system has
evolved across countries. This is followed by a set of recommendations for practi-
tioners and researchers.

7.1 Capacity Development After the 2001 Earthquake
in Gujarat: An Overview of Findings
from Gujarat Towns

The PeDJoLA model of local capacity development for preventing and preparing
for disasters was used to understand the disaster risk management capacity devel-
oped under the Gujarat Emergency Earthquake Reconstruction Project, primarily in
three towns of Kutch in Gujarat state, India. The study, primarily through interviews
and surveys in three towns of Gujarat, was an attempt to understand how a typical
donor and federal/state government capacity development program evolves over
time. At the same time, it provides an opportunity to understand factors for effective
and sustainable capacity.

The conceptual model identified two major groups of stakeholders in the capac-
ity development process. First, those with resources and responsibility for develop-
ing and implementing a capacity development intervention are represented by the
donors and government, primarily following a top-down approach. At the receiving
level are communities, who are not just passive recipients of interventions but are
dynamic social groups networked with each other and engaged in bottom-up inter-
ventions. The capacity building process takes place at a local level within an envi-
ronment or disaster risk landscape. This environment or landscape is defined by the
physical location, climate, and geophysical characteristics as well as socioeconomic
characteristics. These socioeconomic characteristics include community structure,
political dynamics, and administrative/governance issues. This landscape plays
important roles in shaping implementation process and its results. The process starts
with a perception of capacity deficit or disaster risk, which then leads to formulating
top-down and/or bottom-up interventions. Change agents such as government offi-
cers who actually design and implement programs, political leaders, and commu-
nity leaders play critical catalytic roles in leading transformational change.

The entire capacity building process works along a continuum. At one extreme,
the combined efforts can lead to sustainable capacity building and disaster risk
reduction. On the other extreme, the efforts can lead to a capability trap or continued
vulnerability to disasters. Sustainability and effectiveness of capacity development
efforts are based on how integrated top-down and bottom-up interventions are, how
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well the community is involved in learning and empowerment, and how much the
interventions contribute to improving the environment itself. A capability trap can
result from a program that does not provide flexibility, adaptability, and community
empowerment; organizational factors such as reliance on the form rather than on
function; and elite capture and rent-seeking activities of change agents that lead to
no public value creation or transformational learning to drive change. A feedback
loop links the outcome of capacity development efforts to perception, which is then
linked to interventions. The entire process is dynamic, with multiple feedback loops
linking various stakeholder groups from perception to actions and then results.

The field research, based on the conceptual model, provided an insight into the
capacity building process and capability trap situation. All interviewed groups agreed
that capacity was low before the 2001 earthquake and increased after the GEERP
program. The state government, the donors, and the community (NGOs, Community-
based organizations (CBOs), businesses, and citizens) clearly linked the capacity
deficit perception to the capacity development efforts just after the earthquake.
However, a decade after the earthquake, most of the stakeholders believe that the
disaster risk is still high and capacity low but that there are either few or very few
actions to reduce perceived capacity deficits. While the state and district administra-
tions think that their capacity has increased significantly, community groups and citi-
zens believe that the government capacity has increased only to respond to a disaster,
not necessarily with regard to preparedness and prevention. A majority of commu-
nity respondents believe that their capacity is still low with respect to disaster risk
management and prevention. All the respondents further point to the community’s
laid-back attitude, not paying attention to safe housing practices and not putting
enough pressure on the government to perform well in reducing disaster risk.

Based on the indicators developed for the Gujarat study, learning has taken place
partially, primarily within the government system. Learning has not, however,
passed down to the communities, which are still not empowered to take the disaster
risk management agenda further. Various factors point to a continued capability trap
at the local level. At the organizational level, a top-down, parallel institutional struc-
ture helped in immediate disaster response but has hampered mainstreaming in
development planning and added to challenges in coordination, supervision, and
maintenance. Second, agents have little or no incentives to stay focused on preven-
tion activities. Political leaders have moved on to other agenda; government staff
are either temporarily or technically less skilled and need better salaries and rewards
to keep their motivation high; and NGOs are small and without funding in the area
of disaster prevention. Citizens have lost interest in disaster prevention and pre-
paredness either due to feelings of powerlessness and seclusion from the whole
capacity building process or because they are not aware of how their own actions are
putting them at risk.

Overall, the study does not find major differences in the responses of government
officers from the three towns regarding government capacity for disaster risk
management. Interviews show that the government officers in Mandvi, which was
the town that was least affected by the 2001 earthquake (among the three study
towns) and which received the least support under the GEERP, disagreed on the
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existence of implementation, technical, and political capacity for managing disasters.
The interview respondents from government officers of Bhuj and Bhachau, which
were highly affected by the disaster and had massive support components under
GEEREP, disagreed that there is a sufficient capacity for implementation and institu-
tional capacities (implementation of building codes and existence of effective disas-
ter risk management plan). The study also shows that perceptions of various groups
differ. Within the government responders, the local government staff differed from
the state and district officers. Within the community, perceptions of lower-income
group citizens differed from middle- and high-income groups, while opinions of
men and women responders only differed slightly.

7.2 Reflecting on the PeDJoLLA Model

The field research conducted in Gujarat has important implications for the concep-
tual framework presented in Chap. 5. Overall, the conceptual model provides a good
starting point for evaluating capacity for managing disasters. The framework links
the perception of risk and capacity with intervention design, change agents, envi-
ronment, system, and results. The research also shows some challenges in applying
this framework including how to evaluate community capacity, how to assess inte-
gration of community and government capacities, and what is meant by capacity
development and capability trap in the real world. These points are further discussed
below through the main components of the model.

7.2.1 Disaster Risk, Current Capacity, and Capacity Deficit
Perception

The field research shows that different stakeholders have different perceptions of
disaster risk and capacity. People’s tolerance for risk, in particular, dealing with
disaster risk, current capacity, and capacity deficit perception, is based on their per-
ceived benefits. The research supports both these points. However, the second point
is more relevant in a “normal situation,” many years after the disaster is over. In the
study towns, just after the earthquake, almost every group had similar perception of
needs, which compelled all the groups to take some actions. However, over time, the
perception has changed with different groups perceiving disaster risk and capacity
in different ways. A common understanding or perception helps in developing inte-
grated and comprehensive interventions.

At the top-down level, perceptions of donors and governments related to disas-
ter risk are largely driven by past studies, government reports, and media. At the


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09405-2_5

7.2 Reflecting on the PeDJoLA Model 173

community level, the findings suggest that perceptions of different community
groups differ and citizens who are aware of disaster risk have different levels of
acceptable risk that affect their preparedness levels. An individual’s perception of
future risks and benefits lead to his/her disaster risk perception.

Perceptions of donors and governments regarding current capacity or capacity
deficit were largely based on performance indicators set up for capacity building
programs. If the numerical targets are achieved, capacity is assumed to be in place.
This has been mentioned in the literature also. However, at the donor level, the sus-
tainability of project outcomes was questioned. At the community level, the find-
ings suggest that for the most parts, citizens, NGOs, CBOs, and the private sector
had a similar understanding of current capacity and capacity deficit areas.

7.2.2 Intervention Design

This part of the model links disasters risk, current capacity, and capacity deficit
perceptions with capacity development actions. Findings from the field research
suggest that the link between capacity deficit perception and actions is not straight-
forward and varies with time and stakeholder groups. While just after the disaster,
the capacity deficit perception is more likely to be translated into capacity develop-
ment efforts, as time passes (3—4 years in Gujarat), such a link becomes invisible
and capacity development momentum is lost. Other studies, such as those by Jigyasu
(2002) and Jha et al. (2012), have also mentioned about disaster’s “half-life.” The
current perception of the majority of respondents in the study towns is that there is
no urgency to take any actions since needed actions do not necessarily indicate any
present or future economic or social benefits. The majority of respondents perceive
that the next earthquake is most likely to happen far into the future (50-70 years
from now). If there is a disaster, the community expects to receive outside support
to rebuild as happened after the 2001 earthquake.

Higher-level government officials and donors are more likely to take actions
based on capacity deficit perceptions immediately after a disaster, not so much
after some time has passed. In the case of Gujarat, the Gujarat State Disaster
Management Authority (GSDMA) structure still provides sustainability to the
disaster risk management program. At the community level, just after the disaster,
people, NGOs, and CBOs contributed to the best of their ability. A decade after the
disaster, they are not taking any measures to reduce the perceived capacity deficit.
The reason may lie in the GEERP design not supporting a better or more enabling
environment, community learning, and empowerment. Ensuring a common perception
to disaster risk and capacity (through advocacy and awareness programs), ensuring
joint learning, involving local governments and communities in decision-making,
and providing incentives for investing in disaster risk mitigation and preparedness
help in ensuring transformational change, which improves the environment and
reduces disaster risk.
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7.2.3 Capacity Development and Implementation Process

The field research in the three towns of Kutch shows that the capacity development
process was largely top-down in Gujarat. Brinkerhoff’s model (2008), relying on
resources, skills and knowledge, organization, politics and power, and incentives,
is partially supported by the findings of this research. In Gujarat, the government
and donors had resources, knowledge, and power to develop and implement the
GEERP. Grindle’s (2007) model also helps to explain the details of how capacity
building takes place on the ground from agenda setting to design, adoption, imple-
mentation, and sustainability. At the bottom-up level, however, no other theory
fully explains the situation. The community structure consists of many groups with
differing perceptions of risk and capacity and different levels of acceptable risk.
All the groups, however, look to the government to take a lead in all the aspects of
disaster risk management. The GEERP program only partially involved commu-
nity at the grassroots level and thus has achieved limited traction with
communities.

The field research assessed government and community capacity based on vari-
ous indicators and found that although government capacity has increased signifi-
cantly, community capacity has only partially increased. Better community
capacity indicators are needed to better capture networking and social capital anal-
ysis necessary for disaster risk management. Interviews with change agents pro-
vided better insight into the process. Perhaps there is no better way to judge
top-down and bottom-up interventions than in-depth interviews with change
agents.

7.2.4 Role of Agents

The fieldwork confirmed that agents indeed play an important role in realizing
the capacity development efforts. They indeed work in a landscape of incentives
and imperatives. However, in a top-down framework, local agents such as com-
munity leaders, CBOs, and politicians have a limited say and involvement
regarding the capacity building efforts. The research findings did show that they
work within an environment with multiple ongoing tensions—imperatives and
incentives that characterize the space and that either reward or inhibit innova-
tion (Pritchett and Weijer 2010). While the research found very few incentives
for government staff to bring change, since there is limited flexibility and
empowerment of local government staff, the study also found that leadership
played a key role in initially setting up GSDMA and implementing reconstruc-
tion plans.
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7.2.5 Role of Environment and System

In the model, both the government and the community capacity exist within a
dynamic system. The system exists in balance with its environment. The environ-
ment consists of economic, political, administrative, and sociocultural characteris-
tics (Brinkerhoff 2004). In this research, disaster risk and the environment were
considered similar. In many ways, existing vulnerability and exposure to hazards
shaped the outcome of results. For example, community vulnerabilities such as
structural vulnerability of houses, land use, and infrastructure still continue, even
after undertaking massive reconstruction programs. Community structure played an
important role in getting resources for relief and rehabilitation. Politics and admin-
istrative structures also played an important role in how interventions were designed
and implemented.

Systems, on the other hand, need flexibility to adapt to changing situations and
involve relationships between the parts and the whole, between the system and the
environment, and within different parts (Wildavsky 1988). In this case, the system
is a disaster risk management system set up under GSDMA, which includes a larger
system working at the state level, and has links to the national, district, taluka, and
local levels. The parts are the constituent local areas as well as administrative units,
which work together to achieve a common goal—disaster risk management.
Information flow within the system indeed plays an important role to link different
government officers and the community. The research shows that the disaster risk
management system is not very flexible and its linkages at the local level are rela-
tively weak compared with the linkages at the district level. Enhanced focus on
disaster risk reduction is needed, which primarily requires reducing structural and
community vulnerability at the local level.

The formation of a new institution affected the environment itself, improving the
administrative structure to manage disasters. Although its linkages at the local level
are questionable, overall, the GSDMA improved the environment and the system,
enhancing the environment and reducing disaster risk. Other forms of capacity
development efforts such as reconstruction and training also contributed positively
to the environment and reduced disaster risk.

7.2.6 Current Capacity, Capability Trap, Risk,
and Vulnerability

In the conceptual framework, capacity development for disaster prevention and
response is a locally driven process, involving transformational learning by local
organizations, community, leaders, and other agents, which leads to disaster
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resilience (World Bank 2011). Many interview respondents agreed with this defini-
tion during the fieldwork. However, this type of transformational learning is not
happening at the local level in the study towns. Capability trap, on the other hand, is
defined as an inability to achieve performance or desired collective goals for a long
time, even after implementing conscious capacity development efforts (Pritchett
and Weijer 2010). Such inability will be related to weaknesses along one or more
dimensions of local government and community capacity. The GEERP has shown
progress and results when measured through numerical indicators established by the
donors. No desired collective goals were established for the GEERP that included
communities and local governments. Evaluated through combined government and
community capacity, the research showed that GEERP has resulted in a capability
trap. The GEERP is based on an institutional structure with effective and very
impressive capacity at the state level but that shows weakness at the local level.

Discussion from a risk and vulnerability point of view provides more insight into
the capability trap situation. The primary goal of the GEERP was to manage recon-
struction after the 2001 earthquake. Disaster risk reduction was a secondary goal,
attached to the reconstruction program based on donor recommendations. However
no real goals were fixed for disaster risk reduction. It is noteworthy that disaster
committees, which were supposed to be established in all communities, merely
exist on paper. The most important contribution of the GEERP toward risk reduc-
tion was to follow a “build back better” approach, which helped in developing risk-
sensitive land-use planning and building construction. After the reconstruction
program was over, the GSDMA assumed a wider role for disaster risk reduction
with a focus on undertaking disaster risk assessments, setting up an early warning
and response system, undertaking disaster risk awareness programs, and training
people on various disaster risk management topics.

Disaster risk has accumulated in the three study towns. Population and building
stock and other physical assets have increased considerably in the study towns such
as Bhuj. The fieldwork shows that while the houses reconstructed as part of GEERP
are earthquake resistant, many new and old houses (which were not affected by the
2001 earthquake) are still vulnerable. New citizens who were not exposed to the
2001 earthquake have little or very little motivation to invest in risk reduction. In
part, this is due to the lax supervision of building codes by the area development
authorities. The ADAs were set up to help with urban development planning and
implementation after the 2001 earthquake. However, they are now in need of finan-
cial and technical resources to keep pace with the rapid development. Their func-
tions are separate from those of the municipalities, which are politicized and run by
elected representatives. Initially the state government wanted to dissolve these
ADAs. However, they continued but without provision for adequate resources.

Many interview responders predicted fewer fatalities but potentially higher dam-
ages in the next earthquake. This situation points to a capability trap, where there
are institutions in place but without adequate capacity to actually manage the situa-
tion. However, there is great uncertainty about earthquake events—nobody can pre-
dict if there will be an earthquake or what will be its intensity. The study towns are
more likely to be affected by droughts and floods due to climate change. Are they
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ready for those events? Timely warning for these events can be provided. However,
contingency plans still need more coordination and dissemination.

7.3 What Can Literature Tell About the Findings
from the Gujarat Towns?

The study of Gujarat towns has important implications for both the capacity build-
ing and disaster risk management literature. As discussed in Chap. 3, the concept of
capacity development forms a part of the growing list of esteemed concepts used by
development practitioners to solve development challenges. The literature in this
field is full of contentious debates and dilemmas, with new research pointing to a
concept that is the opposite of what it is intended for—capability traps. The case
study analysis of the capacity building programs undertaken by international donors
in Gujarat after the devastating earthquake of 2001 confirms a number of themes
identified in the literature review. First, similar to the research conducted so far on
the performance of capacity development programs (World Bank 2005; Grindle
2007; UNESCO 2009), it paints a mixed picture. Second, as shown in the literature,
the capacity development under the GEERP utilized typical donor-driven tools and
approaches such as best practices and supply-driven and short time-frame projects
focusing on fiscal disbursement and quick fixes. Clearly the GEERP design was
primarily based on the initial assessment of the situation by the World Bank and
ADB and incorporated lessons learned or best practices from the banks’ operations
in other countries as well as in India. The program itself was designed top down and
in a rapid manner to respond to the disaster situation.

Particularly, the formulation of new institutions such as GSDMA is similar to the
formation of other new institutions for capacity development, which are expected to
perform “too much of too little too soon too often” (Pritchett and Weijer 2010,
p- 37). As per Pritchett and Weijer, such institutions crush the system, leaving it in
a “paralyzed” state where it mimics the form on the surface but remains weak
underneath. In the case of Gujarat, the GSDMA has gathered a lot of credibility and
has established itself firmly in the state’s administration framework. However, at
the local level, the top-down, parallel, and disjointed institutional structure of
the GSDMA, though helpful in the immediate disaster response, has not able to
achieve the mainstreaming of disaster risk management in development planning.
The capacity of local government institutions remains limited since the new institu-
tional structure of GSDMA is parallel to the established functions of municipalities.
Thus, community empowerment as well as joint learning is not taking place. In
many ways, the situation is very similar to the assumptions of Pritchett and Weijer,
as well as of Andrews. To a certain extent, GSDMA shows “isomorphism, institu-
tional dualism, and flailing states” (Andrews 2008b, p. 4). Isomorphism is the ten-
dency of organizations to imitate characteristics that are generally considered
effective while the organization has no real capacity (Andrews 2008b, p. 33).
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Institutional dualism leads to government systems and processes running parallel to
each other leading to a situation in which governance has no bearing on how public
decisions are actually made and implemented (Andrews 2008b, p. 28). The concept
of “flailing state” is similar to institutional dualism, in which government introduces
a parallel system of new and best practices on top of a preexisting system, with no
connection between the two, leading to general confusion and failure (Andrews
2008Db, p. 4). The GSDMA acquired all the characteristics of an effective institution,
which is not necessarily bad. In fact, establishing such an agency to coordinate
donor responses and actively undertake rapid reconstruction was necessary in the
post-disaster situation. The challenge is more related to its role in the post-recon-
struction period. At the local level, the GSDMA cannot control disaster risk arising
out of physical vulnerability because ADAs are in charge of issuing building per-
mits and ensuring that buildings follow prescribed codes but are not responsible for
disaster risk management. While Pritchett and Weijer have based their assumptions
on fragile states, Gujarat’s vibrant economy coupled with a strong culture of mutual
help and a good public administration has played a big role in delivering results for
the GSDMA.

In terms of the conceptual models and theories of capacity development, this
research elaborates concepts put forth by Andrews (2008a) and Pritchett and Weijer
(2010). However, when designing a new capacity development intervention,
Grindle’s (2007) conceptual framework, which relies on assessing context, con-
tents, and processes of reforms, is a more useful framework. Based on the new
conceptual model, Grindle’s conceptual framework can be improved by adding an
evaluation of local government and community context, as well as contents and
processes of reforms to be able to develop a meaningful intervention at the local
level. The application of the new conceptual model has helped in explaining factors
related to actual capacity building, how institutions evolve, and how local develop-
ment should be defined—a gap identified by many scholars (Easterly 2008; Pritchett
et al. 2010). Some questions which can further refine the new model are as follows:
How can community capacity be analyzed comprehensively? How should environ-
mental and system factors (context as defined by Grindle) be defined? How can
capacity or capability trap of various groups and subgroups that work in formal
(government system) and informal (community) settings be better understood?

The field of disaster risk management is based on a new understanding that disas-
ters are a product of natural and social forces. However, as discussed in Chap. 4,
even with increased efforts and understanding associated with disaster response and
mitigation, monetary losses from disasters are increasing globally. This research
provides some justification for this trend. Although the government has invested
heavily in disaster risk management, it is likely that, in the next earthquake, the
three study towns will suffer higher damages than those seen during 2001. This is
due to population growth, improved economy (which leads to higher assets), and
increased investment in buildings and other physical infrastructure during the recon-
struction. The research also provides some implications for the literature, particu-
larly related to the concepts of disaster risk, vulnerability, roles and responsibilities
of major actors, and to a comprehensive theory of risk and resilience.
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The field research shows that the new concept of disaster risk is still not under-
stood by local communities. While at the state levels, disaster risk maps are being
prepared, communities are still not aware that their own vulnerability and actions
play a big role in shaping their disaster risk. Many community responders believe
that the disasters are an “act of God,” and they have no control over it. Beck (2006)
described this thought process during pre-modernity period when the prevalent
attitude about disasters was that mankind has no or limited power to prevent or
change anything. During that era, the focus was on relief and response. Before the
2001 earthquake, even the government had such a belief with little focus on risk
reduction and a massive response program for earthquake relief. However, after
2001, there was double-loop learning for the government, which prompted invest-
ment in disaster risk reduction. Thus, new disaster risk maps are being prepared
including seismic microzonation. To a certain extent, this thought is similar to those
held in the industrial era (Beck 2006), when the government wanted to show that it
is in charge and disaster risk could be measured and controlled. Clearly, the com-
munity has yet to reach that understanding. In reality, the society as a whole has
moved toward radicalized risk (Beck 2006). More people and assets are now
exposed to disasters in the study towns, new industrial areas have sprung up, and
there is uncertainty about when, where, and at what intensity the disaster will strike.
Risk assessment would help in modeling disaster impacts during different scenarios
of disasters. However, the community demographics and built structures are chang-
ing at such a speed that risk assessments will find it hard to catch up with the increas-
ing risks. Thus, the study towns are simultaneously living in all three eras as depicted
in Fig. 7.1 below.

The research also provides insight into the concept of vulnerability, which is
defined as a characteristic of persons or groups in terms of their capacity to antici-
pate, cope with, resist, and recover from the impact of a natural hazard (Wisner et al.
2004). The study has shown that perception and overall understanding regarding
disaster play a key role in preparing and recovering from disasters. The field research
shows that a majority of local stakeholders never anticipated an earthquake of such
a big intensity as that of 2001. The interview respondents stated that such a risk
seemed much lower before 2001. However, after the devastating earthquake, most

Entire society
Incalculable &
uncontrollable risk

“premodemity  Industriol | Risksociety

Risk assessment, Local resilience &
preparedness & warning adaptability

Community Government & Donors
cannot do much — up to God Disasters can be controlled

Disaster response & relief

Fig. 7.1 Current status and future of beliefs and actions in study towns (Left two boxes show
beliefs and current actions of the community and government in the study towns. The rightmost
boxes show what the reality is and needed actions)
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of the community knows that the towns are under seismic zone V and devastating
earthquakes are possible. Still they are not taking required actions due to their belief
that disasters are an act of God and other factors such as their lack of financial
resources. Thus, the starting point of engagement with the communities should be
to understand their belief system, which may not be necessarily easy to change. This
should then drive the work on increasing their awareness about the current
understanding of disasters. Even after understanding disaster risk, citizens may not
take actions. A research conducted in the USA helps in explaining who prepares for
disasters but does not necessarily tell why (Mileti and Fitzpatrick 1993). The rea-
sons may be related to the current and future benefits of preparedness. This would
justify why a vegetable seller in Bhuj would still like to sit under a crumbling build-
ing even after knowing that an earthquake can happen anytime—since his daily
earnings are more important to him than the risk of losing his life.

One of the important areas of the disaster risk management literature is to under-
stand the roles of different actors such as households, groups, organizations, and
governments during different phases of a disaster. The research on disaster risk
management thus far has focused on how different actors should behave and to
some extent on how they are actually behaving. Research conducted in the USA
shows that only some households prepare and others do not; post-disaster housing
patterns reflect pre-disaster social ties, conflict, and socioeconomic profile; and
many citizens volunteer only in the immediate aftermath of a disaster. Research on
the roles of the private sector and media is still relatively limited. The fieldwork in
the three study towns shows that citizens, NGOs, private sectors, and media are not
fully aware about their roles and responsibilities during different phases of disaster
risk management. The state and district governments have developed adequate
capacities as needed for different phases. However, they exist only partially at the
local government level. Table 7.1 below shows the normative roles of different
actors in different phases of disaster risk management compared to those that are
currently observed in the study towns. Statements written in black show normative
roles during different phases, and those in red show those observed in the three
study towns.

The field research has important contributions for the literature on disaster risk
management in cities of developing countries, particularly in the following areas:

e Urban land-use planning and risk reduction: Land-use planning can reduce
disaster risk (Sengezer and Koc 2005). However, to ensure risk-sensitive land-
use planning, urban planning and effective risk assessment should start with
community campaigns to understand a community’s beliefs, perceptions, and
acceptable levels of risk (the risks that they are willing to bear in return for cur-
rent or future benefits). Anything planned without considering these will be
futile since the community will not be willing to maintain or invest in risk reduc-
tion measures. At the same time, such a campaign will likely change a commu-
nity’s understanding of risk and its willingness to take proactive actions.
Government incentives and supervision should follow such campaigns.
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» Learning from past disasters: A research conducted in Turkey and India (Orissa
state) shows that government does not seem to learn from past disasters
(Corbacioglu and Kapucu 2006; Winchester 2000). The fieldwork in Gujarat
shows that it is, in part, because the focus has not been on joint learning with the
communities. In Gujarat, the capacity development intervention in disaster risk
management was undertaken after a devastating disaster. The focus was on
reconstruction, with some elements of prevention and mitigation through a state
agency. While state capacities are necessary to provide long-term risk reduction
efforts, empowerment of local governments and communities is also necessary
to ensure flexibility, adaptability, and effective change. After all, community
resilience will ultimately determine impacts from the next disaster. The local
government and community together need to understand and take steps for
investing in prevention, mitigation, and preparedness. This understanding will
only come if the communities are motivated, involved, and active in joint learn-
ing with the government—what are the risks, what can be done, which actions
are successful and which are not, and how can they adapt to a new risk. The
government’s role will then be to provide information, facilitate dialogue between
various community groups, ensure equity, and serve as custodians of lessons
learned so that they can be incorporated in land-use planning and other tools of
managing risks. Empowered communities, in return, are likely to keep pressure
on the government to keep the risk reduction agenda active.

* Reconstruction policy focusing on reducing structural risk (on buildings and
infrastructure) increases overall disaster risk: A research conducted in the Indian
state of Orissa and in Sri Lanka regarding the impacts of post-disaster recon-
struction policies suggests that the pressure to quickly rebuild and focus on
reducing structural vulnerability may actually increase the long-term vulnerabil-
ity of the affected community (Winchester 2000; Ingram et al. 2006). This is also
true for the three study towns. Land-use planning and “build back better” recon-
struction practices reduced structural risk significantly when the GEERP was
active. However, currently the loss of earthquake-resistant construction skills by
many masons, lax building control measures, and lack of awareness or motiva-
tion by the communities are putting the new and very old infrastructure at risk of
damages from future disasters. At the same time, reconstruction has attracted
more investments and an increase in the population, resulting in higher likely
exposure to future disasters.

Finally, this research contributes to a comprehensive theory of risk and resilience
(Cardona 2003) by stressing that communities have a big role to play in disaster risk
management. Joint learning by the government and communities can be encouraged
by understanding communities’ beliefs, perceptions, and their acceptable level of
risk; increasing their awareness; involving the local governments to lead disaster
risk management agenda; and providing flexibility in program design and improv-
ing information flow from the higher levels of the government to the local govern-
ment and from the government to the communities.
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Government’s role as a service provider is very important in disaster risk man-
agement capacity. Governments should help communities understand the impor-
tance of investing in disaster risk management, provide incentives for improving
structural and social vulnerability, and create barriers to shortsighted behavior
such as looking for short-term gains by using substandard construction material
and illegal construction. The role of change agents, those leading transformational
change and linking services to the communities, should be recognized and
supported.

7.4 Breaking the Capability Trap

This section focuses on what can be done differently in the Gujarat towns. Building
on two radically different approaches, a perception-based joint learning approach is
recommended for developing effective capacity on disaster risk management. The
first approach is an internal and community-centered approach driven by innovative
ways of financing and no reliance on donor funding (Moyo 2009). The second
approach is driven by changes in structural design, monitoring, and implementation
of donor or “top-down aid” following—*“Problem-Driven Iterative Adaptation”
approach (Andrews et al. 2013). These two radically different ways of breaking the
trap will be discussed and integrated in the context of how capacity development on
disaster risk management have occurred in other countries (Table 7.2).

7.4.1 Achieving Community-Centered Disaster Risk
Management

The “No Aid” group primarily consists of recent researchers focusing on the review
of development aid over the last several decades. The group advocates that the inter-
national aid has not been helpful to recipient countries and has in fact reversed the
development gains (Birdsall 2007; Moyo 2009; Easterly 2013). Proponents of this
group believe that the international aid contributes to the capability trap situation.
Moyo (2009), in her book Dead Aid, describes how decades of aid have not worked
in Africa, have in fact fueled corruption in already-corrupt countries, and are killing
national economic growth. Her solution is simple—stop the aid. Relying on trade,
attracting foreign investments, and finding local solutions, her proposal is to let the
country lead its own development and finances. Before Moyo, William Easterly
raised similar points. In his book, the White Man’s Burden, Easterly (2006) shows
how the Western influence and aid has not helped the developing and poor nations.
His solution to the problem lies in ensuring a country’s own homegrown develop-
ment based on dynamism of individuals and firms in free markets.
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Building on “No Aid” approach, let us first consider the internal and community-
centered approach. What would drive individuals and communities in understanding
their risk and their strengths in mitigating and preparing for an acceptable level of
risks? Can residents work together to identify common solutions and implement?
The Gujarat study highlighted crucial questions to start this discussion. Why are
citizens of the three Gujarat towns, who know they are at high disaster risk, not tak-
ing any actions? Why is a vegetable seller willingly sitting under a crumbling build-
ing ready to fall with the slightest tremor? This phenomenon is not typical in
Gujarat. Kunreuther et al. (2013) raised similar question looking at citizen behavior
in the USA. Just three years after Hurricane Katrina, which killed 1,300 people and
caused $150 billion economic damages in Louisiana and Mississippi states of the
USA, many residents in Texas refused to follow evacuation warnings during
Hurricane Ike leading to deaths of 100.

Why communities and leaders do not take actions, even when the risk is known
to them? Box 7.1 below provides some reasons. Rooted in human behavior and

Box 7.1. Why At-Risk Communities and Leaders Do Not Invest

in Long-Term Risk Mitigation and Preparedness?

The general understandings on why communities do not take preventive
actions are:

Lack of awareness: Citizens might not be aware of the high risk in which
they live and so may not invest in risk mitigation measures.

Lack of technical or scientific knowledge: Even if citizens know they are at
risk, they might not know what mitigation measures to take.

Budget: An individual may not have adequate budget or financial resources
to take mitigation and preparedness actions. Within limited budget, in many
low-income and poor families, the trade-off to invest in immediate needs
(food and health) over long-term risk mitigation is difficult.

Behavior science, however, provides different explanations rooted in human
psychology:

Risk Perception: Citizens perceive risk differently and may underestimate
risk for many reasons. Although the reasons for different perceptions are not
fully known, the economic status of citizens, the availability to risk informa-
tion, and the perceived economic benefit of investing in risk mitigation are
some of the key ones. The perceived benefit may be less for low-probability
event such as an earthquake, even if it is high risk, compared to a frequent
event such as investing in a generator to ensure power supply. The psychology
of short-term gains over long term is also important in understanding why
citizens invest in high-frequency comparatively low-risk event.

(continued)
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Box 7.1. (continued)
Sense of powerlessness: Communities might not be empowered to take

decisions about their own life and surroundings due to cultural, social, and
governance challenges.

Social norms and interdependencies: Social and cultural norms might
change a community’s behavior. If neighbors are not taking any actions, then
justifying spending money on a low-probability event like a major earthquake
may not be justifiable for a citizen. If a community leader believes in and
takes action, it might help others to follow and take actions.

Learning failure: Learning from a high-stake low probability is different
than learning from high-probability low-stake events. Our brain is tuned to
learning from high-probability or high-frequency events through trial and
error, such as walking and talking. The high-probability low-stake event does
not provide time for trial and error.

Disasters bring aid: Many researchers have written about “Samaritan’s
dilemma”—individuals assume that liberal aid will be forthcoming so why
take preventive actions (Kunreuther et al. 2013). A study on Gujarat towns
shows that communities invest in developing legal documents for their houses
so that they can receive aid. Others have shown that in many instances, drought
is declared in areas not affected by drought at all—in anticipation of aid
(Sainath 1996). Some other researchers, however, found that communities do
not base their decisions on aid expectations.

Disaster declaration helps political agenda: Politicians can benefit from
disaster declaration. In the USA, a study looking into a politician’s dilemma
found that election years are very active time for disaster assistance
(Kunreuther et al. 2013). Similarly, focusing on short-term response over
long-term risk mitigation also benefits political agenda. Political leaders want
to show progress in limited time, leading to rushed projects and quick forma-
tion of organizations. Short-term response pays more than long-term risk
mitigation.

Government intervention may produce false sense of security: To ensure
disaster prevention, it is easier for disaster prevention programs to focus on
structural mitigation, such as floodwalls and building retrofitting. The quality
of construction and maintenance challenges in a developing country context
provide a sense of false security. Individuals will not understand real risk and
may lax in taking preventive actions—knowing that they are safe. Even in a
developed country context, the example of New Orleans, Louisiana, where
floodwall gave away after Hurricane Katrina putting thousands of people at
risk, is a good example of such a situation.

Source: Adapted from Kunreuther et al. (2013).
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psychology, these reasons point to the importance of understanding how individuals
behave or respond to incentives. Bringing change in human behavior is hard to
achieve. Communities face difficult challenges—they need to understand social
and behavioral biases, de-bias themselves, understand what is good collectively,
and invest in long-term mitigation. Social scientists show that communities, on
their own, cannot achieve this difficult agenda. Collective action may not neces-
sarily lead to socially optimal solutions due to fee rider problem (Olson 1965). A
policy that allows freedom of choice may be socially optimal in the short-term but
socially suboptimal in the long-term perspective (Kydland and Prescott 1977).
For example, poor residents can settle in low-lying areas of the city as that is the
only land available to them. They might think that the more people settle in low-
lying areas, the more chances of the government taking actions to legalize their
neighborhood and mitigate the flood risk through drainage improvements. In the
long run, however, not only such settlements get flooded and cause overflows to
nearby neighborhoods, but are also difficult to rehabilitate to safer places. Thus, if
residents are collectively not able to make wise choices, governments need to
ensure long-term socially optimal perspective (Kunreuther et al. 2013).
Regulations and incentives thus remain a crucial part of community-centered risk
mitigation.

Some ways governments can strengthen positive behavior in community includes
raising awareness, improving risk perception, empowering communities to take
charge of their own risks, and providing incentives such as tax incentive for those
following building codes for better behavior.

7.4.1.1 Incentives and Strategies for Community-Centered
Risk Mitigation

Communicate Current and Future Risks to Residents

» Risk assessment and risk communication: Conducting dynamic risk assessments
and making it available to communities will help in joint learning on how disas-
ter, climate, and other risks are changing the region. Land-use plans and zoning
ordinances should be based on risk assessment so that prospective buyers can
understand the risk of buying a house in a particular location.

» Perception surveys and awareness campaign: Understanding perception and the
needs of different communities and members should be a starting point in devel-
oping a useful awareness campaign. The local government can lead a massive
awareness campaign on developing common perception, understanding risk and
risk mitigation activities, and the roles and responsibilities during and after
disasters. Education and emergency drills in schools are necessary to achieve
preparedness.
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Support Positive Behavior

» Tax incentives: For citizens following building codes and land-use plans, pro-
perty tax incentives can be useful. In the developing country context, however,
monitoring implementation of building codes and land-use plans can be a
challenge. If building code implementation is encouraged through neighborhood
committees, with incentives to award better behavior, collectively there might be
a way to resolve the challenge.

* Financial support for strengthening houses and private infrastructure: Financial
loans and conditional mortgages for owners undertaking building retrofitting
(e.g., seismic or flood proofing) could lead to positive behavior. A partnership
with local banks and developers could be useful in this regard.

* Public-private partnership: Involving private business such as shops, banks, and
nongovernment organizations in raising awareness and supporting positive
behavior can also be beneficial. For example, businesses can be encouraged to
adopt earthquake proofing in structures. This can then be showcased to develop
public awareness. Ensuring a culture of drills in private sectors may be easy to
encourage as it will prevent loss of life of workers.

Keep Communities Involved and in Charge of Their Risk

» Take away false sense of security: While structural mitigation is crucial in ensur-
ing risk reduction, it is important to ensure that the community understands the
risk in case structures break up. There are no quick fixes to mitigate risk, and the
communities always need to be alert. Awareness and education can help reducing
lax attitude.

* Aidis not coming: An awareness campaign that the community is preparing well
for disasters and will not need external aid will also help in achieving resiliency.
Although politically difficult to achieve, not depending upon external aid can
also boost a community’s confidence.

* Remember the disaster: Keeping the disaster memory alive is a powerful way of
keeping the communities on toes.

* Long-term insurance and long-term mitigation loans: Similar to automobile reg-
istration, which requires insurance, premium on housing loans can be reduced
with long-term flood or earthquake insurance on a property (Kunreuther et al.
2013). Many cities of developing countries are far away from developing a well-
functioning housing insurance market. However, banks can condition their mort-
gages requiring home owners to purchase insurance if the property is located in
arisk zone.
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7.4.2 Designing Top-Down Projects Differently

Some critics believe that although internal and community-centered capacity building
is possible in theory, in reality it will take a long time, especially in some poor and
developing countries. Scaling up the small and locally led development typically is
even more difficult falling short of systemic transformation effects (Pritchett et al.
2010). Thus, the second way to enhance capacity is for the donors and governments
to undertake ambitious large-scale capacity building efforts. Big development,
however, can remain delinked from the communities—offering little on effective
capacity at the local level. Big development can lead to a situation where the orga-
nizations follow form over function and over time weaken under high expectations
(Andrews et al. 2013).

Can countries survive if the international aid is stopped? The “No Aid” group
believes that anyway the aid is not reaching needy people and so it is not going to
make any difference. Other researchers like Lant Pritchett, Michael Woolcock, and
Matt Andrews argue that some countries, if left on their own and continue with their
current economic growth rate, will take hundreds of years to reach the level of cur-
rent per capita income of the USA. They argue to change the way aid is spent in
needy countries. Building on Lindbolm’s (1959) approach of “muddling through,”
their solution—Problem-Driven Iterative Adaptation (PDIA)—relies on undertak-
ing incremental reforms to solve the problem, learning from it over time, and accu-
mulating many individual pieces. The approach differs from donor-driven “big
project” in many different ways: (i) focusing on problems rather than selling solu-
tions, (ii) creating “‘authorizing environment” for decision-making, (iii) learning
and providing iterative feedback from incremental actions, and (iv) engaging broad
sets of agents.

As per the PeDJoLA model of capacity building in disaster risk management and
the study of Gujarat towns, capacity building requires working both bottom-up
(community) level and top-down (government and donor) level. Bringing the two
different perspectives together, we have an integrated way of developing capacity at
local level. This approach is contrasted with small and big projects and with PDIA
in Table 7.2.

The government has a primary responsibility to ensure the safety and security of
citizens. Capacity for managing disasters is thus a key function of government.
Three main areas of capacity development are needed at different levels of govern-
ment for disaster risk management. First and foremost is the prevention and mitiga-
tion of disaster risk that includes planning, enforcing, and supervising disaster
prevention activities. Local governments and communities need this capacity, with
some communities needing behavioral change (as revealed in the study of Gujarat
towns) to understand disaster risk and take actions for reducing their risk. Early
warning, response, and relief are primary responsibilities of all levels of the govern-
ment, although many informal community-based institutions play a key role too.
Finally, local governments play a key role in recovery. Table 7.3 below summarizes
the discussion.
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Table 7.3 Components of capacity for disaster risk management

‘What capacity?

Prevent and
mitigate disaster
risk

Respond quickly
and efficiently

Recover quickly
and efficiently

Subcomponents

Assessing current beliefs,
capacity, and planning
Implementation
Enforcement

and supervision
Early warning
Response

Relief

Reconstruction

Level of the
government
and actors

Local

Local
Local

National, state, local;
citizens

National, state, local;
informal institutions
National, state, local;
informal institutions
Local; informal
institutions

Citizens

Behavioral change

Behavioral change
Behavioral change

Behavioral change,
active participation
Active participation

Active participation

Behavioral change,
active participation

Similar to the scope of government and donor support for capacity, as discussed
above, timing is also critical to the sustainability and effectiveness of a disaster risk
management program. Donors and governments have a big role in correctly utiliz-
ing the period immediately after a disaster as a “window of opportunity” to develop
and implement effective and pragmatic disaster prevention and preparedness pro-
grams. During this period, all major actors are motivated to bring about collective
and desired change. As the Gujarat study shows, after the 2001 earthquake in
Gujarat, all major actors took actions to fill their perceived capacity deficit gaps. To
a certain extent, however, GEERP lost this “window of opportunity” to develop
long-term community capacity for disaster prevention because it did not focus on
improving local communities’ fundamental attitudes and understanding about disasters.

7.5 International Experience in Developing Effective
Disaster Risk Management Capacity

International experience shows that there is no “one size fits all” for steps to develop
capacity on disaster risk management. Most countries are constantly evolving their
approach to better manage disasters. Examples of Chile and Turkey show the impor-
tance of continuously investing in disaster risk management. Due to investments in
risk mitigation and preparedness, Chile suffered lesser impacts from the 2010 earth-
quake, which was of higher impact compared to an earthquake in Haiti in the same
year (see Box 7.2). Turkey learned from the 1999 Marmara earthquake and radically
changed its policies and institutions related to disaster risk management (see
Box 7.3). The response to Cyclone Phailin in the eastern coastal regions of India in
2013 further demonstrates the importance of steadily learning from disasters and
investing in preparedness (see Box 7.4).
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Box 7.2. Why Chile Suffered Less Impact from the 2010 Earthquake?
Chile and Haiti both suffered strong earthquakes in 2010. Chile’s earthquake
(8.8 Mw) was 500 times stronger than that of Haiti (7Mw) (USGS 2010).
Compared to Haiti, however, Chile suffered relatively less impacts. The death
count in Chile was 526 with disaster damages and losses equivalent to 18 % of
country’s GDP (US$30 billion) (Fermandois 2011). Haiti’s 2010 earthquake
killed 200,000 and led to a total damages and losses equivalent to slightly more
than the country’s total GDP in 2009 (US$7.8 billion) (Government of Haiti
2010). Apart from being economically better off (as higher middle-income
country), what was different in Chile compared to Haiti?

The huge difference in the impacts in the two countries is due to long-time
investment in disaster preparedness and structural strength of infrastructure
and buildings. Chile invested in an earthquake risk management system and
mandated earthquake proofing for new structures, requiring that materials like
rubber and features like counterweights be built into the architectural designs
to allow buildings to bend and sway rather than break during temblors. This
preparedness stemmed from active government involvement in strengthening
national infrastructure and in creating and enforcing strict regulations
(Freeman et al. 2003). In Haiti, planning, disaster preparedness, and earth-
quake-resistant building codes were nonexistent or outdated.

A closer look at Chile shows a comprehensive disaster risk management
system, which has evolved after the 1965 earthquake with the setting up of the
Office of National Emergencies (Oficina Nacional de Emergencia, ONEMI)
under the Ministry of Interior. Slowly, the system has moved from emergency
response toward risk mitigation and prevention. Although it appears centralized
and hierarchical, the Chilean system is composed of committees at the com-
munity, provincial, and regional levels that are responsible for evaluating pro-
posed actions and designing and prioritizing prevention, mitigation, and
preparedness projects appropriate to each administrative level. In the case of an
emergency, all of the available resources in the affected community are used
first. If the magnitude of the event exceeds the local capacity, additional
resources are mobilized successively from the provincial, regional, and national
levels (Freeman et al. 2003).

Following the 2010 earthquake, the government is putting even more effort
in adopting public policies that incorporate risk reduction in all sectors. Chile
is now recognizing the importance of decentralizing implementation, promot-
ing community empowerment, and respecting local identities in risk reduc-
tion actions (IBRD 2012).

191
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Box 7.3. Evolution of Disaster Risk Management System in Turkey

The 1999 Marmara earthquake (Kocaeli and Diizce) was a turning point in
Turkey’s disaster risk management history. The earthquake killed 17,000 peo-
ple, made 100,000 residents homeless, and caused $5 billion in damages and
losses. The country, which is historically prone to earthquakes—with the first
recorded earthquake in the year 325—started a process of critically revaluat-
ing disaster management in 1999 after the 45 seconds long earthquake.
A rebirth of the system occurred with the establishment of a General
Directorate for Disaster Management, working with the Prime Ministry; inau-
guration of a mandatory disaster insurance program; update in the seismic
design codes; and improvement in the regulations for search and rescue.
Formal disaster management training and education was introduced following
this major earthquake.

The disaster management system in the country, however, remains central-
ized and hierarchical. The Turkish Emergency Management Agency is in
charge of risk reduction and preparedness at the national level. At a provincial
level, the Provincial Governor is in charge of disaster response plans and miti-
gation—which can seek help from national agency in the case of a big disas-
ter. At a local level, the municipality has city planning and infrastructure
development functions. The city of Istanbul has been a leader in risk mitiga-
tion with the formation of the Istanbul Emergency Management Agency,
AKOM.

The government has worked with many international partners such as the
World Bank in post-earthquake reconstruction and building retrofitting pro-
grams. The Istanbul Seismic Risk Mitigation and Emergency Preparedness
Project ISMEP), a $400 million loan to the government, focuses largely on
retrofitting of public buildings and on developing emergency information
system in the city. Similar to the Gujarat case, the coordination with different
government agencies at all levels and better involvement of communities still
remain a challenge in the country.

Source: Ural (2012)

Box 7.4. Steadily Learning from Disasters: Timely Warning and
Evacuations Saved Thousands in Cyclone Phailin Response in India
Compared to the 1999 cyclone, which struck the eastern coast of India and
killed close to 10,000 people, mortality from Cyclone Phailin—which was of
similar intensity and struck similar areas of India in 2013—was a mere 38
(DevPolicy Blog 2013). The difference in mortality rate was primarily con-
tributed to effective storm warnings issued by the Indian Meteorological
Department and India’s largest storm evacuation ever—relocating 900,000
people from the coastal areas to shelters.

(continued)
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Box 7.4. (continued)

Some news reports talked about potential weakening of the storm before
landing. Nevertheless, timely warning and evacuation remain the most
extraordinary response to Cyclone Phalin (Washington Post 2013). The
results were celebrated as the outcome of over ten years of collaboration
between the government, communities, and international partners. Over the
past ten years, the government, aid agencies, and communities have worked
together to ensure plans in place for disaster-prone areas. Activities such as
disaster simulations, hazard mapping, and improving community resilience,
combined with improvements in technology—such as mobile phones and
weather tracking systems—in high-risk areas have ensured the government
and communities are ready when emergency strikes. Communities knew far
earlier of the oncoming storm and the authorities were able to provide clear
instructions about what to do.

In highly advanced and high at-risk countries, disaster risk management started
as centralized and hierarchical systems and is now moving toward focusing on local
areas and enhancing community resilience. These countries have invested in incre-
mentally learning after deadly disasters, changing laws, institutions, and approaches
to managing disaster impacts and mitigating risks. The US and Japan cases demon-
strate the above points (see Boxes 7.5 and 7.6). Both countries have invested heavily
in developing preparedness and mitigation programs. They have comprehensive and
complex national emergency management programs, which have evolved over the
years in response to numerous disasters. The programs remain highly complex with
both countries focusing on developing public-private partnerships on sharing disaster
losses. In Japan, earthquake risk insurance is offered by private insurers as a part of
fire insurance policies. In the USA, a similar but importantly different public-private
partnership exists to cover flood losses. In the USA, the challenges are related to the
loss sharing and mitigation actions that have instilled false sense of security such
as structural measures (as seen in Hurricane Katrina) or flood insurance (which has
made it easier to buy houses in high-flood-risk areas). Japan, on the other hand, has the
most developed earthquake monitoring and response systems but still struggles to
cope up with increased and multiple hazard risks. In both countries, the new research
is now supporting community resilience.

7.6 What Can Be Done Differently? A Program
for Gujarat Towns

To develop effective capacity on disaster risk management at societal level, primary
focus on local and community resilience should be given. Following the new model,
this would involve perception-based joint learning at the local level—building
capacity and ownership in local government and community.
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Box 7.5. USA: Facing Recurrent and Costly Disasters

In the USA, disaster spending has increased (Weiss and Weidman 2013) over
the last 30 years, primarily on relief and rescue. Just one event, Superstorm
Sandy in 2012, caused $50 billion in damages and $60 billion relief and
recovery.

A complex disaster management system has evolved in the country follow-
ing major disasters. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is
responsible to set policy goals and provide funding to carry out emergency
management objectives. FEMA also helps to train emergency management
personnel, approves state and local Hazard Mitigation Action Plans, and over-
sees the distribution of recovery assistance. Each state has an appointed emer-
gency management office. Usually, these departments are located within the
governor’s office or the department of public safety. They may also be stand-
alone agencies or integrated into state homeland security. Local governments
(county and municipal) have emergency management offices. FEMA works
with many government agencies as well as communities and citizens to ensure
preparedness. Risk mitigation activities are mostly dealt by specialized agen-
cies with states and localities having ultimate decision-making power.

A number of challenges exist in the country to achieve effective disaster
risk management capacity at all levels. First, FEMA and emergency manage-
ment structure remain centralized, while the growing hazard requires a differ-
ent approach focusing on enhancing resilience in a changing climate (Weiss
and Weidman 2013; McEntire 2012). Instead of focusing entirely on emer-
gency operation plans, the country needs to find ways to reduce vulnerability
and enhance capabilities. Second, regional cooperation and coordination
among all the actors involved in emergency management in the United States
need to be improved.

To meet the challenges, social scientists have urged to invest more in
behavioral change of communities. By rewarding positive behavior, the new
approach needs to focus on encouraging longer-term risk reduction through
mortgage loans, tax incentives, and other individual-based incentives
(Kunreuther et al. 2013). Others have called for an enhanced focus on com-
munity resilience, by setting community resilience fund for local disaster
mitigation and preparedness (Weiss and Weidman 2013).
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Box 7.6. Japan: From Readiness to Resilience

Perched on the Ring of Fire, an arc of seismic activity that encircles the Pacific
Basin, Japan is one of the most earthquake-prone countries in the world—and it is
also one of the best equipped to handle them. Having survived the quake of 1923,
the utter devastation of World War II, and, later in 1995, the earthquake in Kobe,
the country has done more than most countries when it comes to disaster
preparedness (Time Magazine 2011). Japan boasts the world’s most sophisticated
earthquake early warning systems. Emergency drills organized by public and pri-
vate organizations work, among other things, to transport “stranded” commuters
from their offices to their homes. Japan’s tsunami warning service, set up in 1952,
consists of 300 sensors around the archipelago, including 80 aquatic sensors that
monitor seismic activity 24/7. The network is designed to predict the height,
speed, location, and arrival time of any tsunami heading for the Japanese coast.
Tsunami safety has been a focus of coastal city planning throughout the nation.
On Japan’s east coast where tsunamis frequently hit, hundreds of earthquake and
tsunami-proof shelters have been built. Some cities have built tsunami walls and
floodgates so that the waves don’t travel inland through river systems.

Japan has a very complex institutional setup for disaster management, which
has evolved after each major disasters and accidents. The current setup came into
being after severe damages from Typhoon Isewan in 1956, which led to the adop-
tion of the Disaster Countermeasures Basic Act in 1960. Under this act, the
Central Disaster Management Council was formed with the Prime Minister as the
chairperson and ministers of all departments, heads of major public institutions,
and experts as members. Within the Cabinet Office, which is the secretariat for
this Council, the Minister of State for Disaster Management is responsible for
planning and central coordination on disaster risk reduction. In prefectures and
local municipalities, the prefectural and municipal Disaster Management Councils
are established with the members of representatives of local government organi-
zations including police and fire management departments as well as designated
local public corporations. Implementation of disaster risk management measures
is based on the local disaster management plans drafted by the Councils.

After the adoption of the Disaster Countermeasures Basic Act, the overall
trend for disaster impacts went down till the Awaji earthquake in 1991 and
more recently the Tohoku earthquake and tsunami. Changes in the system were
introduced after these two major events, with the emphasis on ensuring resil-
ient communities. The Government Committee for Technical Investigation on
Countermeasures for Earthquakes and Tsunamis after the Tohoku earthquake,
apart from improving assumptions about severity and scale of hazards, poten-
tial damage scenarios, and risk mitigation actions, emphasized the importance
of investing in resilient communities. These include ensuring that memory of
historical disasters remains in communities (with simple historical stone
edicts), risk mitigation through land-use planning and building codes, consid-
ering community characteristics in disaster mitigation programs, promoting
women in local Disaster Management Councils, and raising awareness.

Source: Adapted from Cabinet Office of Government of Japan (2011)
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7.6.1 Enhancing Government Capacity

The international experiences show that a majority of the countries started their
journey for disaster risk management through policy and institutional changes after
major disasters. The case of Gujarat is no exception. The establishment of the
GSDMA and its activities gives a solid foundation to build upon. The GSDMA has
developed an organizational structure that has a presence in both urban and rural
areas. The GSDMA was able to coordinate post-disaster reconstruction in all
disaster-affected towns, has received various awards and recognition for its work,
and continues to be a role model to other disaster risk management agencies across
the developing world. It has dedicated state funding for its growing operations and
is improving efforts to develop and maintain early warning systems, risk assess-
ments systems, training, and awareness-building programs.

Compared to the situation just after the earthquake in 2001, there is a substantial
change in the three study towns following the introduction of the GEERP. At an
administrative level, there are profound changes in government capacity to manage
disasters. Starting with the setting up of a new organization to respond to disasters
and manage disaster risk, the state administration’s efforts have shown results, legit-
imacy, and resilience.

The GSDMA'’s structure could be used to include more citizens in the develop-
ment and implementation of disaster prevention programs and plans. There is inter-
est among the government staff in increasing citizen participation. However,
agencies will need more support to carry out this process. Local governments need
to be empowered to make decisions regarding land use and zoning. They need more
resources either through national and state governments or through public-private
partnership to undertake their role effectively.

7.6.2 Developing Community Capacity

At a social level, awareness about risks and preparedness for disasters are an impor-
tant aspect of capacity building. The training and awareness programs developed by
the government are the primary sources of involvement in the communities. Many
people keep the past experiences alive in their memory. This could have a strong
impact on social capacity to deal with future disasters. Citizens’ possession of vari-
ous lifesaving skills and preparedness skills is important in building social capacity.
These are, however, missing in the study towns. Many local masons received train-
ing on safe building techniques. This was initiated by the GSDMA and the training
was provided by NGOs who had expertise in this field. These training programs
were offered during the reconstruction and rehabilitation phases but there have been
no training programs to refresh the skills or to add more people with these skills. Since
the 2001 earthquake, the skills of some individuals, especially men, have increased.
However, the number of individuals who effectively gained new skills is very low
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and the skills are getting lost with time. The development of new construction
techniques (e.g., concrete and masonry) that replace the old techniques (e.g., stone
and mud construction) has also made some of the traditional mason skills obsolete.
Disaster risks are not better understood at the local level and continue to increase
with illegal construction, masons losing their skills related to safer building con-
struction techniques, and lack of coordination. Strikingly, there is no interest from
the citizens to keep the focus on disaster risk management.

7.6.3 Achieving Joint Perception-Based Learning
7.6.3.1 Joint Perception Survey, Risk Understanding, and Learning

Government and communities jointly need to understand their risk landscape,
how current actions are changing future risk, and adapt. GSDMA has conducted
risk assessments. These need to be available at local levels along with mecha-
nisms to update them periodically to capture updated risk mapping. A massive
public awareness campaign to develop a common understanding of the risks,
causes, and impacts of disasters will be helpful in developing common perception
and need for risk mitigation measures. Ideally, a small disaster memorial in the
city can house risk maps (in digital or paper format) for communities to see their
risk to multi-hazards. Government actions and results also need to be displayed to
get a higher buy-in.

7.6.3.2 Risk-Based Spatial Planning, Zoning, and Building Codes

The empowered local governments, with better budget and staff, need to undertake
risk-based spatial planning and zoning. The building codes are already updated in
the study towns but need to be reviewed for multi-hazard risks. Risk communication
through zoning is important. If an area is on a low-lying part of the city or near a
fault line, zoning should be able to say that. In the context of Gujarat towns, enforc-
ing building codes and zoning is a big challenge.

7.6.3.3 Involvement, Empowerment, and Ownership

Involve community groups in planning and implementing projects. Form commu-
nity groups for disaster preparedness with members coming from women, elderly,
and all classes/castes. Developing public-private partnership in encouraging such
groups is essential. The groups can also be made responsible for providing training
on building construction techniques, implementing building codes, and retrofitting
measures. Financial support can be provided for the families (based on income
group) willing to take such initiative under the community group’s monitoring.
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7.6.3.4 Incentives for Positive Behavior

Property tax incentives and long-term mortgages in collaboration with banks and
real estate developers can provide powerful incentive to improve building code
enforcement. Public-private partnership in rewarding good behavior—those partici-
pating in awareness campaign, improving building construction, and actively
involved in preparedness—can encourage citizens to keep taking positive steps.
Periodic joint learning to remember and learn from the disasters should also be
undertaken. Agents—political leaders, private sectors, and CBOs—should be
involved and appreciated in such events.

Thus, to ensure long-term capacity development for disaster risk management,
the governments need to invest in (i) empowering local government agencies,
municipalities, and development authorities to lead the disaster risk management
agenda by providing technical, financial, and decision-making power to design and
implement public awareness programs, enforcement of building codes, contingency
planning, coordination, and risk-sensitive land-use planning; (ii) massive public
awareness campaigns to develop a common understanding of the causes and impacts
of disasters; (iii) engaging citizens, NGOs, and CBOs for maintaining contingency
plans and providing incentives such as tax rebate or housing loan subsidy if a new
house is built earthquake resistant for encouraging behavioral change; and (iv) sup-
porting the critical roles of local government officers and community leaders—the
change agents—by rewarding them for their innovative practice and dedication.
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Chapter 8

From Capability Trap to Effective Disaster
Risk Management Capacity: What Can
Governments, Communities, and Donors Do?

Abstract This chapter focuses on understanding what the future holds for disaster
risk management. The role of governments and communities in developing effective
disaster risk management capacity is explored along with recommendations. The
chapter focuses on two interrelated topics. First, do donors and international aid
have a role to play? Second, how much capacity development for disaster manage-
ment is actually about making the development happen in a right manner? This
research has helped in conceptualizing how capacity building takes place and what
factors are important for its effectiveness and sustainability at a local level. With a
better understanding of determinants of capacity development, scarce resources can
be effectively allocated. The findings will be useful in designing and implementing
effective disaster risk mitigation programs that keep people and their assets safe
from disasters, relying on better engagement with community, and supporting the
critical role of change agents. This final chapter also discusses some methodologi-
cal limitations and offers directions for future research.

Keywords Effective capacity ¢ Actors ¢ Role of donors ¢ Change agents ¢ Risk-
sensitive development

Returning to the questions raised in Chap. 1, this chapter focuses on understanding
what the future holds for disaster risk management. Will disaster impact continue to
grow? How can effective disaster risk management capacity be developed? The role
of governments and communities in developing effective disaster risk management
capacity is explored along with recommendations. The chapter focuses on two
interrelated topics. First, do donors and international aid have a role to play? Second,
how much capacity development for disaster management is actually about making
the development happen in a right manner?

This overall research has helped in conceptualizing how capacity building takes
place and what factors are important for its effectiveness and sustainability at local
level. With a better understanding of determinants of capacity development, scarce
resources can be effectively allocated. The findings will be useful in designing and
implementing effective disaster risk mitigation programs that keep people and their
assets safe from disasters, relying on better engagement with community, and
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supporting the critical role of change agents. This final chapter also discusses some
methodological limitations and offers directions for future research.

8.1 Disaster Impacts Will Increase

If current business as usual continues, disaster impacts will increase. Global- and
country-level assessments support this trend. Study in Gujarat towns as well as
experience in many countries show that, even with massive investments, there is a
long way to develop effective disaster risk management capacity. Escalating losses
are the result of economic and behavioral forces (Kunreuther et al. 2013). On the
economic side, rising exposure of people and economic assets to hazards will drive
economic damages and losses from disasters. As the world becomes crowded with
cities—with more people and assets accumulating in smaller areas—and as the
planet warms bringing more severe and frequent hazards (IPCC 2012), the trend for
disaster losses is clear. On the behavioral side, both decision-makers and citizens
are not able to attend to low-probability and high-impact events as they focus on
high-frequency low-impact events and short-term planning horizon (Kunreuther
et al. 2013). Decision-makers focus on short-term gains, while residents do not see
the benefit of investing in an event that seems unlikely in their lifetime. Once the
catastrophic event happens, however, the results are dramatic.

In a developing country context, the capacity to reverse the trend is even more
limited as the decision-makers are stretched thin for making investments in many
sectors in response to the growing population. In addition, incentives to invest in
short-term gains remain high. Thus, institutions that follow “form” are easy to cre-
ate than to ensure their function. One-time investment on structural mitigation and
training are easier than long-term risk mitigation and ensuring learning. Meeting
numerical targets for improving structures is easier than ensuring higher community
involvement and empowerment. The result is capability trap, leading to higher and
escalating disaster losses.

8.2 Effective Capacity Can Be Developed for Reducing
Disaster Impacts

On the positive side, the global community is giving increasing attention to
disaster risk management. The Hyogo Framework for Action (UNISDR 2007) and
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change are key international frameworks
supporting disaster risk management and climate change adaptation. As the model
presented in this book shows, the effective capacity includes government and com-
munity capacity, primarily at the local level (where disaster impacts are highly felt).
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8.2.1 Actors and Elements of Effective Capacity
for Disaster Risk Management

The conceptual model presented in Fig. 5.4 shows the basic framework for under-
standing capacity development for disaster risk management. The model and field-
work show how to develop capacity through a locally transformative process of
change and how to define capacity development and capability trap (see Table 8.1
below). Both government and community institutions including NGOs, CBOs, and
private sector need to work together to be able to ensure joint learning, resilience,
and adaptability. In the Gujarat study, current capacity or capability trap was mea-
sured through various indicators developed for capacity and sustainability. Capacity
of both government and nongovernment institutions can be increased by supporting
governments’ role as a service provider, ensuring that the local government and the
community are empowered, and supporting change agents.

Various actors have key roles to play in developing and sustaining capacity for
managing disasters. Governments have the responsibility to design capacity
development interventions. Such interventions should start with an assessment of
the environment, the system and disaster risk, as well as the community’s vulnera-
bility, beliefs, perceptions, and acceptable level of risk. Local governments and
communities should be at the forefront of capacity development. Donors bring sig-
nificant resources and have a key interest in investing in disaster prevention. Rather

Table 8.1 Components of effective capacity for disaster risk management

Capacity To increase
Actors development Capability trap Indicators capacity
Government Results, Failure, lack of Enabling law Laws, budget,

legitimacy, recognition, rigid | funding, staff, technical staff,

resilience structure and technical ability, government’s

function political priority role as a service
provider

Communities | Behavioral No control over Community Be more aware
and civil society | change, positive | future, helplessness, | priority, behavior | of risks, take
organizations attitude—valuing | apathy, disregard to | change, informed

Both (locally

life and property, | social context, empowerment decisions, and
taking control of | disintegrated demand better
the future actions/demands prevention

Joint learning,

Negative changes

If both government

Campaigns, use

transformative | resilience, after leadership and nongovernment | of social

process of adaptability, changes, rigid agents work capital,

change) community programs—small or | together incentives for
empowerment very big which have change agents

not taken roots in

the social systems;
reliance on donors
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than supporting top-down and supply-driven capacity development programs, they
should support joint capacity building programs resulting from consultations and
cooperation with communities. The framework should include support for the envi-
ronment and change agents. Nongovernmental organizations such as NGOs, CBOs,
community groups, the private sector, and the media need to be proactive in asking
the government to involve the community and to coordinate better. Citizens have a
major role, especially in a democracy, to ask for better services and responses. They
should realize their role in ensuring coordination and demanding information.

8.2.2 Role of Donors

Though the “No Aid” group argues not to provide donor aid to developing and poor
countries, the donors will be investing in disaster response and mitigation given
escalating disaster impacts. With their role in providing funding and technical
knowledge, they can play a crucial role in ensuring effective capacity development.
Thus, the key question is not whether they have a role to play but what should they
finance. Their role should be focusing on five major principles:

1. Focus on long-term risk mitigation measures: Donors need to be candid about
the long time frame for developing disaster risk management capacity along with
the need for long-term financing and support.

2. Invest in global risk assessment, risk indices, risk communication, and monitoring:
Just like local governments in cities and towns, at an international level, donors
can support investment in unified global risk assessment and risk indices.!
Communicating risk and monitoring them over time will also be crucial in
understanding changing global risk landscape.

3. Technical leadership: Donors can provide technical leadership in suggesting
optimum solution for building long-term risk mitigation capacity. As the new
model in this book suggests, such capacity needs to rely on building long-term
risk mitigation and providing incentives for positive behavior.

4. Put the recipient country in driver’s seat and finance projects that focus on
developing local and community capacity: At national level, donor support can
focus on ensuring mortality reduction in developing countries through invest-
ment in early warning and response and steps taken to mainstream long-term risk
mitigation in development. Bulk of investment, however, should focus on
local-level capacity development and community-level behavioral changes.

5. Emergency response and post-disaster reconstruction need to include long-term
risk mitigation: Donor support to emergency response should include support for
long-term risk mitigation.

' Global Assessment Report and IPCC are currently such mechanisms but adopting a more unified
approach with clear global risk indicators can be useful.
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8.2.3 Ensuring Risk-Sensitive Development

Ensuring that development includes ways of mitigating long-term disaster risks is at
the heart of reducing disaster losses. Disaster risks emerge from and exacerbate
from skewed development processes such as those associated with environmental
degradation, rapid and unplanned urbanization in hazardous areas, failures of gov-
ernance, and the scarcity of livelihood options for the poor IPCC 2012). Effectively,
disaster risk management should focus on ensuring disaster risk reduction in
national development and sector plans (IPCC 2012). This should include constantly
analyzing risks, not just physical hazards but financial and social risk, and taking
appropriate risk mitigation measures in development planning (World Bank 2013).
Sectoral ministries need to consider risks in their sectors and take appropriate
actions. Prime focus should, however, be on local level where empowerment and
inclusiveness can provide wider and long-term benefit. After all, development is
about not getting stuck in capability trap but developing effective capacity.

8.3 Contributions and Remaining Questions

The materials presented in this book are one of the first attempts at bringing together
different strands of the capacity development paradigm as they apply to the disaster
risk management field. The integrated model developed for this research can be a
starting point for future research to understand, design, and analyze capacity build-
ing programs. It not only will help the government of Gujarat in improving its disas-
ter risk management program but can also help other governments and international
development agencies in developing future programs. The successful and sustain-
able governance aspects of the framework can provide guidance in developing pub-
lic policies that integrate the top-down and bottom-up aspects and perceptions. With
a better understanding of determinants of capacity development, scarce resources
can be more effectively allocated and employed.

8.4 Directions for Future Research

This book systematically presented capacity development within a complete frame-
work that has rarely been attempted by researchers before. Prior research looked
primarily at top-down characteristics. This book, while validating the top-down
characteristics, brought out the importance of a bottom-up perspective. It also
looked at the qualitative aspects of capacity development, thus going beyond such
quantitative aspects as how many additional staff were recruited or how many train-
ing programs were conducted. The book looks at the sustainability factors of capac-
ity development that have rarely been attempted in earlier research.
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The model presented in this book needs to be applied in different national settings
to identify other factors of influence. Comparative studies across countries could
provide opportunities to compare and contrast the capacity development factors as
well as sustainability factors. New research can apply the conceptual framework to
other geographical areas, such as cities in other developing countries that have been
affected by disasters. The framework can also be applied to other kinds of disasters
such as floods, tsunamis, landslides, and hurricanes. Within India itself, capacity
building under GEERP can be compared with disaster reconstruction programs
undertaken in other states, particularly in the states of Orissa and Tamil Nadu. The
national government has started encouraging states to develop institutions that can
comprehensively address disaster management. Analyses of national policies would
be another avenue for follow-up.

Many current studies evaluate different aspects of capacity building in a piece-
meal fashion. The conceptual framework proposed in the Gujarat study provides a
holistic way of understanding capacity development; however, this research did not
focus on understanding how capacity development interventions were implemented
under GEERP, which is important if we are to understand how capacity building
takes place on the ground from agenda setting to design, adoption, and implementa-
tion (Grindle 2007). Future research may wish to explore this aspect in more detail,
focusing on understanding how programs were implemented.

Similarly, while indicators for measuring government capacity were comprehen-
sive for this research, indicators for community capacity need more elaboration as
they do not capture networking and social capital analysis necessary for disaster risk
management. Future research may wish to develop further indicators for assessing
community capacity, including indicators for capturing how integrated the govern-
ment and community capacities are. New research can also focus on defining envi-
ronmental and system factors (context as defined by Grindle 2007) as well as the
capacity building potential and capability traps of various groups and subgroups
that work in formal (government system) and informal (community) settings.
A retrospective study of other programs at different time frames might be another
avenue of future research.

Extensive data such as time series data and panel data of different towns could be
collected through surveys or from government records. Various statistical analyses
could be employed to analyze these datasets. Other data collection methods such as
focus group discussions could be carried out to determine whether there are consis-
tent findings. Surveys and interviews of a larger sample size could bring out differ-
ent or much more elaborate findings. Future research may also wish to employ
interviews and other methods with communities in Bhachau and Mandvi to examine
if the findings are consistent with this research. However, the cost of collecting such
extensive data, both in terms of financial cost and time required, needs to be com-
pared with the additional benefit from the potential data.
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Appendix: Interview and Survey Sampling

Interview Sample

Interviews were carried out with senior managers/staff and top elected officials at
government agencies, municipalities, and other organizations in Bhuj, Bhachau,
Madnvi, and Gandhinagar in Gujarat, India. See figure below for details.
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Gujarat State Government [Joint CEO & Sector Manager — GSDMA]

Kutch District Government [Project Officer — DEOC/ Collectorate]

BHUJ
Government Agencies [Mayor-Municipality, Chairman- Area
Development Authority]
NGOs, CBOs [Director-ACT, Resource Person-KMVS, Resource Person-
KNNA]
Interest Groups, Consultants [Member-BDC, Member-Jain Trust,
Retired Government Officer, Councilman, Urban Development
Consultant]

BHACHAU
Government Agencies [Engineer-Municipality, Chairman, Engineer-Area
Development Authority]
NGOs, CBOs [Resource Person-KMVS, Resource Person-KNNA]
Interest Groups, Consultants [Reporter-Divya Bhaskar News, Urban
Development Consultant]

MANDVI
Government Agencies [Mayor & Head Clerk-Municipality]
NGOs, CBOs [Training Coordinator-VRTI, Resource Person-KNNA]
Interest Groups, Consultants [Board Member-Rotary Club]

Fig. 1 Interview sample

Survey Sample

Two separate questionnaire surveys targeted government agencies and residents in
Bhuj. The surveys in the district and local government agencies targeted the senior
staff of the different sections within the agencies (e.g., emergency services, engi-
neering division, and finance). This sample is the same as the population, since the
population is small.

The survey also included residents from five different localities in Bhuj who
represented different socioeconomic groups (high income to low income) and dif-
ferent disaster reconstruction characteristics (rebuilt at the same place, relocated,
slums). These were identified through discussions with the staff at Bhuj municipal-
ity and NGOs.
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Gujarat State

Kutch District Government [DEOC/ Collectorate]

BHUIJ

Government Agencies

[Bhuj Municipality
Bhuj Area Development
Authority]

Residents

[Sonivad, Vaniavad

Sanskar Nagar, Arihant Nagar
Nilkanth Nagar, Odhavpuri
Mundra Relocation Site, RTO Site
Madhavrao Nagar, Bapa Dayal
Nagar]

BHACHAU

Government Agencies [Bhachau Municipality, Bhachau Area
Development Authority]

MANDVI
Government Agencies [Mandvi Municipality]

Fig. 2 Survey sample
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Location of Residential Surveys in Bhuj

% 0ld City @ O0ld Suburb B NewSuburb @ Slum Area
A Relocation Site 43 Bhuj municipality Bhuj metropolitan area

(Map data source: Google, 2015)
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