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1

Introduction: FEuropean Civil
Security Governance — Towards a
New Comprehensive Policy Space?

Raphael Bossong and Hendrik Hegemann

Introduction

The post-Cold War period has witnessed a transformation from military-
focused civil defence towards broader concepts of ‘all-hazards’ crisis and
disaster management.! Civilian crises and disasters, it seems, are ubig-
uitous and ‘normal’ (Perrow, 1984, 2007), while the threat of major
interstate war has receded from the top of the agenda of security
planners and crisis managers — at least in Western Europe and before
the recent confrontations in Ukraine. Thus, security challenges like
large-scale industrial accidents, infrastructure failures, major terrorist
attacks or global pandemics have risen to prominence in the work of
security policymakers and practitioners and become merged with long-
standing concerns about ‘natural’ disasters such as floods and storms.
The paradigmatic shorthand for these developments is the emergence of
the ‘(world) risk society’ (Beck, 1992, 1999), whereby advanced societies
are confronted with a multitude of increasingly complex, transnational
and incalculable risks resulting from the unintended side-effects of
globalization and high-tech capitalism. There is no shortage of recent
examples supporting this thesis, ranging from the terrorist attacks in
New York, Madrid or London and the Fukushima nuclear disaster to the
2004 Indian Ocean tsunami or the Ebola virus pandemic in Western
Africa.

Both macro-sociological analyses and political science have corre-
spondingly highlighted the growing limits to hierarchical, expert-driven
and state-centred mechanisms of control. Yet, despite the growth of civil
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2 Introduction: European Civil Security Governance

society movements in areas such as environmental protection and struc-
tural trends towards more horizontal forms of governance, citizens still
demand an effective and efficient provision of core security goods by
‘the state’. Even if one adopts a critical reading of exaggerated threat
perceptions, such as in the case of terrorism, Western societies are not
inclined to accept fatalistic interpretations of natural disasters and soci-
etal vulnerabilities. Security continues to be the quintessential value
and basis for political legitimacy in modern states, apparently requiring
responsible governments to take resolute action against an ever longer
list of — real or imagined — threats and fears, also entailing the danger
of overreaction and unintended costs and consequences (Furedi, 2005;
Baumann, 2006). The US-coined concept of ‘homeland security’ can be
seen as the most comprehensive, though highly controversial, expres-
sion of this trend. In Europe, too, the value of security can be regarded as
increasingly central to political authority construction (Burgess, 2011).

In this context, the European Union (EU) has similarly built up
frameworks for responding to crises, disasters and structural risks that
cross both geographical and functional boundaries. Going beyond
its track record as a regulator of economic infrastructures as well as
the long-standing ambition to forge a Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP), the EU can increasingly be seen as a comprehensive
security provider for its citizens. This notion is expressed in new for-
mal norms and institutions, such as the ‘Solidarity Clause’ and the
European Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERCC), as well
as in informal arrangements for research and best practice exchange.
Furthermore, the notion of preparedness and response to crises has
become central to many EU policy regimes that developed dynamically
over the last decade, ranging from counterterrorism to food security
and flood protection. In sum, comprehensive management of crises
and disasters seems to be moving towards a distinct European pol-
icy space and research agenda (Boin et al., 2006, 2013; Attina, 2013;
Kirchner et al., 2014). Yet, functional pressures for centralization and
trans-nationalization exist alongside deep rooted and potentially con-
flicting political interests and cultural traditions, not to forget cross-
cutting trends towards more decentralized societal resilience. Hence,
the evolution of this hybrid governance space requires more systematic
investigation.

Moreover, the potentially far-reaching economic, political, legal and
operational implications of this new dimension of EU security gover-
nance have hardly attracted public or academic attention. The EU’s
CEFSP or areas like counterterrorism and asylum, which are more directly
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linked to salient normative and political debates, continue to stand in
the limelight (Bigo et al., 2010; Biscop, 2013). We do not want to detract
from the importance of these debates. However, it is striking that the
unique character and the interrelatedness of many policies and pro-
cesses in the field of civilian crisis and disaster management are not
awarded sufficient scrutiny — even though it has become commonplace
to point to the merger of internal and external security policy (Eriksson
and Rhinard, 2009; Schroeder, 2011) as well as to the EU’s endorsement
of a ‘comprehensive approach’ (Kaunert and Zwolski, 2013). From an
academic perspective, the literature on EU security governance usually
disregards broader policy regimes and frameworks to protect EU citi-
zens against multiple hazards and risks rather than against intentional
threats (Kirchner and Sperling, 2007; Wagnsson et al., 2009; Norheim-
Martinsen, 2013). And from a political perspective, one may wonder
about the agendas and interests of bureaucratic and professional actors
to downplay the ‘disaster-politics-nexus’ and portray crisis and disaster
management as a primarily technical question (Hannigan, 2012).

This edited volume, therefore, draws attention to the emerging field
of ‘civil security governance’ in Europe. As explained further below,
this volume argues that the concept of civil security governance may
help to capture the emerging protection-oriented policy space, which
extends beyond the EU’s CFSP and Area of Freedom, Security and Jus-
tice (AFSJ) and is not adequately covered by more traditional terms
like internal security. The concept further aims to highlight that EU
structures and policies are placed in a complex system that involves dif-
ferent actors with diverse and potentially conflicting traditions, rules
and institutions. Consequentially, we need a broader perspective. Mem-
ber states continue to hold most competences for the provision of civil
security, while one also needs to be aware of different global, regional,
national and subnational actions and actors in a differentiated multi-
level system dealing with the management of transnational risks and
crises (de Franco and Meyer, 2011; Attina, 2012; Hannigan, 2012). Thus,
analysing civil security in and of the EU requires an appreciation for
interdependence and multiple levels of governance.

In addition to students of EU security policy or European analysts of
security governance, this analysis should be of relevance to researchers
interested in crisis and disaster management or in the wider evolution of
security studies. The former usually approach the response to concrete
crisis and disasters from the perspective of functional and operational
challenges impeding effective and efficient action — especially at the
national level — but often disregard the broader political and conceptual
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dynamics in this transnational policy-field. The latter have conducted
extensive analysis of the evolving concept of security in its different
guises, but did not explicitly scrutinize the idea of civil security with its
specific meaning and ramifications.

The remainder of this introductory chapter therefore works towards a
common, though not canonical, understanding of civil security gover-
nance and how it fits in broader debates briefly alluded to above. First,
it asks what ‘civil security’ is and which potentials and pitfalls it entails
compared to related terms. Second, it raises the question of whether
civil security is emerging as a new, distinct European policy space and
suggests that the idea of security governance might help us under-
stand developments in this area. The final section then briefly outlines
the three parts of the book, which speak to different, but overlapping
research interests and respectively address the challenge of diversity
in European civil security governance; Europe’s relation to global and
regional processes of transformation; and the wider implications for the
EU’s role as a security actor.

Civil security: Just another prefix?

The definition and redefinition of security beyond conventional
military-centred conceptions has been a key concern for social science
research over the last two decades. The study of security has left behind
its constitutive emphasis on ‘national security’ and added a plethora of
new prefixes to security, which can be understood as parallel deepen-
ing and widening (Buzan and Hansen, 2009). These compound terms
and modulations of the meaning of security have attracted intense
debate, which generally revolves around the tension between the desire
to ‘democratize’ or ‘civilize’ the practices of security and orient them
towards the emancipatory benefit of each human being, and the dangers
of eroding democracy, social cohesion and civil rights by ever expanding
processes of ‘securitization’ (Loader and Walker, 2007; Huysmans, 2014).

By using the term ‘civil security’, we cannot escape this normative
debate. From a critical perspective, it could be argued that civil secu-
rity is guilty of unnecessarily adding to the muddy waters of academic
definition. Aside from suspicions that we just seek to introduce a new
buzzword, civil security could most of all be seen as yet another indi-
cator of the securitization of all aspects of ‘civil’ life and the resulting
claims to political authority to provide protection.

Instead of immediately staking out a normative position in this
debate, we, however, first aim to open an area of investigation and pay
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attention to emerging empirical developments. As sketched out above,
there are significant transformations in the broader field of crisis and dis-
aster management at the EU level and beyond, which cannot readily be
captured by familiar labels from security studies. On a theoretical level,
we expect that the way security governance is organized and executed
strongly depends upon the underlying representations and understand-
ings of ‘security’ — and these representations and understandings can
lead to, or accommodate, different logics of governance ranging from
functional technocracy over ‘normal’ politics to states of emergency
(Christou et al., 2010). So it matters whether a field is structured by rep-
resentations that are associated with internal security, human security or
civil security, but the resulting consequences do not have to automati-
cally be read from the perspective of securitization (in its many critical
variants). Following this inductive approach, the next section, therefore,
surveys the existing usages of civil security before, in a second step, fur-
ther discussing its possible political and normative implications, which
are typically foregrounded by critical security scholars.

Civil security: What'’s in a name?

To date, the term civil security is used in varied geographical and func-
tional contexts. First, some national governments advanced the concept
as a way to describe the comprehensive ambitions of their reformed
crisis and disaster management systems. For example, the section for
Civil Security (Sécurité Civile) in the French Ministry of Internal Security
underlines that civil security is taking place ‘on all fronts’ and ‘for all
types of disasters’.? In other cases, civil security also serves to capture
the desired holistic and de-militarized conduct of crisis management
and civil protection. Civil security, for example, was proposed as a new
guiding concept for the transformation of Bulgaria’s security architec-
ture to be established as a third pillar alongside military-centred external
security and police-focused internal security (Shalamanov et al., 2005).
A slightly different reading becomes apparent in attempts by some ana-
lysts in the broader US discourse on ‘homeland security’ to suggest civil
security as a useful concept to activate and inform citizens in the ‘war on
terror’ by revitalizing and adapting experiences from civil defence pro-
grammes dating back to the Cold War (Dory, 2003). Yet, the term civil
security never gained acceptance in the US context. In this comprehen-
sive sense and through its focus on crisis and disasters within Western
societies, civil security also partly overlaps with, but goes clearly beyond,
the concepts of disaster relief and emergency aid as they are advanced
by many international actors (Attina, 2012; Hannigan, 2012).
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Second, some actors in academia and private industry have taken
up civil security to promote new research and technological agendas.
For instance, the term features prominently in the EU Commission’s
security research programme, which highlights its goal to ‘stimulate
the cooperation of providers and users for civil security solutions’ and
‘ensure optimal and concerted use of available and evolving technolo-
gies to the benefit of civil European security’.® In this perspective, civil
security can relate to various technological applications not only for
identification, surveillance and border protection but also for warning,
communication or rescue, which has resonated with the security indus-
try to market a wider range of products to a wider range of security
practitioners. The security industry members united in the ‘Swedish
Association of Civil Security’, for example, define civil security in a broad
way as ‘the ability of society to handle antagonistic or non-antagonistic
threats with a significant impact on the functioning of society’.* In gen-
eral, European officials have repeatedly stressed a pragmatic need to
restructure national defence industries in light of declining defence
budgets, whereas military research cooperation and joint production
remains fraught with numerous political obstacles and is nearly impossi-
ble in the EU context. Civil security research allowed the Commission to
legitimate its fragile role as security actor beyond the contentious mil-
itary sphere. Thus, civil security research is heuristically defined by its
antonym, even if civilian-led cooperation with military actors and the
development of dual use technologies is not ruled out.

Third, civil security relates to a number of broader meta-trends in
security provision by Western states. A wider historical perspective
brings out a loose set of family resemblances that civil security shares
with some of the other terms prevalent in this discourse. A first com-
mon trend is a break with the previous Cold War tradition of ‘civil
defence’ effectively focusing on the protection of societies against the
consequences of nuclear war. During the 1990s, more comprehensive
notions, such as ‘civil protection’, became strong as new terms to denote
public activities to protect the civilian population against all kinds of
disasters and emergencies in rather decentralized structures with broad
societal participation (Alexander, 2002). Rather than ‘the state’, soci-
eties and their ‘vital systems’ necessary to ensure the functioning of
modern societies were increasingly defined as central reference objects
of security policy. This shift manifested itself in new terms like ‘soci-
etal security’ (Waver et al., 1993) and ‘critical infrastructure protection’
(Collier and Lakoff, 2008). Another distinct attempt to advance more
comprehensive concepts for the protection of societies is visible in the
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US-coined concept of ‘homeland security’. It appeals beyond a techni-
cal or abstract referent object of security to the politically charged or
emotive term of ‘homeland’ that is threatened by invasion (Kaunert
et al., 2012, pp. 3-4). As is well known, it also emerged directly in
response to the events of 9/11 and served to justify exceptionalist polit-
ical measures. The introduction and institutionalization of homeland
security — most visible through the US Department of Homeland Secu-
rity (DHS) - revived the Cold War idea of civil defence, highlighting
the need to prepare society for the response to terrorist attacks and
to increase the resilience of societies. Yet, the limits and resulting gaps
on this primary focus on terrorism as well as the low levels of societal
resilience and mobilization were sharply highlighted during Hurricane
Katrina.

Civil security also relates to the notions of risk management, risk gov-
ernance and resilience that seem to have taken hold and have come to
be regarded as an almost universally applicable panacea for the assess-
ment and management of diverse natural and man-made hazards. More
recent conceptualizations of risk governance have fully incorporated the
classic critiques of seminal thinkers such as Beck and seek to balance a
quantitative, mathematical risk management with sensitivity to deep
uncertainty, complex scenarios and the need to involve multiple soci-
etal and political stakeholders beyond technocratic experts (van Asselt
and Renn, 2011). In this context, the idea of resilience further acknowl-
edges that societies — at least within reasonable costs — cannot guarantee
effective protection of all people and sights against all kinds of unfore-
seen crises and disasters and, therefore, need to prepare for the case of
their actual occurrence. This requires steps to enable and empower soci-
eties to cope with and recover from such events (Coaffee et al., 2008;
see also Prior, Roth and Herzog in this volume). Yet, resilience remains
ambiguous, especially when seen as universal standard for a society. Crit-
ical scholars have increasingly seen it as a further vector or problematic
norm for instilling a neoliberal logic of governmentality (Joseph, 2013;
Chandler, 2014), which shifts vital responsibilities of public authorities
towards the individual, irrespective of the actually available capacities
for or consent to such decentred resilience. These broader debates form
the background of the concept of civil security that is at the heart of this
volume. This debate is much broader, however, and cannot be fruitfully
addressed here. Instead of such wider social transformations this book
foregrounds more readily observable, yet understudied, shifts in public
governance structures for crisis, risk and disaster management with a
special emphasis on Europe.



8 Introduction: European Civil Security Governance

This brief overview indicates that civil security continues to be a fuzzy
concept with unclear boundaries and rooted in different, but related,
discourses. Moreover, the concept is seldom used explicitly and rarely,
if ever, more formally defined. However, the diverse usages are held
together loosely by an emphasis on the need for comprehensive and
joined-up all-hazards approaches, the dissociation from civil and mili-
tary security and the need to award more attention to the role of citizens
and the private sector.

Such a framing appears to be especially pertinent for the EU case.
Interestingly, the EU itself explicitly refers to the term civil security only
occasionally and primarily in the context of its security research pro-
gramme. Likewise, the academic debate on EU policies to protect its
citizens is usually framed in terms of ‘internal security’ (Mitsilegas et al.,
2003; Bossong and Rhinard, 2013a), ‘homeland security’ (Rhinard and
Boin, 2009; Kaunert et al., 2012) or ‘societal security’ (Boin et al., 2007).
To avoid the negative connotations of homeland security, at least in so
far as they exist from a European perspective, and especially in relation
to the focus on the ‘war on terror’, the EU particularly sought to pro-
mote the notion of ‘internal security’, most notably through its Internal
Security Strategy (Bossong and Rhinard, 2013b). Although EU internal
security has been broadened to include areas like critical infrastructure
protection, most people probably still associate the term with police
and judicial cooperation regarding questions of crime, asylum and bor-
der protection and, more generally, with prosecution or prevention of
individual crimes, rather than with response to crises and disasters with
a wider social impact. The described meaning of civil security, there-
fore, seems to be more conducive to analysis at the EU level where
different functional competences at different levels coalesce and inter-
act and where the domestic use of the military does not play a major
role. In its communication for a ‘post-2015 Hyogo Framework for Dis-
aster Risk Reduction’ the Commission, for example, underlined the goal
of a ‘comprehensive multi-hazard approach’ and ‘active engagement of
civil society’ while military means and actors were completely absent
(European Commission, 2014, pp. 10-11).

Civilizing security or securitizing the civilian?

Despite these varied and inconclusive empirical usages, the concept of
civil security can be used for the legitimation of various policies and
institutions, especially by distancing them from military action and
linking them to modern risks and vulnerabilities. The kind and severity
of the underlying threat is not consensual and self-evident but subject
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to scholarly and political debate. Hence, using the term civil security
can have important political and normative ramifications.

From the existing discourse, one can discern two basic positions on
the potential and pitfalls of advancing civil security as a scholarly and
political priority. A growing group of crisis management researchers
stress the importance of increasingly complex and ‘transboundary’
crises, such as critical infrastructure failure or global pandemics fuelled
by the growth of global travel and communication systems and the eco-
nomic and technical interconnectedness of modern capitalist societies.
They highlight the need for new forms of transnational cooperation
dealing with these crises and search for the best way in which such
cooperation should be organized in order to achieve ideal results. The
EU has been at the centre of this discussion due to its high degree of
economic and social integration and interdependence and its compar-
atively dense and advanced net of institutions and instruments (Boin
et al., 2007; Boin and Ekengren, 2009; 't Hart and Sundelius, 2013). The
contrary critical position mentioned earlier holds that excessive and
inflated threat representations and risk constructions, for example in
relation to terrorism, are used to legitimate the work of security agen-
cies in search for a new raison d’étre after the end of the Cold War and to
justify emergency measures, which undermine the principles of democ-
racy and civil liberty (Eriksson, 2001; Dunn Cavelty and Kristensen,
2008). The EU, in particular, is credited with a special tendency towards
technocratic practices of preventive and precautionary risk management
acting on the basis of knowledge representations regarding future risks
and catastrophes (Bigo, 2002; Huysmans et al., 2006).

Is it necessary to take position between the functionalist and criti-
cal camp? Or can one also stake out a different, but not necessarily a
compromise, position? In this perspective, one may underline the ben-
efits of a ‘civilized’ definition and management of security (Loader and
Walker, 2007). That is, it remains possible to conceive of public actors
as crucial catalysts and guarantors, though not sole providers, of secu-
rity. Security, in this context, should be understood as a ‘thick’ public
good that cannot be reduced to individualized and only indirectly aggre-
gated decisions and investments to increase protection (e.g. by buying
safety and security equipment and services). Conversely, security can-
not be defined only as an external public good to be provided by public
actors, since it is also inter-subjective understandings and the engage-
ment of citizens that make up for the shared sense of social trust and
ontological security — in contrast to frightened individuals who have
a potentially limitless appetite for security measures that are offered
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to them by public actors (by means of securitizing strategies and dis-
courses) in exchange for docility. While the global risk society and the
growth of transnational governance challenge our traditional concepts
of democratic debate and control, it can remain an emancipatory project
to strive for constitutionally embedded, and politically controlled and
debated, security policy at the transnational level.

Empirical research on civil protection and disaster management may,
thus, not typically foreground such normative debates that are normally
associated with internal security and the fight against terrorism. How-
ever, the term civil security may allow to move one step beyond purely
functionalist arguments for transnational cooperation and to keep an
eye on the ambivalent potential to extend securitization or to promote
security policies that foreground the interests and values of civilian
actors and society at large. We cannot yet provide such a deeper nor-
mative defence of the concept or related goals and policies. However,
we hope that our initial aim to arrive at a better grasp of the emerg-
ing political, institutional and operational governing dynamics in civil
security will provide an important stepping stone in this direction.

Civil security governance: Towards a new European policy
space?

We argue that a new European policy space of civil security is emerg-
ing. As illustrated above, this premise is based on the observation that
many of the risks and threats subsumed under the civil security label can
have significant transboundary ramifications (e.g. global pandemics),
may overstress the resources of an individual country (e.g. major nat-
ural disasters) or have a strong symbolic importance for international
solidarity (e.g. terrorist attacks). Moreover, the EU disposes of relevant
competences in areas like transport and energy and can draw on its expe-
rience with EU-wide regulation and coordination. Hence, civil security
governance may seem like an almost natural concern for EU integration
and cooperation (Boin et al., 2007, 2013; Boin and Ekengren, 2009).
Yet, to move from these general considerations to the definition of,
and operationalizable research on, an EU policy space is not simple. In a
classic institutionalist sense, European policy spaces could be defined
as ‘supranational policy arenas or sites of governance, structured by
EU rules, procedures and the activities of the EU’s organisations’ (Stone
Sweet et al., 2001, p. 3). In addition to institutional and legal elements, a
policy space also has a normative dimension and presupposes ‘a widely
shared system of rules and procedures to define who actors are, how
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they make sense of each other’s actions, and what types of actions
are possible’ (Stone Sweet et al., 2001, p. 12). Such an understanding
directs us to look at instances of formal rule-setting and institution-
building as well as at ideational and normative processes leading to
shared understandings of issues to be tackled and actors to be included.

On this account, the initial evidence seems mixed. On the one hand,
civil security is increasingly formulated as a distinct EU policy goal,
even if other labels may be used. Since the Treaty of Lisbon, ‘prevent-
ing and protecting against natural or man-made disasters’ is formally
defined as a supportive competence of the EU (TFEU Art.196), whereby
member states retain primary operational and regulatory competences.
The EU’s five year internal security programme for the period 2009-
2014 (‘Stockholm Programme’) established the goal of ‘a Europe that
protects’ based on ‘comprehensive and effective Union disaster manage-
ment’ (European Council, 2010, pp. 17, 25). The EU Internal Security
Strategy defines the objective to ‘increase Europe’s resilience to crises
and disasters’ as one of its key goals, including through the full imple-
mentation of the solidarity clause, the EU-wide advancement of an
‘all-hazards’ approach, an integrated approach to situation awareness
and the development of European response capacities (European Com-
mission, 2010a, pp. 13-15). Hence, one may think that civil security is
closely linked to the EU’s common identity and shared perception of
threats and risks that underpin its ambition to move towards a ‘secure
European community’ (Ekengren, 2008).

This normative commitment is backed up increasingly by processes of
formal and legal institutionalization. Civil protection now has a genuine
home in the Commission within the Directorate-General Humanitar-
ian Aid and Civil Protection (DG ECHO). The EU Civil Protection
Mechanism has been revised and updated, the Commission set up the
new ERCC and the Common Emergency Communication and Infor-
mation System (CECIS), and the Council endorsed the principle of
Integrated Political Crisis Response. Moreover, the EU has advanced
specific instruments and tools for implementation by member states,
such as guidelines for national risk assessments (European Commission,
2010b), and agreed upon a new agenda to implement the UN's global
Hyogo framework (HFA: Hyogo Framework for Action) for disaster risk
reduction (European Commission, 2014).

On the other hand, protecting populations is an issue close to the
core of national sovereignty where member states have historically been
reluctant to delegate tasks to Brussels. Cooperation on civil protection
was not initially foreseen as an integration objective, but only emerged
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as a literal spillover effect from the deepening economic and societal
integration in Furope. In particular, the first EU activities on civil protec-
tion in the 1980s and early 1990s followed from legislative competences
in the areas of industrial safety and maritime protection, whereby major
chemical accidents and oil spills could not only be addressed on a regu-
latory level, but also as a concrete operational cross-boundary challenge
for rescue services. At the same time, the transition from military-
dominated civil defence to civilian-led systems for disaster management
also occurred relatively recently in many member states, that is, several
years after the end of the Cold War or even early into the new millen-
nium, especially in the case of former Communist countries. The EU
only acquired highly circumscribed competences in the area of military
cooperation and external ‘civilian crisis management’ around the same
time (early 2000s). Therefore, it was not to be expected that civil pro-
tection would feature prominently as a formal explicit competence of
the EU, while member states clearly remain in charge of all operational
resources. This is expressed in the formulation of EU Treaty Law that
only briefly refers to civil protection as supportive competence.

This historical reluctance, or belated start, to move towards more
supranational integration in this area reflects in the fact that legal pro-
visions and structures for civil security remain strongly diverse across
member states, depending on cultural and institutional contexts, histor-
ical experiences or exposure to specific threats (Houben, 2005; Bremberg
and Britz, 2009; Krieger, 2013; Kirchner et al., 2014). In civil security,
cooperation and coordination - despite the described growth of EU-level
institutions and policies — eventually still mostly takes place through
informal exchanges among top-ranking security policymakers and offi-
cials from national-level governments and agencies. While other policy
areas that are similarly placed, such as educational or aspects of social
policy, have attracted growing amounts of attention, there is hardly any
comparable research on whether EU supportive action in civil security
actually trickles down to the national or even local level (Hollis, 2010).

Finally, the conceptual ambiguity regarding civil security described
above also casts doubt on the coherence of such a policy space as its
borders by nature remain rather fuzzy. Many structures and activities
take place in functional areas — ranging from counterterrorism over crit-
ical infrastructure protection to fire safety — that might be subsumed
under comprehensive umbrella terms like civil security but actually fol-
low very different traditions and do not always show much regular
interaction. Even in the US, empirical research has thrown doubt over
the internal cohesion and relevance of the desired integrated policy
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regime for homeland security (May et al., 2011). Instead, traditional
policy (sub)communities remain largely isolated from each other. This
suggests that even more so in the EU, civil security competences and
actors are ‘scattered across the EU’s institutional landscape’ and many of
them ‘were not designed with crisis management in mind’ (Boin et al.,
2013, p. 144). It is, thus, hard to say where this policy space ends and
where it starts, and which vision, strategic concept or reference object
of security is supposed to bind these different phenomena together in
daily practice.

Civil security, therefore, might rather meet the more fragmented and
fluid image of security governance than a coherent objective with a
neatly defined policy space or institutional underpinning. A security
governance approach directs us to pay attention to a broader range of
phenomena beyond formal institutions and identities. In their classic
definition, Webber et al. (2004, p. 8) understand security governance to
include ‘coordinated management and regulation of issues by multiple
and separate authorities, the interventions of both public and private
actors (depending upon the issue), formal and informal arrangements,
in turn structured by discourse and norms, and purposefully directed
toward particular policy outcomes’. Thus, security governance shares
with the institutionalist notion of policy space the focus on institutional
and normative features but allows for a more diverse and differentiated
order below the level of more far-reaching institutionalization.

Moreover, the EU has also been more recently regarded as a leading,
or most-likely case of security governance (Kirchner and Sperling, 2007;
Wagnsson et al., 2009; Christou et al., 2010; Schroeder, 2011), based on
its ‘post-Westphalian’ transfers of sovereignty, shared risks, diverse set
of institutions and comprehensive notion of security. EU actions and
institutions are also part of complex systems of governance at differ-
ent national, regional and global levels (Sperling and Webber, 2014),
while European crisis and disaster management is one aspect of the
larger trend towards regional ‘security complexes’ (Buzan and Waver;
2003; Hollis 2015). So security governance may capture not only differ-
ent kinds of relations between diverse public and private actors but also
the inclusion of local emergency response agencies or relevant regional
and global organizations in the field, such as the United Nations Office
for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR).

Finally, the notion of security governance may be more conducive
to the rather decentralized nature of EU civil security with its empha-
sis on informal and operational mechanisms of information exchange,
network-building and best practices (Ekengren, 2006; Bremberg, 2010;
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Hollis, 2010). These activities can have important consequences, or
often go along with more formal supranational regulation and legisla-
tion. We do not yet have a real sense of the degree to which the recent
post-Lisbon innovations lead to a sustainable transformation in practice.
It may well be that they are part of a rather long-term gradual and mul-
tidimensional shift ‘from sovereignty to solidarity’ as some observers
diagnose it for the area of EU internal security (den Boer, 2014). Yet,
a security governance framework alerts us to the fact that such possi-
ble trends in the area of civil security are neither linear nor inevitable
(Ehrhart et al., 2014).

Structure of the book

The structure of the book serves the central overarching objective to
grasp the full dynamic and consequences of current developments in
European civil security governance by providing a comprehensive anal-
ysis of diversity, transformation and cooperation in this field within its
broader national, regional and global context. The volume is divided
in three parts covering these different aspects, addressing different
questions, challenges and research interests.

The challenge of diversity

The first part deals with diversity in European civil security governance.
On the one hand, many authors diagnose a trend towards conver-
gence and isomorphism in crisis and disaster management, mirroring
the functional pressures of complex transboundary risks or the work
of international organizations and standards (Quarantelli, 2000; Hollis,
2014). On the other hand, existing comparative studies find that states
have implemented very different structures and policies and operate
in diverse contexts with different traditions (Bremberg and Britz, 2009;
Brazova et al., 2014). So far, it remains unclear which specific patterns of
diversity and commonality we find in different functional and regional
areas and what they imply for the challenge of cooperation under diver-
sity. Contributions in this section therefore examine general diversity in
civil security governance in different European states and regional orga-
nizations as well as more specific differences in states’ response to the
swine flu (HIN1) pandemic in 2009.

Raphael Bossong and Hendrik Hegemann map and examine the institu-
tional, legal and cultural diversity in European civil security governance
systems based on a novel comparative survey of twenty-two national
civil security systems. The examination reveals limited similarities that
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could be attributed to shared needs and the changed post-Cold War con-
text. Beyond that, administrative responsibilities, legal frameworks and
operational practices continue to differ markedly, backed up by national
cultural contexts and historical experiences. Some cultural and func-
tional clusters of specific countries can be observed, but patterns of
conformity and diversity are neither strong nor universal. Hence, they
stress that we cannot simply presuppose strong convergence towards
civil security approaches and mechanisms in response to putatively
shared security challenges or widespread isomorphism following uni-
versally applicable ‘best practices’. They conclude that civil security
cooperation under diversity needs to take the form of flexible, reflex-
ive and inclusive governance that shows a genuine and fine-grained
appreciation for both diversity and commonality.

In the next chapter, Piotr Matczak, Vera-Karin Brazova, Visnja
Samardzija and Iwona Pinskwar look at civil security governance sys-
tems in the so-called ‘new’ EU Member States (with focus on the
post-communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe), which have
been subject to special pressures for change following the end of the
Cold War. They analyse these countries with regard to the types of
threats that actually occurred, the public perception of these threats and
the organization of civil security governance systems seeking to prevent,
prepare for, respond to and recover from such risks. The chapters inves-
tigates whether the new member states constitute a specific cluster in
terms of threats and risk perception and actual disaster risks and whether
the shape and evolution of their systems can be attributed to these spe-
cific features. The analysis shows that the assertion about a distinctive
path of civil security governance systems development in the new mem-
ber states cannot be sustained. Rather, they resemble the combination
of some broad overlapping trends and the persistence of case-specific
contingency and diversity. The authors argue that the similarities in the
countries’ civil security governance systems are particularly driven by
the geographic conditions and related risks.

Vera-Karin Brazova and Piotr Matczak also delve into a specific cri-
sis, namely the so-called swine flu (HIN1 influenza) which resulted in
global pandemics declared by the World Health Organization (WHO) in
2009/2010. They regard this case as a ‘natural experiment’ that exposed
many countries to the same challenge at the same time and therefore
allows for comparative inferences. The case study not only confirms
the great diversity of responses to crises among European countries
found in other cases studies as well, but it also elucidates the par-
ticular challenges of crisis management under conditions of inherent
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uncertainty, especially regarding the legitimacy of governments and
experts. The authors show that the reaction among European coun-
tries displayed some similarities, such as a tendency for centralization
in the particularly complex case of an epidemic, but was not uniform,
for example regarding the governments’ communication strategies, the
kind of stakeholders involved and the ensuing reaction of the pub-
lic. Moreover, there was a general tendency to rely on precautionary
action in the face of uncertainty, provoking charges of overreaction, for
example in regard to the purchase of vaccines. However, this seemed
to be perceived as largely legitimate by the public and there were no
widespread or significant reforms.

Finally, Daniel Petz draws attention to a global trend towards stronger
regional cooperation in civil security governance. Regional organiza-
tions increasingly engage in joint activities to reduce disaster risk, pre-
vent disasters, prepare for disasters and respond to disasters. Petz maps
the landscape of regional organizations in disaster risk management
and compares regional organizations in Europe with their counterparts
around the globe along a framework of 17 indicators. He shows that
the massive increase in regional activities in disaster risk management
has gone hand in hand with a shift from the perception of disasters
caused by natural hazards as mostly an issue of disaster response to a
more comprehensive disaster risk management paradigm that sees man-
aging natural hazards more holistically throughout the whole disaster
management cycle. The chapter also confirms the heterogeneity and
diversity of regional organizations as well as the special role of the EU
as most advanced and comprehensive venue for regional civil security
governance.

The challenge of transformation

The second part addresses the question of transformation. Civil secu-
rity governance in Europe and beyond has been undergoing a period of
profound change since the end of the Cold War, as reflected in new con-
cepts, laws and institutions for all-hazards risk management or disaster
resilience. As indicated above, the concept of civil security is reflective
of these very changes. But still, there is not much research on the spe-
cific manifestations and degrees of transformation in different areas, its
regional and global drivers and the actual levels and mechanisms of
learning, diffusion and convergence across countries.

First, Simon Hollis sheds lights on the complex multilevel relationship
between global standards and regional practices in Europe and the way
they shape convergence and diffusion across countries and regions. He



Raphael Bossong and Hendrik Hegemann 17

shows that transformation in civil security governance is a contingent,
interrelational and contested process where the promotion of a global
‘culture of prevention’ faces important obstacles and challenges at the
regional and national level. Reflected through the modern practice of
setting global objectives, such as the HFA, global awareness on disas-
ter reduction has clearly intensified. Visions of safer cities, societies and
nation-states are often projected in these and other global conferences
with reference to existing global norms such as human rights and gender
equality. The EU has been a significant actor in not only promoting dis-
aster resilience globally, but also in translating these global visions into
local practices. Findings reveal that direct influence from the global or
regional levels has been limited and no short-term solutions exist. How-
ever, Hollis suggests that the EU and other international venues can play
an important role advancing a culture of prevention as a general ethos
rather than a concrete policy, if they show long-term and sustained
commitment and manage to surpass financial and institutional hurdles.

In their chapter, Timothy Prior, Michael Herzog and Florian Roth
scrutinize the concept of resilience that has risen to prominence in
recent debates about transformations in civil security governance. Tech-
nical natural hazard management, the traditionally dominant mode
of civil security governance, has been increasingly challenged by new
approaches to handling hazards that emphasize decentralized, self-
organizing structures for flexible responses to challenges posed by
complexity and unpredictability. The concept of resilience has been at
the centre of this transformative process. Adopting a broad historical
perspective on the changing interaction between people and risk envi-
ronments, the chapter illustrates how the means of dealing with hazards
have been characterized by a gradual centralization, systematization and
technocratization since the Middle Ages before more recent experiences
facilitated a partial return to rather decentralized and people-centred
approaches that build upon long-standing local knowledge to deal with
hazards in context- and circumstance-specific ways. This also signals a
potential redistribution in the roles citizens and states. Prior, Herzog and
Roth show that resilience is gaining traction in natural hazards discourse
and practice, but also acknowledge that this transformations needs to
deal with crucial challenges and ambivalences.

In the final chapter on the challenge of transformation, Edward
Deverell turns to the question of learning from crisis, an essential task
and enduring challenge for civil security governance. This aspect is
important to understand how actors can direct and moderate processes
of transformation. He focuses especially on public and regulated systems
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for accident investigation in EU member states and the organizing
structures for such investigations. The argument for a more structured
approach to learning from crises in EU member states emerges from
a case study of crisis events and investigations in the case of Sweden.
Deverell finds that such accident investigation systems are not designed
to cover the more complex and diffuse notion of a crisis. In particular,
the chapter highlights a systemic gap between standardized procedures
for accident review, which are institutionally embedded in Sweden, and
the challenges of learning from various kinds of crises that transcend
regular systems for civil security governance. This is unfortunate as post
hoc crisis investigation is essential for organizational crisis prevention
and societal resilience.

The challenge of cooperation

Finally, the third part of this volume focuses on cooperation and more
specifically asks what role the EU can and should play as actor and
provider of civil security governance against the backdrop of observed
patterns of diversity and transformation. This poses challenges not only
for research on EU security governance, but also for questions about
effective and appropriate mechanisms to facilitate cooperation as well as
about the level of EU-wide coordination, regulation and standardization
that is considered feasible, desirable and legitimate.

Looking at the specific functional needs, capacities and challenges for
crisis management in Europe, Sanneke Kuipers and Arjen Boin examine
the EU’s role as transboundary crisis manager with regard to a specific
capacity (sense-making) and in relation to a specific crisis (the Icelandic
Ash Crisis 2010). They argue that once a threat crosses geographic and
system borders, capacities to deal with these threats tend to be insuf-
ficient at the national level. They stress that national authorities will
have to collaborate in order to share information, make critical deci-
sions and communicate in a joint fashion. Studying the example of
the 2010 Icelandic ash crisis, they find that the EU played a critical
role in facilitating the orchestrated and joint revision of national risk
perceptions, though it lacked a clear legal basis. From this, Kuipers and
Boin go on to draw the conclusion that the EU can, and perhaps should,
be the go-to venue for transboundary crisis management efforts. The
EU has the infrastructure in place to serve and exploit such gatherings.
The EU needs to prepare to speed up the process of information shar-
ing and the search for a common interpretation of escalating events.
By creating a true focal point for expertise, data collection, information
sharing and international decision-making, the EU can become a hub
for transboundary crisis management.
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Following on from this specific management role, Han Dorussen,
Evangelos Fanoulis and Emil Kirchner examine how crises in civil secu-
rity have promoted EU-wide standards in civil security governance and
EU authoritative actions. They note that EU institutions are increas-
ingly engaged in civil security governance in the member states, and
that a state-centric approach is no longer adequate to understand the
provision of civil security across Europe. To varying degrees, the EU has
acquired responsibilities to regulate the full spectrum of civil security
provisions, drawing on competences from Civil Protection and the AFS].
Comitology, in particular the role of advisory and regulatory committees
and agencies, has been instrumental in providing the EU with such exec-
utive powers. The chapter examines how the EU formulated secondary
EU legislation in response to a number of signature crises across different
EU policy areas. The analysis demonstrates that, while intergovernmen-
tal practices and interstate cooperation remain salient features of civil
security governance, the responsibilities undertaken by the EU institu-
tions and in particular the European Commission, are more substantial
than a strictly intergovernmental perspective would suggest. These cases
show that the political agency of EU committees and agencies matters;
faced with the need to respond to crises and given the responsibility to
protect core principles of European integration, the EU institutions have
been able to expand their authority and remit, creating a European space
of civil security governance.

Focusing further on the organizational and institutional capacities
through which EU action can and should unfold, Magnus Ekengren
then discusses how the shortcomings of traditional forms of EU coop-
eration in the civil security area have forced the Union to invent and
experiment with new methods of coordination and compliance. Specifi-
cally, he compares the EU’s experience in foreign and security policy and
its experience with various capacity goals with ongoing policy debates
in the area of civil protection. He argues that the European Defence
Agency and related ‘governance by objectives’ may, in fact, serve as a
useful model to advance transboundary cooperation and crisis manage-
ment structures under conditions of persistent national diversity and
sovereignty constraints.

Reflecting the, so far, scarce scholarly attention devoted to EU civil
security governance, Mark Rhinard concludes this part with an overview
of supranational developments in this often neglected area of European
integration. He illustrates that, over the past two decades, cooperation
on issues related to protecting people and critical infrastructures from
different kinds of hazards has grown rapidly. From food-borne diseases
to radiation leaks, and from satellite monitoring to risk assessment, a
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few areas of European ‘sovereignty pooling’ have emerged as vividly as
that taking place in civil security within the EU. Yet, such developments,
Rhinard argues, have largely escaped the attention of EU scholars, thus
depriving the field of a rich set of empirics that can help us under-
stand European integration. He goes on to sketch various theoretical
avenues and research agendas that could be benefit from this extended
empirical basis, ranging from neo-functionalism, new institutionalism
to crisis management and critical security studies. He thus submits that
the EU’s role in crisis management provides a strong incentive for schol-
ars to review their empirical, theoretical and normative understandings
of European integration.

Bossong and Hegemann finally review the varied empirical insights
provided by this volume and set out the potential for further research
beyond EU studies. We thus hope that this volume will serve as a start-
ing point for a wider and more sustained academic as well as public
engagement with this growing and increasingly multilevel field of civil
security governance.

Notes

1. We thank Eva-Maria Reh for helpful research assistance.

2. http://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Le-ministere/Securite-civile, date accessed 20 June
2014.

3. http://cordis.europa.eu/programme/rcn/861_en.html, date accessed 24 Novem-
ber 2014.

4. http://www.civilsecurity.se/en/sacs-home, date accessed 20 June 2014.
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Cooperation under Diversity?
Exploring Cultural and
Institutional Diversity in European
Civil Security Governance!

Raphael Bossong and Hendrik Hegemann

Introduction

The recent increase in EU activities for crisis and disaster manage-
ment has led to the emergence of a hybrid EU policy space for civil
security governance (see Bossong and Hegemann in the introduction).
As demonstrated in other contributions to this volume, the EU has cre-
ated a growing number of institutions, policies and best practices to
protect its citizens from various risks. This emerging field has been cast
as an ambivalent mix of policies and institutions trying to reconcile
the imperative for transnational cooperation and solidarity in the face
of increasingly complex transboundary crises with the need to respect
national desires for sovereignty and subsidiarity (Ekengren et al., 2006;
Boin et al., 2013b; Kirchner et al., 2014).

The preservation of sovereignty is not only an inherent interest of
member states, but also reflects the fact that they are no uniform
bloc when it comes to the organization of civil security governance
systems and the possible benefits of supranational integration. For
example, especially ‘Southern’ and ‘Northern’ EU member states have
frequently disagreed over the exact depth and scope of European civil
security cooperation and coordination, especially when it moves to
operational and regulatory questions beyond the identification of com-
mon risks. These differences relate to very diverse institutional and
cultural structures and traditions shaping crisis and disaster manage-
ment within member states (Bremberg and Britz, 2009). Thus, the
future development of EU civil security policy strongly depends on the
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capabilities and ideas that member states bring to the table. Before well-
grounded assessments of the limits and opportunities facing European
cooperation in the civil security field can be made, it is essential to first
examine the situation at the level of nation-states.

Greater knowledge of the existing level of diversity is also necessary
in light of the fact that we cannot simply presuppose a strong con-
vergence of civil security approaches and mechanisms in response to
putatively shared security challenges. In the field of crisis and disaster
management, some analysts have pointed to increased cross-national
convergence due to the growing threats from natural and technologi-
cal disasters in the globalized post-Cold War world (Quarantelli, 2000)
and to growing isomorphism spurred by the activities of global and
regional standard-setting organizations in the ‘world polity’ (Hollis,
2014; see also Hollis, in this volume). This research, thus, accentuates
the surprising similarity of general approaches to civil security gover-
nance across different Western jurisdictions. Consequentially, they do
not study patterns of diversity and divergence in any detail and ‘local
differences often appear as little more than an inconvenient exception
to the general trend’ (Zedner, 2003, p. 166). However, the debate could
also be framed the other way around. In this case, the question becomes
why we still see so many differences when looking at the details of
national security architectures and cultures despite the alleged rise of
new transnational risks in the ‘world risk society’. Some scholars have
pointed in this direction and stressed the persistence of cultural and
institutional fragmentation and diversity in European security, notwith-
standing broader global transformations towards new conceptions of
comprehensive security (Burgess, 2009). Hence, patterns of national
similarity or diversity remain an open question to be answered by
empirical research and cannot be assumed at the outset.

Overall, we still do not very well understand the national under-
pinnings of European civil security governance. The limited number
of comparative studies usually either select a very limited number of
countries (Bremberg and Britz, 2009; Brazova et al., 2014) or focus
on rather narrow functional areas like flood management (Krieger,
2013) or the response to specific crisis events, such as the HIN1 epi-
demic (Brazova et al., in this volume), or a special dimension of crisis
management systems, such as countries’ rules and mechanisms for inter-
national assistance and cooperation (Houben, 2005). We, therefore,
lack a systematic and comprehensive analysis of European civil security
governance systems as a whole.
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An emphasis on comprehensiveness seems especially pertinent with a
view to the notion of civil security governance underpinning this vol-
ume. Civil security is a ‘hybrid area’ (Kirchner et al., 2014, p. 2) that
cuts across functional boundaries and administrative levels and may
be more a matter of emergent governance patterns than clear political
design. Keeping in mind the increasingly blurred divide between inter-
nal and external security as well as the shift from military-focused civil
defence systems to broader notions of crisis and risk management, civil
security policy now stretches across various functional, legal and polit-
ical sectors. Civil security further includes different formal as well as
more informal institutional structures and processes, features a range
of public but also private actors, ranging from technology companies
to voluntary rescue organizations. Finally, it touches upon various nor-
mative and cultural views, for example regarding state-society relations
and the use of the military. It thereby meets the common understand-
ing of security governance as described in the recent literature (Kirchner
and Sperling, 2007a; Hollis, 2010; Schroeder, 2011), which highlights
the aspects of actor and regulatory complexity as well as the need for a
shared, if limited, normative underpinning.

In other words, security governance highlights coordination processes
with regard to challenges that cannot be contained by standard oper-
ating procedures, fixed sets of actors and hierarchical legal structures.
In this context, we do not intend to draw a categorical distinction
between flexible governance regimes that arise from the ‘bottom-up’
and more complex forms of overarching steering, which involves var-
ious hierarchical and network approaches as expressed by the notion of
‘meta-governance’ (Jessop, 2011; Bossong, 2014). Instead, we expect a
mix of explicit strategies and tools to deal with the boundary-spanning
problems of civil security provision, such as by the creation of new
coordination structures, as well as more diffuse processes of adaptation
and coordination, as in the case of ad hoc consultations and response
mechanisms between shifting actor networks for various crises scenar-
ios. At the same time, claims about the universal blessings of purportedly
consensual, flexible and functional security governance at various polit-
ical levels should not be accepted uncritically. Depending on the specific
cultural and institutional predispositions, security governance can take
very different forms in different geographic contexts (Kirchner and
Sperling, 2007b; Norheim-Martinsen, 2013) and also implies patterns
of exclusion, incompatibility and possibly conflict between different
governance regimes (Ehrhart et al., 2014).
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With these aims in mind, this chapter presents key findings from a
novel and comprehensive empirical comparison of European civil secu-
rity governance systems conducted by an international collaborative
research project.? In this context, ‘civil security governance systems’ are
defined as institutional structures, laws and societal arrangements that
jointly determine how a given country typically handles major crises
and disasters that challenge the physical integrity of its economy or
critical infrastructures and endanger the personal security of its citi-
zens. The available data on 22 such governance systems does not cover
all EU member states and includes three non-members (Norway, Serbia
and Switzerland), of which the former two participate in the EU Civil
Protection Mechanism. Hence, it remains limited in its generalizabil-
ity. The comparison is also not designed on the basis of a theoretical
model explaining patterns of policy and institutional convergence and
diffusion across cases. Yet, the analysis offers a broad and structured
comparison of hitherto unavailable depth and scope, and thus charts
out some of the main coordinates for different European national civil
security governance systems.?

Specifically, we trace three major dimensions. First, we analyse the
formal administrative and legal structures that set the basic parame-
ters for crisis and disaster management (e.g. the degree and form of
(de)centralization). Second, the chapter delves into the cultural and
normative foundations affecting views and attitudes towards civil secu-
rity, such as traditions of state-society relations. Third, we elucidate the
operational procedures and practices, such as mechanisms for risk assess-
ment, which determine how civil security is organized and implemented
in practice. This follows common practice in institutionalist compar-
isons of systems for security and risk governance (Krieger, 2013, p. 244).
Still, these three dimensions primarily serve as heuristic clusters and
there is some overlap. It is, therefore, not our intention to make a case
for the dominance of one cluster or perspective over another.

In conclusion, we find a high degree of diversity on all comparative
dimensions. However, the observed differences give only limited sup-
port for archetypical contrasts between ‘Northern’ and ‘Southern’ or
‘old’ and ‘new’ member states, whereas case-specific structural, histor-
ical and cultural influences appear more important. At the same time,
one can also identify some basic shared themes across all national case
studies, such as the challenge to move towards more risk-based for-
ward planning and how to review or learn from past crises. Overall,
we are faced with multiple, yet largely equivalent or equifinal, gover-
nance regimes for civil security, which are generally a synthesis of several
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logics and legacies. Instead of strong convergence and harmonization
across European countries, this also suggests that flexible, hybrid forms
of transnational coordination and cooperation may well be possible.

Institutional and legal structures: Some broad trends, but
diverse ways of organizing civil security

The first category of our analysis is a classic — and even for a governance
perspective highly relevant — comparison of formal legal and institu-
tional structures, as is also expressed in levels of political and admin-
istrative centralization and decentralization. This also applies to the
operational responsibilities of the different public agencies involved in
crisis and disaster management, which relates to an ongoing debate on
the benefits of central lead agencies versus flexible and less hierarchical
governance models (Boin et al., 2013a).

Legal structures for civil security

The post-Cold War period has witnessed a basic change from military-
oriented civil defence towards genuinely civilian and comprehensive
concepts for risk and disaster management. While this process has been
identified as a broad trend in Western countries, the exact implemen-
tation of civilian control and the adaptation of legal structures remains
an important challenge (Quarantelli, 2000; Alexander, 2002). This goes
along with debates about the changing domestic role of militaries in
the context of blurring divides between internal and external security,
which have intensified since the attacks of 9/11 (Burgess, 2009; Weiss,
2013). Our analysis shows that all studied countries underwent corre-
sponding major reform processes over the last 15-20 years. Thus, one
can identify a general move towards civilian-led all-hazards risk man-
agement, but the extent and form of changes vary considerably and
reflect the diverse national legal systems.

Classic legal frameworks for crisis management have typically con-
densed in conceptions of a state of emergency, understood as an
exceptional constitutional provision in order to respond to foreign
violent/armed threats and (in some cases) internal uprisings. Thus,
a declaration of a state of emergency typically includes the possibil-
ity of derogation from civil liberties and the constitutional separation
of powers. As an international counterpart, the European Convention
on Human Rights (of which all studied states are parties of) restricts
extensive derogation from human rights to the existence of a public
emergency that threatens the life of the nation. Only 3 of the 22 studied



32 The Challenge of Diversity

countries do not have provisions for such a formal emergency declara-
tion, namely Austria, Sweden and Switzerland. The two latter states have
not been part of the major European Wars of the 20th century and all
three states officially embrace the principle of neutrality, which may
explain these divergent legal rules.

Since the end of the Cold War, these established frameworks were con-
sidered inadequate in light of new security challenges, which replaced
the dominant fear of nuclear war in Europe. Crisis management became
increasingly geared towards dealing with natural disasters and other
‘civilian’ crises, including new and complex risks like critical infras-
tructure failure. Such a situation triggers different needs than a state of
war or conflict, though some limiting measures might be more impor-
tant, as for example the derogation from property rights. Therefore, the
majority of studied countries made separate provisions for declaring a
state of disaster that primarily enable facilitated operational coordina-
tion and more limited civil rights constraints. For instance, the new
Polish and Hungarian constitutions separate between the state of emer-
gency and the state of natural disaster. The Nordic countries stand out
due to their principle of ‘conformity’, which underlines that authorities
have to abide by regular legal standards as far as possible. In other coun-
tries, such as Germany, one can find a greater willingness to use blanket
clauses that empower public authorities to take ‘necessary measures’ to
avert and to respond to an exceptional crisis or threats in conformity
with the proportionality principle and constitutional rights. Six of the
studied countries (France, Ireland, Malta, Netherlands, Sweden and UK)
lack an overall legal framework for the declaration of peacetime disasters
and emergencies, which is, however, compensated to varying degrees in
sector-specific legislation on health emergencies.

The scope and depth of reforms in civil security law differed con-
siderably across European countries. The civil security reform process
in former communist countries went along with the formulation of
fundamentally new constitutional and legislative structures. In many
Western European states — among them Germany, the Netherlands
and Switzerland - debates instead revolved around the distribution of
competences in multilevel governance and the development of spe-
cialized networks and coordination functions for new threat scenarios.
This means that in a few major countries, including Germany and
Italy, the inherited difference between civil defence and civil protection
remains encoded in formal laws and competences. Thus, these coun-
tries still have separate systems of legislations for civil defence and civil
protection including respective constitutional prescriptions.
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At the same time, it must be recognized that the phrasing and under-
standing of core concepts for civil security remain diverse across differ-
ent cases and languages. National definitions typically stress that a crisis
refers to situations that affect a large number of people, infrastructures,
goods or other values and require some form of coordination above
normal emergency structures. Beneath these broad commonalities, how-
ever, differences across case studies are considerable, ranging from mere
terminological divergences to different formal procedures for crisis man-
agement that hinge on specific definitions. While general terms like
‘disaster’, ‘accident’ or ‘emergency’ are often used for open-ended, every-
day use, ‘crisis’ is often used as a more programmatic concept to activate
different mechanism. Yet, the threshold of what is labelled a crisis
is interpreted very differently, which is linked to different degrees of
formalization and legal consequences, as discussed above. These ter-
minological and conceptual differences are not trivial and can have
important legal and political consequences (Zedner, 2003), such as for
cooperation and coordination across levels and borders. In this con-
text, the US federal emergency management system and its efforts
and challenges to develop a more standardized doctrine for response
management may be used as an illustrative comparison (Birkland and
DeYoung, 2011).

Against this background, the currently dominant legislative frame-
works for civil security governance across cases are umbrella laws for
emergency coordination that leave many more sectors and geograph-
ically specific tasks open to more detailed regulation. Most studied
countries have central statutory frameworks with one to two key laws,
which typically go hand in hand with more narrow sets of legisla-
tion regulating distinct sectors, where crisis management is only one
of several considerations. For example, in Sweden there are two main
civil security laws, which are accompanied by various other laws and
ordinances that regulate more specific aspects, such as health issues or
the role of the armed forces. Six countries (Austria, Croatia, Germany,
Lithuania, Norway and Switzerland) have highly fragmented civil secu-
rity legislation with more than six key laws. This fragmentation is
mainly, but not only (see unitary states such as Lithuania), due to the
existence of separate legal frameworks at national and regional levels.
In line with the importance of the subsidiarity principle in these legal
systems, the legislative competence for peacetime crisis management in
some of these countries lies primarily on the regional levels whereas fed-
eral competences originated from wartime civil defence, which results
in a fragmented legislation. In Austria, for example, the federal level
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has the legislative competence regarding disaster prevention and pre-
paredness, while the regional Linder have the competence relating to
crisis response (with the exception of some areas, such as epidemics and
mining disasters).

Institutional centralization and decentralization

Related debates about the necessary and optimal degree of centralization
or decentralization have a long tradition in the civil security field. While
actual crisis experiences often facilitate public calls for the creation of
central authorities and lead agencies with visible responsibility and tra-
ditional approaches to crisis management praised the advantages of
clear lines of authority, scholars of modern governance and public man-
agement for the last two decades have tended to highlight the benefits
of decentralization, flexible networks and local solutions ('t Hart et al.,
1993; Boin et al., 2013a). Our findings indicate a mixed picture across
all studied cases, without clear evidence on the advantages or disadvan-
tages of either position. Crisis and disaster management is often more
decentralized than other policy fields, but the specific arrangements still
reproduce the diverse basic setups of member states. At the same time,
civil security governance systems in Central/Northern countries on aver-
age tend to be more decentralized than those in Eastern/Southeastern
countries.

In 16 of the 22 countries that were investigated, the levels used for
crisis management purposes are identical with general governmental
levels and structures. Most of these countries usually have three or four
tier systems of administration.* Moreover, in many countries, the spe-
cific patterns and structures can vary internally with regard to different
functional areas. Following on from these internal multilevel structures,
countries differ with regard to the rules and arrangements for up- and
downscaling of crisis management responsibilities. In most countries,
lower levels of government formally retain the authority to upscale
responsibilities and request assistance from higher levels only if they
choose to do so. This means that operational civil security governance
is in many cases out of the hand or sight of national administrations.
This could be compared to the challenges of EU regional policy, which
has to account for an extremely high diversity of organizational capaci-
ties and nature of administrative units. Thus, it is far from clear who the
appropriate political and operational counterpart is when dealing with
transboundary crisis cooperation, since national agencies, international
organizations or the EU often need to interact with local or regional
authorities in a third state.
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Whereas the preference for bottom-up solutions is very marked in
federalist countries, many other countries eventually evolve into more
mixed systems of rather central and rather decentralized elements. For
instance, in the Czech Republic crisis management is taken up automat-
ically by higher levels when a crisis cuts across regions while similar
mechanisms are phrased more loosely in other countries, such as in
Norway, Poland and France, leading to a more regularized and some-
what more centralized crisis management system. Yet, there are also
counterexamples for development from centralized to more decentral-
ized systems in several countries, such as Italy, Poland and Serbia.
Looking across all cases, one can note that operational crisis manage-
ment is a shared responsibility of several local agencies and emergencies
responders, most notably fire brigades, emergency medical services,
police and voluntary emergency organizations. When it comes to spe-
cial, complex risks that demand particular expertise, such as epidemics
but also large-scale forest fires, a number of functional agencies kick in
and may resume overall leadership. Yet, there is no clear pre-determined
or discernible logic in most countries, so that coordination structures are
often organized on an ad-hoc basis and differ depending on the crisis
situation authorities are confronted with.

However, many countries have created single lead agencies with an
integral responsibility for crisis management. For example, the Croatian
National Rescue Board is in charge of overall coordination from the
central level and the National Directorate General for Disaster Manage-
ment in Hungary has supervisory competence for other agencies. Where
existent, the powers of national lead agencies are more constrained in
less centralized countries. The Norwegian Directorate for Civil Protec-
tion and Emergency Planning or the Swedish Civil Contingency Agency
might be considered ‘lead agencies’ but implementation remains mostly
in the hand of the local level of emergency services. To operate compa-
rable compromise arrangements is a special challenge for countries with
strong federalist traditions and a legally mandated separation of civil
defence and civil protection (Austria, Germany and Switzerland), where
the coordination of a common approach across levels is difficult and
usually requires some kind of formal, threat-specific differentiation. Still,
some of these countries pride themselves of new overarching concepts,
such as Austria’s ‘comprehensive security provision’ or Switzerland’s
‘integrated system for the protection of the population’. This indicates
a growing consensus on the need for conceptual and procedural inte-
gration, but should not be taken as evidence for a strong substantive
convergence of governance systems.
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In light of these mixed trends for further national coordination struc-
tures vs. a high degree of decentralization, we can sketch four heuristic
groups among the 22 studied countries®: The first group has a clear
and explicit preference for decentralized and localized bottom-up solu-
tions placing responsibility at the lowest possible levels of government
in all or most respects. This applies fully only to the federal countries
Austria, Germany and Switzerland who embrace a strong interpretation
of the principle of ‘subsidiarity’. A second group of countries (Czech
Republic, Finland, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the
UK) tend towards rather decentralized, bottom-up systems but also
include some elements of centralization, though to different degrees.
Within this rather diverse group, Finland, Netherlands, Norway and
Sweden show a clear preference for decentralized arrangements, but
also display limited elements of centralization. Thirdly, four countries
(Croatia, Estonia, France, Poland and Romania) generally take rather
centralized forms that constitute the basis for their civil security gov-
ernance framework, but they have also taken significant steps to induce
some forms of decentralization, such as the creation of so-called the
‘Defence and Security Zones’ in France. Finally, there is a group of
six countries (Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Serbia and Slovakia)
with more or less fully centralized systems. The borders between these
groups are not always clear-cut, but this clustering indicates that decen-
tralization is most established in Central/Northern European countries,
whereas many ‘new’ and candidate countries in Southeastern Europe
and the Baltic region have a higher propensity to adopt centralized
models.

Cultural and normative foundations of civil security
governance: Between common cultural clusters and
case-specific traditions and experiences

The second dimension our survey looks at pertains to the cultural
and normative foundations of civil security governance. It is an estab-
lished finding in studies of risk assessment and perception that col-
lective cultural beliefs and identities shape the scope of risks a society
regards as important and the responses it considers appropriate (Douglas
and Wildavsky, 1982). Moreover, scholars of security governance have
argued that different systems of security governance depend on wider
or deeper normative and cultural foundations (Kirchner and Sperling,
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2007b; Norheim-Martinsen, 2013). However, culture is notoriously dif-
ficult to measure and has many facets, especially if one ascribes it such
a foundational role. For the purposes of this contribution, we there-
fore cannot offer more than some broad heuristic findings and selective
examples on cultural diversity. After providing a brief overview of poten-
tial cultural clusters in European civil security governance, we turn to
two more specific features. First, we examine state-society relations in
civil security as this depends on and reflects fundamental ideas, such as
conceptions of security or views on the legitimacy of the state (Zedner,
2003). Taking up the debate on the more military-focused concept of
strategic culture in Europe (Meyer, 2006), we, in a second time, take a
look at the use of and attitudes towards the military in domestic crisis
and disaster management and its effect on civil security governance.

Basic patterns of cultural diversity

As a first heuristic orientation, our 22 cases could potentially be grouped
into several conventional cultural clusters, if one recognizes that there
are numerous cross-cutting findings and that cultural stereotypes are
not helpful. With these caveats in mind, a typical cross-country cul-
tural influence is visible in the distinct Nordic principle of ‘conformity’,
according to which state and society operate under normal legal and
political standards even during crisis situations. This reflects the cul-
tural proximity among Scandinavian countries, which also cooperate
strongly on issues of civil security. In a similar vein, civil security in
the primarily German-speaking countries (i.e. Austria, Germany and
Switzerland) shows a great deal of similarity in many respects, such as
the emphasis devoted to the principle of subsidiarity and the strong
differentiation between military-focused civil defence and civilian ori-
ented civil protection. It also appears that egalitarian, individualistic
and secular societies, such as the Netherlands and the Nordic countries,
demonstrate a preference for openness, local solutions and a critical atti-
tude towards authorities also during crises. In contrast, some former
communist countries, such as Latvia or Slovakia, do not prioritize active
citizen participation, as taken up further below.

Citizens’ security perceptions (see also Matzcak et al., in this vol-
ume) broadly correspond to this picture. Based on Eurobarometer data
(European Commission, 2012), the generally lowest levels of concern
regarding natural disasters, man-made disasters and terrorist attacks can
be observed in three rather decentralized, high-capacity, North-Western
member states (Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden). Conversely, the
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highest rates of concern were found in the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Italy, Latvia, Poland, Romania and Slovakia. Thus, in general, many
new member states — but also Italy — tend to be especially concerned
while citizens in the Netherlands and Scandinavian countries are least
concerned. However, several case studies, including those with coun-
tries with comparatively high levels of concern, underline that concern
about civil emergencies and crisis in general remains low in comparison
to other national issues for concern, such as economic decline, unem-
ployment or environmental protection. That means that different levels
of concerns about disaster may not necessarily tell us much about the
shape of the national civil security governance system, but rather reflect
an overall degree of popular trust or satisfaction. National, rather than
regional, differences in threat perceptions are furthered by the experi-
ence of distinct signature crises that are kept as a central feature of the
collective memory and often lead to political and institutional change.
Examples of signature crises include the 2005 London bombings, the
L'Aquila earthquake and the Oslo/Utgya attacks. These experiences led
to a significant crisis in national legitimacy and are typically referred to
as models or negative examples for national crisis management prac-
titioners. This also shows that case-specific and contingent historical
experiences and cultural influences ultimately appear more important
than stereotypical cultural groupings. The described heuristic clusters,
hence, should be treated with caution and not be overgeneralized.

State-society relations

Culture may also condition the different involvement of individual
citizens as well as of organizations from the societal and private sec-
tor. In most countries, citizens are ready to actively assist, though in
different formats. Forms of voluntary engagement vary significantly
depending on cultural and historical background. Many countries,
especially those with corporatist state traditions, highlight the formal
inclusion of officially registered voluntary organizations whereas other
countries with a more libertarian heritage prefer more flexible arrange-
ments. Voluntary fire brigades, for example, are particularly significant
and in some cases, such as in many areas of Austria and Germany,
even largely complement professional forces. In contrast, the UK, for
example, defines the participation of citizens in much less formal and
institutionalized ways.

In this context, national civil protection organizations - which
previously fulfilled armed-conflict-focused responsibilities in some
countries — have increasingly taken up new roles as providers for
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emergency management as well as catalysts for wider citizen involve-
ment in civil security governance. For example, the Swedish Voluntary
Defence Organization and the Austrian Civil Protection Association
focus on training and education to activate citizens and stimulate self-
help with regard to various disasters and emergencies. The Irish ‘Civil
Defence’ has come to encompass numerous specialized emergency vol-
untary services dealing with the civil security issues, such as the Cave
Rescue Teams and River Rescue Units. The German Federal Technical
Relief Agency offers personnel, extensive training as well as heavy equip-
ment, such as water treatment units or bulldozers, for domestic and
international disaster assistance.

Further systematic evidence on societal involvement in civil security
governance is hard to come by, however. Less than half of the countries
considered maintain official registers for volunteers and the numbers
are often approximations or even not available. Moreover, the status of
volunteers can be unclear and many volunteers work in several orga-
nizations, while some governments may over-report on the number
of volunteers in contrast to genuine popular involvement. With these
limitations in mind, one may set the overall number of volunteers in
relation to the overall population, at least for those 15 out of the total
of 22 cases where some figures are available. This provides indicative evi-
dence for deeper historical legacies and path-dependencies in civil secu-
rity governance systems or state-society relations. The highest numbers
of volunteers per 1,000 capita can be recorded for Austria (49), Hungary
(43), Czech Republic (31), Slovakia (31), Germany (22) and Switzerland
(20).% Interestingly, Austria is followed by three countries with which
it has close historical ties and two other primarily German-speaking
countries. These countries share a certain neocorporatist tradition that
benefits the emergence of formalized structures for societal participation
through officially registered membership organizations. At the same
time, some ‘new’ member states, which may have formally high number
of volunteers — most notably in Hungary, Poland, Romania and Serbia —
are still struggling with some of these legacies since many citizens have
ambivalent attitudes regarding voluntary engagement in emergencies,
going back to volunteerism campaigns during communist rule. As taken
up below, this results in a limited shift to for-profit solutions to civil
security tasks. But also in ‘old’ EU member states, voluntary organiza-
tions face deep challenges from societal meta-trends, such as domestic
migration, growing workloads and demographic change.

Yet, one cannot detect a major and pervasive opposite trend for
extensive privatization or outsourcing of security tasks to make up
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for declining civil society participation. In all studied cases, the basic
approach towards the private sector is one of legal compliance rather
than voluntary participation. Corporate actors have to observe exten-
sive legal requirements for safety regulations, emergency plans or the
maintenance of private fire fighting and rescue services for hazardous
production sites. In many cases, this also entails the partial delegation
of some emergency rescue services with regard to private assets, vessels,
installations and related personnel, while exceptional crisis may trigger
mechanisms for forced cooperation or use of private assets. Again, coun-
tries with a strong civil defence tradition, most notably the Nordic and
Central European countries, often mandate companies to store specific
goods and maintain stockpiles for the case of sustained emergencies,
which are a rare occurrence. In some cases, this also includes mandatory
logistical services by railway, telecommunications or trucking compa-
nies as well as the duty to maintain critical services, such as energy and
water supply, during crisis. Many of the relevant companies are former
state-owned monopolists and, hence, have traditionally close ties to the
government.’

Beyond that, we see a varied pattern and limited evidence for public—
private partnerships in civil security governance. This confirms earlier
research finding that private sector involvement can take ‘markedly dif-
ferent forms, even in neighboring jurisdictions’ (Zedner, 2003, p. 169).
Some smaller, new member states seem to have been more willing to
outsource civil security tasks. For example, the three Baltic countries
pay particular importance to the role of the private sector at all lev-
els of preparedness and response. In Croatia and Poland, public civil
security agencies actively outsource civil security tasks to private compa-
nies through subcontracting and tenders. This includes special tasks like
the response to oil spills and mining disasters, but also the provision of
shelters and sanitary equipment. Other small states, such as Malta, are
also heavily reliant on active involvement of private actors to muster
sufficient crisis management capacities. In the UK, with its traditional
economic liberalism, engagement with the private sector is usually not
formalized and legally mandated, but public agencies can and often do
subcontract private actors for specific tasks through voluntary ad-hoc
agreements. In the future, however, there may be more potential for
convergence across countries on the role of public-private partnerships,
as new functional pressures and growing EU activities in areas like crit-
ical infrastructure protection and ‘cyber-security’ have demanded the
inclusion of specialized knowledge and enhanced outreach to private
companies (Bossong, 2014).
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Civil security governance and the contested domestic role of the
military

As discussed above, civil defence systems geared towards the response
to war and armed conflict have changed to primarily civilian risk
management. This transformation relates to the literature on strate-
gic cultures, which highlights very different and deep-seated attitudes
towards the use of the military in European countries and the result-
ing limitations and challenges for EU security governance (Meyer, 2006;
Norheim-Martinsen, 2013). One might expect that this also conditions
the domestic role of national armed forces in responding to civil-
ian crises. Across most studied countries, military forces more or less
regularly contribute manpower and logistical capacities to large-scale
emergency management operations, such as helicopters, to civil secu-
rity efforts at the behest of civilian authorities, at least when it comes to
exceptional and prolonged crises such as large-scale floods.

However, the frequency and ease with which the military is employed
domestically varies considerably between countries. One logical differ-
ence lies in the overall resources of a country rather than its historical
legacy and cultural context. Smaller countries or those with fewer
resources might be more inclined or even forced to rely on the military
for assistance during complex crisis response operations. For instance,
in Malta the military reserve forces are an important auxiliary for crisis
management operations in light of overall limited capacities and human
resources. In countries that have not made the full transition from con-
scription system to professional armies the role of the military in civil
security is also debated with a view to capacity and size. In Austria,
the scenario that a professional army might lack the personnel to pro-
vide disaster assistance was used as a central — and eventually decisive —
argument by supporters of the conscription system during a political
referendum in January 2013. For militaries searching for new defini-
tions and justifications of their role in a post-Cold War environment
presenting themselves as crisis managers piling up sandbags rather than
intervention armies in controversial overseas operations might thus be
a promising strategy.

Non-functionalist, cultural factors accounting for the differential use
of the military are divergent national traditions. The Nordic countries
of Finland, Sweden and Norway have a tradition of total defence going
back to their position during World War II and the Cold War, which is
still visible in their ability to mobilize civil defence components to facili-
tate rescue operations today. In other countries, such as the Netherlands,
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military assistance is a rare occurrence as citizens expect the state to
handle crises with civilian means. In some countries, the domestic role
of the military continues to be a contentious political issue. Germany’s
federal armed forces have provided much applauded assistance during
recent flood crises, but there has been a controversial debate about
the deployment of the army for counterterrorist purposes since 9/11,
including genuinely military equipment like combat aircrafts. This goes
back to the country’s special historical experiences that led to a strong
separation of civilian and military spheres.

Practices and processes of civil security governance: Global
trends meet local traditions

The finding of diverse institutional and legal structures as well as dif-
ferent cultural and normative foundations raises the question through
which practices and processes civil security ‘works’ within these broader
contexts. In particular, this section focuses on two broader trends in civil
security and their implementation at the national level. First, practices
and procedures for risk assessment and forward planning are promoted
as global standard for rational governance (Power, 2004) and have
gained increasing attention in the civil security field (Hollis, 2014; see
also Hollis and Prior et al., in this volume). Second, processes for evalua-
tion and quality assessment are considered critical for the evolution and
improvement of civil security governance (see Deverell, in this volume).

Risk assessment and forward planning

The development and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and
scientific models of risk management and forward planning have been
a major fashion in post-Cold War civil protection (Quarantelli, 2000,
pp- 18-20). Recent academic contributions also argue that comprehen-
sive national risk assessments and risk registers for internal security
policy constitute an important trend (Hagmann and Dunn Cavelty,
2012). As a leading example, Switzerland has taken a number of steps to
advance explicit risk-based planning for natural hazards management
at various levels of government, including through special tools and
guidelines, and requires agencies to check their investments based on
risk calculations.

Yet, other country case studies suggest that risk-based planning
beyond conventional contingency plans at local and regional levels are
faced with severe obstacles. A number of case studies suggest fragmented
or uneven implementation across issue-areas (Norway) or regional units
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(Germany, Austria), while other cases do not accord any weight to such
processes. In fact, the majority of studied countries does not feature
integrated and coherent budgetary planning for, or aggregate figures
on, their national civil security governance systems, which presents an
additional obstacle to steering preventive and preparatory efforts on the
basis of new risk indicators. Furthermore, the experience of implement-
ing common EU guidelines on national risk mapping underlines the
importance of language barriers and different institutional, legal and
cultural contexts. In spring 2014, the EU Commission presented a long-
delayed report which highlighted the fragmented and uneven national
risk mapping practices, with only 11 member states having reported full
or substantial adoption of the common guidelines (European Commis-
sion, 2014, p. 4). This chimes in with more recent comparative work
on national risk governance processes, which highlights ‘slow, complex
and often contradictory’ developments (Rothstein et al., 2013, p. 231).

Evaluations and reviews in civil security governance

Evaluations and reviews of civil security systems are an important fea-
ture and challenge of contemporary crisis and disaster management.
Scholars and practitioners continue to grapple with the search for
effective mechanisms to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of civil
security governance systems and draw lessons for reform and improve-
ment, such as through crisis-induced learning (see Deverell in this issue).
The popularity of these questions in many quarters mirrors the broader
move towards ‘evidence-based policy’ and performance assessments in
Western countries. There have been calls and attempts to apply this
kind of thinking to a number of areas, including crime prevention and
counterterrorism (Lum and Kennedy, 2012). Aside from fundamental
criticism pointing to the contested and fallible nature of policy exper-
tise and technocratic tendencies towards de-politicization, assessments
of policy effectiveness and efficiency also have to struggle with intricate
conceptual and methodological challenges, such as the search for appro-
priate indicators and the attribution of causal effects (Hegemann et al.,
2013).

These challenges may explain why countries vary considerably in the
frequency, systematization and formalization of review and evaluation
processes, but also find it hard to develop accepted quality indicators
and benchmarks. The number of professional and political inquiries dif-
fers due to diverse evaluation cultures as well as varying exposures to
disasters. While some countries, such as the Netherlands and Sweden,
feature a strong investigation culture in public policy and also a high
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density of evaluations and inquiries in the civil security field, the num-
ber in most countries is rather low. This can be due to the absence
of major crises sparking strong pressure for reform or the generally
rather low level of societal politicization in the civil security field, but
it can also stem from legalistic and consensus-oriented traditions (e.g.
Switzerland) or a fragile balance between political actors (e.g. Serbia).
This does not mean, however, that inquiries, where they occur, cannot
occasionally have major effects. In Norway, the 2011 Utgya and Oslo
attacks, for example, served as a trigger event that shook the entire civil
security system and initiated a series of investigations that produced a
number of recommendations and initiated important changes. There
are also differences in style and methodology. Civil security agencies in
some countries conduct internal inquiries whereas others hire external
experts and consultants or have independent review bodies, such as the
Finish Safety Investigation Authority and the Swedish National Audit
Office.

The diverse and intermittent evaluation practices underline the diffi-
culties of providing grounded, accurate and unambiguous assessments
of the overall level of effectiveness and efficiency of a country’s civil
security governance system. There are no common standards for effec-
tiveness assessment in Europe, which could be expected to command
wide acceptance and support. Some countries occasionally refer to
technical international standards, such as the Hyogo Framework for
Action, or to formalized thresholds like reaction times for emergency
services. Yet, most evaluations generally follow case-specific questions
and benchmarks set by political interests or reflecting recent crisis
experiences leading to extended narratives of successes and failures in
certain crisis management operations rather than general systematic
evaluations of the quality of civil security governance systems. Keeping
in mind the underlying methodological challenges as well as polit-
ical implications and cultural differences, this is unlikely to change
fundamentally.

Efficiency assessments are an especially difficult and underdevel-
oped feature of civil security governance. Only a few countries have
even begun to collect more systematic data and to use invest-
ment review instruments; implementation of financial reviews remains
sketchy and uneven. Similar findings have been noted for the field of
counterterrorism (Mueller and Stewart, 2011). Even governments do not
have a clear overview of civil security spending. This is due to inherent
difficulties of measurement but also to the fact that civil security is not
a coherent political and administrative field. Rather, it is a cross-cutting
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task with fuzzy borders and its widespread decentralization leads to com-
plex multilevel financing. The scarcity of efficiency assessments also
seems to indicate normative and political pitfalls. Mundane, run-of-the-
mill bureaucratic politics complicates the allocation of scarce resources
among competing agencies and levels according to clear agreed-upon
indicators. Applying cost-effectiveness criteria to the protection of life
and other essential goods may also create discomfort among many cit-
izens as well as politicians trying to circumvent the delicate balance
between the need to protect societies and prevalent fiscal constraints.
Hence, any general baseline for desired or ‘optimal’ spending levels is
likely to be contested on normative and functional grounds.

Conclusion

European civil security governance systems have undergone parallel,
yet not necessarily strongly convergent, reform processes since the end
of the Cold War. Civil defence provision has given way to more com-
prehensive, fully civilian-controlled civil protection and crisis manage-
ment, even though the armed forces in most countries regularly provide
important assistance services during major crises. This trend is matched
by a tendency towards ‘all-hazards’ civil security governance, whereby
diverse and often changing configurations of civilian authorities need to
cooperate across functional boundaries to address the evolving nature
of contemporary threats. However, one should not overstate the extent
of convergent modernizations across the studied cases, since there is
often a gap between rhetoric and practice, as illustrated with regard to
the use of new forms of risk assessment and forward planning. Overall,
different national administrative and legal structures as well as distinct
cultural contexts and historical experiences continue to play a dominant
role. Even though one can make out more hybrid arrangements that
seek to match the benefits of centralization and decentralization in civil
security governance different national structures and traditions remain
decisive. Another, if not more important, difference between national
civil security governance systems regards state—society relations and the
role of the private sector. Observed governance regimes range from the
highly formalized inclusion of officially registered emergency organi-
zations with large capacities and hierarchical regulations and laws to
very informal mechanisms and self-regulation. This may be related to
some indicative cultural and historical clusters between Northern, Cen-
tral, Southern and Eastern European countries, while some overlap and
inconsistencies remain. This gives at least some credence to the utility
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of smaller, more regional forums for civil security cooperation, which
also reflects the limited geographical reach of many physical hazards.
Yet again, these possible clusters should not be reified and specifically
national security cultures and idiosyncratic experiences remain of great,
if not greatest, importance.

While attesting diversity among countries with different traditions,
experiences and political-administrative systems might not be a very
unusual finding, it has important ramifications for scholarly and polit-
ical arguments about global convergence and the diffusion of new
concepts for civil security governance. As alluded to in the introduction
to this contribution, many authors stress processes towards isomor-
phism and the impact of global meta-trends, such as all-hazards risk
management and the fusion of internal and external security. In the
emerging transnational field of civil security governance, experts from
governments, international organizations, industry or academia have
advanced various standards, ‘best practices’, benchmarks and ‘lessons
learned’ for effective, efficient and legitimate policy, often portray-
ing them as technical, evidence-based and apolitical (Hannigan, 2012;
Hollis, 2014). Indicators like the Hyogo Framework might offer some
orientation and are also increasingly used in the European context, as
evidenced by the recent EU peer evaluation of the UK according to the
Hyogo Framework.® As with the related concept of ‘resilience’ (Chandler,
2014; see also Prior et al., in this volume), these standards are increas-
ingly used as global gold standards and linked to normative debates
about ‘good governance’ and ‘human security’.

Yet, our discussion on evaluations and quality assessments in civil
security governance showed that it is extremely difficult to develop
accepted indicators. It is also not clear that there are obvious and shared
functionalist pressures to converge on a particular, or supposedly most
‘effective’, model of civil security governance. Aside from exceptional
‘signature’ crises that have challenged the legitimacy of some national
systems, such as the L'Aquila earthquake, the comparative study of 22
European countries suggests a high degree of flexibility and equivalent
paths to addressing the most pressing concerns of contemporary crisis
management. Diversity, hence, seems to be a reality to be dealt with
rather than a problem to be solved. A narrow functional understanding
of security governance propagating the non-reflexive implementation
of specific governance forms for civil security without proper attention
to underlying rifts, tensions and incompatibilities seems inappropriate
(Ehrhart et al., 2014).

However, a governance perspective might still provide a basis for the
EU to facilitate cooperation under diversity. Instead of advocating a
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‘best practice’ on how to structure and organize a system, we should be
inclined to trust in the emergent and diverse adaptive capacity of exist-
ing arrangements across countries and different levels of government.
A more flexible and inclusive form of steering exchange and coordi-
nation, for example following the concept of meta-governance (Jessop,
2011; Bossong, 2014), might be more suitable to account for the discov-
ered diversity and complexity. As the EU moves forward in finding its
role in enhancing security through effective and legitimate civil security
governance, a genuine and fine-grained appreciation for both diversity
and commonality thus promises to pay dividends not just in cooper-
ation, but also the end-goal: improving the security of the European
population.

Notes

1. Parts of the work on this article were co-funded by the European Com-
mission within the Seventh Framework (FP7) Programme [grant num-
ber FP7-SEC-2011-284678] (ANVIL - Analysis of Civil Security Systems in
Europe).

2. ANVIL country studies covered ten interview-based case studies (Croatia,
Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Serbia, Sweden and
UK) and 12 desk studies (Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Ireland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Romania, Slovakia and Switzerland). The
detailed country studies and the analytical framework are available on the
ANVIL project website: www.anvil-project.net.

3. Due to space limitations, this article only presents and discusses the most
important and pertinent findings and patterns emerging from ANVIL. It can-
not provide an exhaustive comparison of the systems that were covered by the
detailed ANVIL case studies. A broader and more descriptive synthesis report
of the project, which includes parts of the content presented in this contri-
bution, is available elsewhere (Bossong and Hegemann, 2013). For detailed
evidence and references on the specific cases, see the respective ANVIL country
studies.

4. Only two cases deviate most clearly from this state of affairs through special
arrangements for security and crisis management purposes that have no cor-
respondence in regular administration: the Netherland’s 25 ‘Security Regions’
and France’s seven ‘Defence and Security Zones'.

5. For a more detailed map and further explanations on how these heuristic
groups were assigned, see Bossong and Hegemann (2013, pp. 14-15).

6. For a more detailed discussion and visualization of these numbers and the
data on which they are based, see Bossong and Hegemann (2013, p. 34) and
the coded data schemes attached to the ANVIL case studies.

7. Serbia is a somewhat special case as the industry is still undergoing a process
of privatization and many critical companies remain publicly owned.

8. http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/32996, date accessed 8 Decem-
ber 2014.
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Civil Security Governance Systems
in the New EU Member States:
Closer to ‘Old Europe’ or a
Distinctive Path?!

Piotr Matczak, Vera-Karin Brazova, VisSnja SamardZija and Iwona
Pinskwar

Introduction

Natural and man-made risks cause substantial and growing losses in
Europe and the world (Howell, 2013; Smith, 2013), which poses chal-
lenges for national civil security governance systems (CSGSs), under-
stood here as the organizations and processes engaged in the prevention
of, preparedness for, mitigation of, response to and recovery from crises
and disasters (see Bossong and Hegemann, in the introduction to this
volume). Yet, even across European countries such systems have only
fully emerged over the last three decades in a rather uneven manner
(Quarantelli, 2000). In Western European countries, an important shift
occurred in the last quarter of the 20th century when more attention
was paid to the protection of civilians during peacetime, which we
call civil security, rather than to military defence. In the New Mem-
ber States of the EU and especially in Central European states, however,
civil security started to gain importance in national policy-making and
post-Communist transition only since the very late 1990s (Brazova et al.,
2014).

Against this background, little is known about the evolution and pos-
sible convergence of patterns among European CSGSs (see also Bossong
and Hegemann, in this volume). Comprehensive comparative analyses
are still lacking, particularly those which would differentiate between

50
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post-communist and other Old and New EU Member States. Therefore,
this chapter reviews various dimensions and parameters that are likely
to impact on the evolution of CSGSs with a particular focus on the
post-communist countries. In particular, our analysis encompasses the
countries covered by the ‘big-bang’ EU 2004/07 accession, namely the
eight post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe (Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and
Slovenia), which joined the EU in 2004 together with Malta and Cyprus.
The two latter states do not share the specific characteristics of the
post-communist countries and are therefore not included in the set of
the New Member States for the purpose of this chapter. Furthermore,
the study covers Bulgaria and Romania, which joined the EU in 2007,
as well as Croatia, which joined the EU in 2013 as its 28th member
state. These eleven countries are referred to below as the New Mem-
ber States (NMS). For the purposes of comparison, the Old Member
States (OMS) are therefore logically states that were members of the EU
before 2004.

In our analysis, we set the scene regarding possible factors for conver-
gence and divergence in civil security governance in Europe and then
look at three specific dimensions: the types of threats which European
countries predominantly face; their matching or diverging perceptions
of these threats; and the organization of national CSGSs. The first
two aspects are analysed quantitatively including both Old and New
Member States, using cluster analysis based on the Emdat.be disaster
database and Eurobarometer (public opinion surveys commissioned by
the European Commission) data, respectively. The third part features
an illustrative qualitative analysis that focuses on the NMS and specif-
ically on Croatia as the latest EU member. During communist times,
what is now widely understood as civil security was typically part of a
military-based centralized system. Thus, one could expect certain sim-
ilarities between the NMS systems developed after 1990, following the
model set by the OMS. However, our analysis also shows that the NMS
cannot be treated as a singular block in terms of threats and risk percep-
tion and that we may observe wider processes than could be specifically
attributed to the path dependent development as a NMS.

Stability and change of civil security governance systems

Currently, national CSGSs do seem to converge globally as decision-
makers plan for international responses and disaster assistance (Aldrich,
2013, p. 3). At the level of the EU, more pronounced convergence might
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be expected due to so-called ‘Europeanization’, which refers to processes
of ‘domestic change caused by an EU-generated influence’ (Major, 2005,
p- 176). Such influences in the civil security realm may take the form
of, for instance, relevant EU directives, such as the Flood Directive that
requires all member states to undertake advanced risk and preparedness
planning for regular flood events.

Moreover, the relative importance of risk management has generally
started to grow at the EU level. Particularly in the case of industrial risks
one can point to a long-running process of mutual accommodation in
reaction to several accidents, such as the Seveso chemical accident in
1976. A tension exists, however, between the importance of collective
efforts to deal with disasters on the one hand, and a relative unwilling-
ness of the member states to perceive civil security as a supranational
matter (Ekengren et al., 2006). Even in a leading case like industrial
risk management, where the Seveso accident marked the beginning of
supranational thinking about civil security governance in Europe, coun-
tries differ with respect to their specific conceptualization and practices
and remain largely influenced by local accidents and circumstances (van
Eijndhoven, 1994, pp. 114-130). This could be read as an indication that
civil security is still treated as a matter of national sovereignty.

Hence, one can hypothesize that the Europeanization in civil secu-
rity governance does not demonstrate itself as a clear trend. Instead
one can expect to find persistent differences both in terms of actual
risks and in terms of the CSGSs structures, designed to react to different
disasters. Differences also lie in the administrative levels at which civil
security is mainly addressed (i.e. local/regional/federal/national), as divi-
sions of responsibilities vary among countries (Vanneuville et al., 2011).
The local government'’s position differs comparably to other levels of
administration, as the local power structures in civil security governance
(i.e. whether the leading role is assumed by a professional or by a pub-
lic administration official) are sometimes regarded crucial (Wolensky
and Wolensky, 1990). Despite the overall trend towards decentralization
in disaster management (Cheong, 2011), one can expect a compara-
tively less developed process in the post-communist NMS? as a (relin-
quishing) relic of the centralized organization during the communist
times.

Another important aspect relevant for CSGSs’ evolution is presented
by the growing importance of public participation and involvement.
Public participation is increasingly considered an effective means to
enhance general disaster awareness and encouraging citizens to take
more responsibility in coping with risks (Wachinger et al., 2013). Yet,
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despite the importance of the role of civil society in civil security gover-
nance, little research on the topic exists and it typically focuses only on
immediate citizen involvement during and after a crisis (Aldrich, 2013).
Generally, the European post-communist countries are characterized by
arather weakly developed civil society (Howard, 2003), which is likely to
exist in the field of civil security governance as well. Therefore, the scale
of public participation in civil security governance - be it in an orga-
nized form through non-governmental organizations (NGOs) involved
in the provision of civil security or through unorganized volunteering —
is another factor to be taken into the analysis.

Disasters and threat perceptions in Europe

Beyond these general structural and political factors that shape our
expectations of convergence and difference of European CSGSs, we need
to consider the possible functional relation between, on the one hand,
threats and the perception of threats in a given state territory and, on
the other hand, the organization of national CSGSs. In other words,
both actual risks and their perception, which can be biased, influence
the shape and evolution of CSGSs. Therefore the following sections first
describe the distribution of disasters in Europe, followed by a discus-
sion of risks as perceived by European societies. In both cases, patterns
of similarities and differences among both Old and New EU Member
States are investigated, which further allows defining the possible room
for convergence or divergence between CSGSs.

Distribution of disasters in Europe

The types of threats analysed below include both natural and man-
made disasters, such as floods, forest fires, storms, earthquakes, droughts
and industrial and transportation accidents. For each country, varying
sets of risks and disasters are observed. Based on the Emergency Events
Database EM-DAT,® the number of actual disasters in European coun-
tries varies considerably. In general, however, the bigger a country is,
the more disasters it experiences (Figure 3.1).

In Europe, natural disasters are the most frequent and devastating
type of crisis. They often affect large areas and cause significant damages.
This is particularly the case with floods, storms, forest fires and earth-
quakes. Major floods have been an especially frequent phenomenon in
the EU countries (Figure 3.2).

In order to explore the difference between the OMS and the NMS in
terms of disaster occurrence, we use Student’s t-test. This tool allows us
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Figure 3.2 Number of disasters in the 28 EU countries (1995-2014)
Source of data: emdat.be.

to look for statistically significant differences between the two groups of
countries for each of the disasters type. The analysis suggests no major
differences in the number of disasters. Only in the case of extreme tem-
perature a higher occurrence in NMS compared to OMS could be found
(Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1 Difference between the Old Member States (column 1: OMS) and the
New Member States (column 2: NMS) in terms of particular types of disasters —
Results of Student’s t-test calculation

Risk type Mean Mean t df P N N
1 (OMS) 2 (NMS) 1 (OMS) 2 (NMS)

Epidemic 0.03568 0.01342 1.09657 26 0.28288 17 11

Drought 0.01189 0.01767 —-0.5805 26 0.56654 17 11

Extreme 0.10524 0.27722 —-4.8688 26 0.00004 17 11
temperature*

Wildfire 0.03250 0.03282 -0.0139 26 0.98901 17 11

Earthquake 0.02455 0.02969 -0.2592 26 0.79752 17 11
(seismic activity)

Volcano 0.00060 0.00000 0.79899 26 0.43153 17 11

Flood 0.17026  0.28392 -1.8716 26 0.07255 17 11

Mass movement 0.00995 0.00110 1.39194 26 0.17573 17 11
wet

Storm 0.28125 0.15957 1.76807 26 0.08878 17 11

Industrial accident 0.04385 0.03745 0.30989 26 0.75911 17 11

Miscellaneous 0.04960 0.06584 —-0.5047 26 0.61797 17 11
accident

Transport accident 0.23457 0.08125 1.96074 26 0.06070 17 11

Group 1: Old Member States.

Group 2: New Member States.

* — significant difference.

Results of Levene test for homogeneity of variance are not presented in the table.
Source of data: emdat.be.

Although the analysis shows overall very little difference between the
NMS and the OMS in terms of a particular disaster-type occurrence, one
could, in reverse, expect more pronounced similarities between sub-
sets of the EU countries. For this purpose, we use cluster analysis as a
classifying technique to organize multiple attributes data, such as the
emdat.be data on disasters, in order to show more fine-grained similari-
ties and patterns. However, as the following graphic analysis shows, no
pronounced clustering effect can be observed (Figure 3.3).

The cluster analysis shows a general heterogeneity of the European
countries in terms of disaster-type occurrence and therefore no overrid-
ing pattern can be identified. Nevertheless, relative similarity in threat
exposure — or similar disaster experience — can be observed between
Romania and Slovakia, as well as Hungary and Austria. These four coun-
tries constitute one, more general cluster. Other clusters link: Belgium
with France; Poland with Lithuania; Greece with Italy and Spain. Malta
is the most visible outlier. In addition, some Scandinavian countries
cluster together (Finland, Denmark, Estonia).
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Figure 3.3 Tree diagram resulting from cluster analysis, taking into account var-
ious types of disasters in the EU countries. Vertical proximity of the linked
countries represents their similarity in terms of sets of occurring disasters. The
horizontal axis represents Euclidean distance between countries

Source of data: emdat.be, calculation based on standardized data.

To summarize, disasters in Europe are unequally distributed. Gener-
ally, clusters of countries are not very marked. Certain similarities of
the groups of countries shown by the cluster analysis (e.g. Slovakia,
Romania, Austria and Hungary; or Greece, Italy and Spain) can be
attributed to the proximity of geographical conditions. Beyond that,
however, the NMS do not constitute a coherent set that could be dif-
ferentiated from the OMS on the basis of clustered disaster and threat
experience.

Threat perceptions in Europe

Besides the structural characteristics and actual threats faced by CSGSs,
threat perceptions are likely to exercise an important influence on
policy decisions that shape national CSGS (Sjoberg, 1999). Empirical
research on comparative risk perception shows significant differences
across countries (de Zwart et al., 2007; Renn and Rohrmann, 2000)
although the variance is not always easy to explain (Viklund, 2003).
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Perceived threats are only partially determined by real or statistically sig-
nificant risks (Renn and Rohrmann, 2000). Instead, differences in threat
perception are frequently attributed to cultural differences (Douglas and
Wildavsky, 1982). Yet, analyses of systematic differences in risk pref-
erences among nations by Ding et al. (2012, p. 1846) do not lead to
a typology or clusters of countries. So threat perceptions tend to vary
unsystematically from one country to another, even among the OMS, as
shown in a comparative analysis across Sweden, Spain, UK and France
(Viklund, 2003). Results of a study among five European countries con-
ducted in the wake of the avian influenza (de Zwart et al., 2007) suggest,
however, a potential difference between the OMS and NMS. Compared
to four OMS, namely Denmark, the Netherlands, UK and Spain, Poland
displayed markedly different results in threat perceptions. Still, these
limited indications do not show up in a wider comparison across threats
and all EU member states (Table 3.2).

In most of the countries, natural risks are ranked the highest. More-
over, perception of risks broadly corresponds with actual threats present
in the respective country, which, as shown above, could not be sys-
tematically clustered together either. Correspondingly, post-communist
countries or NMS cannot be treated as one bloc as their level of concern
towards threats and related risk perception vary.

Citizens’ perceptions of the most threatening risks also vary among
all EU countries (Figure 3.4). Yet, here one can observe more structured
differences between countries where the level of concern is generally
high and where citizens are less concerned.

According to data from Eurobarometer (2012) polls, citizens in the
post-communist NMS and countries of Southern Europe feel most
threatened by natural disasters. The highest levels of concerns are indi-
cated in the Bulgaria (66 per cent of citizens feel very concerned), the
Czech Republic and Greece (in both countries 51 per cent feel very con-
cerned). Poland (46 per cent) and Slovakia (45 per cent) followed by
Latvia, Hungary and Romania rank above the EU 27 average (31 per
cent). The mid to lower levels of concern are indicated in Lithuania
and Estonia - together with France, Malta, Austria, Ireland, Germany
and UK; while the lowest levels of concern are in some Northern OMS.
In Finland, only 5 per cent of citizens feel very concerned; in the
Netherlands and in Sweden, 4 per cent.

Additionally, the countries could be divided on the basis of citizens’
concern regarding natural disasters, man-made disasters and threat of
terrorism. In most of the NMS there is a high level of citizens’ con-
cern regarding man-made disasters, namely in Latvia (49 per cent very
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Table 3.2 The most important type of risk as perceived by inhabitants of the EU

countries
Post-communist Type of risk Old Member Type of risk
New Member States (plus
States CY and MT)
Bulgaria (BG) Earthquake Cyprus (CY) Earthquake
Romania (RO) Earthquake Greece (EL) Earthquake
Czech Republic (CZ)  Flooding Italy (IT) Earthquake
Poland (PL) Flooding Austria (AT) Flooding
Slovakia (SK) Flooding Ireland (IE) Flooding
Estonia (EE) Forest fire Netherland (NL) Flooding
Latvia (LV) Forest fire UK Flooding
Lithuania (LT) Forest fire Portugal (PT) Forest fire
Hungary (HU) Violent storm, Spain (ES) Forest fire
with gale
Slovenia (SI) Violent storm, Finland (FI) Industrial
with gale accident
(Chemical
accident, etc.)
Malta (MT) Marine
pollution (oil
spill, etc.)
Sweden (SE) Marine
pollution (oil
spill, etc.)
Belgium (BE) Violent storm,
with gale
Denmark (DK) Violent storm,
with gale
France (FR) Violent storm,
with gale
Germany (DE) Violent storm,
with gale
Luxembourg (LU) Violent storm,
with gale

Note: Croatia is not included because the country was not an EU member in 2009.
Source of data: Eurobarometer, 2009.

concerned), Czech Republic (47 per cent), Hungary (46 per cent) as well
as in Poland (40 per cent), Lithuania (38 per cent) and Slovakia (37 per
cent). Romania (30 per cent) and Estonia (20 per cent) show mid- to
lower levels of citizens’ concern, while the countries with the lowest
levels of concern regarding man-made disasters are again some OMS
(Finland, Sweden and the Netherlands).
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Figure 3.5 Cluster analysis of the EU countries based on citizens’ opinion on the
seriousness of risks. Standardized data. Vertical proximity of the linked countries
represents their similarity in terms of perception of risks. The horizontal axis
represents Euclidean distance between countries

Source of data: Eurobarometer, 2009.

Despite some emerging groupings, this short survey of European risk
perceptions does not allow for a clear delineation between NMS and
OMS. To what extent does the distinction between the post-communist
countries and the OMS take into account patterns of diverging risk
perceptions within particular countries? Here, a cluster analysis enables
us to classify objects (countries) into groups, taking into account multi-
dimensional characteristics, in which countries being the closest in
terms of ‘the syndromes’ of the perceived risks are linked together.
Yet, this analysis also reveals that the post-communist countries do not
constitute a distinct group (Figure 3.5).

The closest countries concerning various risks perceived are: Estonia
and Latvia together with Lithuania, Sweden and Finland form the
‘Nordic’ bloc (Figure 3.5). Besides, the Czech and Slovak Republics
constitute a close pair with Hungary and Poland linked into a larger,
Central European (or Visegrad) group. Other pairs of similar countries
are: Belgium and France (plus the Netherlands); Ireland and the UK;
Bulgaria and Romania; Germany and Luxemburg; Austria and Slovenia.
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It can be noted that the close pairs in risk perception often are neigh-
bours in a geographical sense. Moreover, for the pairs, the risk perceived
as the most eminent is not always the same. For instance, for Austrians
flooding is the biggest risk while for Slovenians it is violent storm with
gale. Nevertheless, taking the whole set of risks, these two countries
(as well as other pairs mentioned above) constitute a close pair.

Malta appears to be the most distinctive country. Marine pollution is
perceived by the Maltese as the most dangerous risk, followed by earth-
quake, flooding and storms. It can be assumed that risk perception in
Malta is specific due to its nature as a small, densely populated island.
Taking into account the post-communist vs. the OMS distinction, it can
be noticed that the post-communist countries do not constitute a sep-
arate group. Slovenia ‘joins’ neighbouring Austria. Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania are within the Scandinavian group. Bulgaria and Romania are
within the Southern circle (together with Greece, Portugal, Italy, Cyprus
and Spain). The most specific cluster of the post-communist countries
is Central Europe, namely the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and
Poland.

Thus, one could conclude that geographical proximity and the geo-
graphical conditions behind it are the most important factors explaining
the similarity of risk perceptions in the European countries.

This conclusion is supported by the analysis of differences between
OMS and NMS for particular types of risk. Tests show no statistically
significant difference between the two groups of countries in any of the
risk types (Table 3.3). Apparently, the risk perception in the NMS has no
specificity compared with the OMS.

Organization of civil security governance systems in the
New Member States

Based on the foregoing analysis we cannot deduce a clear functionalist
or perception-based argument for a convergent transformation of CSGSs
in NMS when compared to OMS. This needs to be set against alterna-
tive historical and political factors that might be adduced for expecting
convergence or common trends in NMS.

The transition context of the civil security governance systems
reforms in the New Member States

Similarly to those in the OMS, the CSGSs in the NMS have passed
through considerable reforms and transition since the end of the Cold
War. The issues at stakes were complex, taking into account the shift
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Table 3.3 Difference between the Old Member States (column 1: OMS) and the
New Member States (column 2: NMS) in terms of perceived risk by inhabitants of

the EU countries — Results of Student’s t-test calculation

Risk type Mean Mean t df P N N
1 (OMS) 2 (NMS) 1 (OMS) 2 (NMS)

Earthquake 0.21329 0.11450 0.20636 25 0.83818 17 10

Forest fire 0.34431 0.80966 —1.1519 25  0.26026 17 10

Flooding 1.06441 1.37766 —0.9302 25 0.36112 17 10

Violent storm, 0.96153 1.27997 —1.1467 25 0.26234 17 10
with gale

Tsunami -0.8195 —-0.7512  -1.6812 25 0.10516 17 10

Volcano -0.8199 -0.7602  —1.1895 25 0.24541 17 10
eruption

Landslide —0.4921 —-0.4249 —-0.4062 25  0.68804 17 10

Industrial 0.63881 0.17156 1.93317 25 0.06461 17 10
accident

Nuclear —-0.1119  -0.3564 1.10438 25 0.27994 17 10
accident

Marine 0.43382 0.05549 1.06002 25 0.29927 17 10
pollution

Other —0.8580 —0.7749  —1.8425 25 0.07728 17 10

None —0.5546  —0.7409 1.74146 25  0.09389 17 10

Group 1: Old Member States.

Group 2: New Member States.

The number of New Member States equals 10, since at the moment of the survey Croatia was
not the EU member yet.

Results of Levene test for homogeneity of variance are not presented in the table.

Source of data: Eurobarometer, 2009.

from military to non-military threats and the increasing awareness of
modern society about disasters and emergencies (Shalamanov et al.,
2005). Yet, the transformation of CSGSs in the post-communist coun-
tries has been more comprehensive than in the OMS. The reasons for
this could be found in the profound political, economic and societal
changes in the post-communist countries during their turbulent recent
history and also in some relatively recent military conflicts in South-
Eastern Europe. It needs to be noted that the reforms were introduced
with a lack of consensus of political elites about the directions of
changes and the concrete solutions.

Generally speaking, CSGSs in most NMS changed from the Soviet-
type system of civil defence, based on the idea that civil society should
be fully mobilized in the support of the country’s defence in case of
war, towards a model of civil protection focused on protecting the
population against natural and man-made disasters. The overall process
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of the post-communist transformation brought along serious political,
economic and societal adjustments to the new standards in every field,
including civil security governance (Knezovi¢ and Vucinovi¢, 2013). The
old, defence driven systems were abandoned but, somewhat contradic-
tory, the transformation of the CSGSs was not the top priority during
the reforms in the NMS and has remained an issue of low importance.

Notably, EU accession did not have a major impact on the CSGSs of
the NMS, if compared with such sectors as agriculture, water manage-
ment, environment protection and so on. While in the latter sectors
the implementation of EU legislation (directives) required the transposi-
tion of EU laws, in civil security governance the EU plays a coordinative
role only.

Rather, the modernization of the CSGSs resembled or followed general
changes made in the broader process of transition in these coun-
tries. Firstly, the public administrations were the subjects of substantial
changes. Starting from an omnipotent administration regulating most
aspects of life, including the economy, public administrations were
transformed into a system based on the Western European examples.
Civil service legislation and administrative courts were introduced along
with substantial reforms decentralizing tasks and competences. Disman-
tling the bureaucratic party states included the reconstruction of local
government structures and reorganization of the central government.
As the CSGSs were moved under civil supervision they needed to be
adjusted to the evolving shape of public administrations. In effect, this
led to a marginalization of the CSGSs.

Secondly, the democratic transformation aimed at building account-
ability of public administration and re-establishing the vital role of civil
society. Grassroots-type social activity was seen as a pillar of a demo-
cratic society. It revealed that revitalizing civil society is a difficult task.
The civil society development indicators show that NMS are hardly
catching up the Western model (see also Bossong and Hegemann, in
this volume). It involves not only smaller numbers of NGOs but also
lower popular trust towards governmental institutions. Nevertheless,
civil society organizations have had an important role within the third
sector in the NMS. Voluntary fire brigades and rescue organizations have
constituted an important part of the sector. Moreover, they have been
trusted and were largely incorporated to the CSGSs.

Despite many similarities, there were also differences in terms of
CSGS development among the NMS. In most NMS, for instance in
Estonia, the CSGS was rebuilt from the ground up after 1991. In some
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the process was more complicated. The CSGSs in the Czech and the
Slovak republics diverged after the separation in 1993. In Lithuania,
the civil protection and rescue system has become an integral part of
the national security, with no clear distinction between external and
internal security. Furthermore, the role of military differs as well. For
instance, although in most of the countries military forces play a small
role in CSGSs, in Romania the Ministry of Defence has a significant
role in the management of emergency situations. These differences can
also be attributed to historical factors, such as conflicts in the Balkan
Peninsula.

General features of civil security governance systems in the New
Member States

The foregoing section illustrated that the historical transformation
processes in NMS have been deep, turbulent, diverse and beset by per-
sistent challenges. The following discussion presents these qualitative
differences in a more structured comparative, rather than historical, per-
spective and also pursues again the difference between NMS and OMS.
These differences could be noticed through major concepts that are
applied, the degree of organizational centralization and societal involve-
ment in civil security governance, and finally the role of the military
sector, which in some NMS had stronger involvement for a longer period
than in the OMS. Nevertheless, in NMS, similarly to OMS, today there
is a civilian primacy and control of the CSGSs. In most of the NMS,
military forces still regularly contribute to civil security needs, particu-
larly when it comes to exceptional and prolonged crisis (Bossong and
Hegemann, 2014). Development of the new organizational forms was —
at least partially — initiated by big disasters, revealing the weakness of
existing systems (Brazova et al., 2014).

Most of the NMS generally developed an ‘all-hazards’ (or multi-
hazard) approach for their CSGSs, rather than a ‘specific threat’
approach. In practice, though, they mostly implemented a combina-
tion of both these approaches. This means that they have defined
comprehensive approaches in their civil security strategies and other
documents, but also have additional strategies for some specific types
of crises. Romania and Slovakia are among the countries that put
strong emphasis on the all-hazards approach while Lithuania and
Poland tend towards the specific threat approach. The practice shows
that the organizational structures have elements of flexibility mean-
ing that very often the all-hazards crisis management systems rep-
resent a common coordination platform. In practice, however, the
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response activities are undertaken by specialized agencies (Bossong and
Hegemann, 2014).

The degree of centralization varies considerably due to different
administrative traditions and institutional arrangements. While the
North-Western countries (e.g. Sweden and Germany) mostly imple-
ment decentralized forms of organization, the NMS in Central, Eastern
and South-Eastern Europe tend towards more centralized and top-down
systems (the examples are Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, Latvia and
Lithuania) or modestly centralized systems (Poland and Croatia) (Boin
et al., 2014; Bossong and Hegemann, 2014). In the Baltic States, the orga-
nizational structures are centralized. They are coordinated and mostly
organized by the central national civil protection authority. Other NMS
have created specialized agencies or platforms responsible for overall
civil protection and disaster management. The example here is the
National Protection and Rescue Directorate in Croatia, or the Czech
Integrated Rescue System. Some other NMS have established several
agencies, such as Romania, where various central and local adminis-
trations, public institutions and NGOs take responsibility for policy
implementation.

Civil security governance is primarily the responsibility of public
agencies, but in several NMS, citizens are expected to contribute and
to bear their share in response efforts. In general, the essential citi-
zens’ obligation is to comply with the authorities’ ordinances when
a disaster occurs. In most of the NMS (Croatia, the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia), citizens are legally
obliged to temporarily and actively contribute in the event of disas-
ter upon request by public authorities. In Hungary, citizens have even
wider formal obligations regarding crisis preparedness and responses,
which includes responsibility to temporarily participate in disaster
management (SamardZija et al., 2014).

In most European countries, citizens tend to actively assist in crisis
situations. In general, they are directly included in crisis management
activities, mostly through their participation in voluntary organiza-
tions dealing with civil security issues, such as the firefighting brigades
and/or the national Red Cross organizations. Generally, the countries
with centralized organizational structures tend to have a rather low use
of voluntary organizations and higher-level civil-military cooperation
in the peacetime civil protection activities. Croatia, the Czech Repub-
lic, Hungary, Lithuania, Romania and Slovakia are the countries with
a high percentage of citizens who are generally willing to help and
volunteer in the case of disaster. Estonia is an interesting example of



66 The Challenge of Diversity

wide-spread citizen'’s initiatives through the Estonian Neighbourhood
Watch which is a unique association aimed to increase the sense of
security of the citizens in their homes (SamardZija et al., 2014). On the
other hand, in Poland, the level of voluntary engagement in emer-
gencies is lower, compared with countries like the Czech Republic or
Estonia.

There are specific features regarding the organization of the CSGSs
that are common for some groups of NMS, or - on the other hand - are
unique in individual NMS. In the case of the Baltic States, their civil pro-
tection systems differ from one another, but it seems that the post-Soviet
countries do share common features within certain variables related
to civil-military cooperation, the use of voluntary organizations and
public-private cooperation (Pursiainen et al., 2005). Romanian expe-
rience shows that the adoption of new norms and break from the
previous ‘traditional’ values created some uncertainties about responsi-
bilities and accountability as well as some coordination problems (Chifu
and Ramberg, 2007). Croatia had a specific experience due to the fact
that it emerged in the context of the dissolution of the Yugoslav Federa-
tion and the so-called ‘Homeland War’. Yet, as is also discussed in more
detail further below, the Croatian system has evolved from a system that
focuses on the military to a system focusing on the protection of citizens
against natural and man-made disasters.

Civil security governance system in a post-conflict
country: The case of Croatia

Croatia is a case, which shares the transition features (political, eco-
nomic and administrative transformation, civil society development,
transposing the EU legislation, etc.) with other NMS. At the same
time, it also faces particular challenges that have not been experienced
by the other NMS, for example the post-war legacy. In other words,
Croatia’s CSGS has been shaped by path-dependence from the former
Yugoslav CSGS and cultural values of the Croatian society but also by
legacies of the recent war of independence (1991-1995) and the tran-
sition process during the 1990s and 2000s (Knezovi¢ and Vucinovic,
2013, p. 169). As such, Croatia serves as an illustrative case of the par-
ticular dynamics of transformation of national CSGS, set against the
assumed shared experiences of NMS, such as EU enlargement or threat
perceptions in Central and Eastern Europe that were critically discussed
above.
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The basis for developing civil security capabilities in Croatia was
an administrative tradition of well-developed and organized CSGS
in the former Yugoslav federation, which was functional, despite its
ideological shape and massive size. However, the Croatian War of
Independence (1991-1995), which emerged from conflicts between the
former Yugoslav republics, led to the need of re-organizing the crisis
management system to protect citizens from conflicts in the war-torn
country (Knezovi¢ and Vucinovi¢, 2013, p. 174). During the war, the
CSGS played an important role in the provision of shelters, civilian evac-
uations, refugee acceptance, humanitarian assistance and other tasks.
Subsequently, in the post-war period the system needed to be adapted
in order to function as a part of democratic society. Accessing NATO and
the EU required further development of the CSGS.® Moreover, regional
cooperation in South-Eastern Europe has revealed a necessity for greater
civil security cooperation and positively impacted the Croatian strategic
culture.

The legacy of the war forced the country to develop strong human-
itarian demining capacities. The remaining risk from landmines was
constantly present after the war, threatening the civil security of the
country. Croatia is today one of 59 countries in the world facing a mine
problem. In the period of 1991-2012, almost 2,000 people were affected
by mines in Croatia, out of which 508 people died. By the signing of
the Ottawa Convention (1997), Croatia was recognized as one of the
leading humanitarian demining countries in the world. Croatia’s demi-
ning capacities include physical demining, equipment, know-how and
assistance to rehabilitation of mine victims. Special attention is given
to educating and informing citizens about the risk of mines. In this
respect, Croatia is a particular case for risk education, communication
and perceptions among the EU countries.

Despite the recent war experience, Croatia features further similari-
ties to other NMS. As elsewhere in Europe, the management of civil
security in Croatia is shifting to civilian authorities. The armed forces
may be deployed to assist in police, firefighting and rescue operations
as well as in surveillance and protection of the country’s rights at sea in
the case of serious disasters. However, the managerial reform process is
ongoing, following the reform of national institutions for functioning
civil security governance. The reforms started in 2005 with the estab-
lishment of a main executive protection and rescue body, and they are
still underway aiming to strengthen coordination, strategic planning
and risk management at the national level, building an integrated
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system for horizontal and vertical linkage of actors for natural disaster
risk reduction, and involve stronger local and regional self-government
(Samardzija et al., 2013, p. 37).

Conclusion

The end of the Cold War together with technological progress con-
tributed to a shift in the type of threats countries face and perceive
as well as in their underlying understanding of security. CSGS, orga-
nizations and processes designed to deal with threats, were adapted
accordingly. In the European perspective, the post-communist countries
are likely to constitute a particular group of countries in this respect.
Not only did they have to adjust their CSGSs to the changing post-
Cold War environment, but they also had to profoundly reshape their
wider economic and political systems. As initially the CSGSs in these
countries shared certain characteristics, most notably centralization and
close links of the CSGSs with defence systems, one could have expected
a similar path of transformation of these systems, ultimately leading to
convergence with the OMS.

To explore the likelihood or plausibility of convergence, or treating
the NMS as a block of similar national CSGS, this chapter first anal-
ysed the actual risks and risk perceptions among the European countries.
It was found that natural disasters are the most frequent and devastating
type of crisis in the NMS as well as the OMS. In terms of actual disasters,
geographical proximity clearly takes the main role. Typically, neighbour-
ing countries, which obviously may include both Old and New Member
States, experience the same patterns of disasters. In addition, threat per-
ception — based on the test of the difference between OMS and NMS
for particular types of risk — cannot be regarded as a differentiating fac-
tor between these two groups of countries. Again, geography, rather
than any other influence, tends to be the factor that can most easily
explain similarities in opinion about the seriousness of risks. Nonethe-
less, two groups among the NMS stand out in terms of overall threat
perceptions: the Central European Visegrad Group and the Baltic States.
Generally, the citizens’ perception of risks (although this varies across
the EU counties) tends to be higher among NMS.

Alongside the profound transformation in the national CSGSs in NMS
after 1990, the CSGSs in OMS also underwent significant changes due
to the end of the Cold War and to the appearance of the so-called new
threats. The structures of the CSGSs in both the OMS and the NMS
seem to converge gradually, which reflects itself for example in the
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civilian control over the CSGSs or in the involvement of other stake-
holders, such as NGOs or volunteers. The old military-type of approach
was abandoned while the new organizational forms were developed to
face large disasters, new threats, or to overcome the weaknesses of the
previous systems. Most of the NMS and OMS generally tend towards
an ‘all-hazards’ (or ‘multi-hazards’) approach in their CSGSs rather
than a ‘specific threat’ approach, but in practice mostly implement a
combination of mentioned approaches. To summarize, the assertion
about a distinctive path of CSGSs development in the NMS cannot be
sustained.

Yet, the analysis also suggests diverse and persistent administrative
traditions and institutional arrangements between OMS and NMS, as
well as between NMS themselves. The systems of NMS are relatively
more centralized compared to the OMS. This can be attributed to the
legacy of the communist system. Moreover, there is a difference in
risk perception. The level of anxiety is higher in NMS than in OMS.
Yet, it can be argued that the similarities in the countries’ CSGSs are
mainly driven by the geographic conditions and related risks. Still, the
Europeanization thesis, therefore, cannot fully explain the development
of the CSGSs in the NMS.

The results of this analysis might have implications for future cooper-
ation of the countries with the aim to increase the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of the CSGSs. Our findings suggest rather bilateral or sub-regional
cooperation of relatively small groups of neighbouring countries facing
similar threats, for instance cooperation in issues related to river flood-
ing or maritime risks. An all-European approach could have a facilitative
role in this respect but — based on the differences between and within
the OMS and the NMS - it cannot be expected to pave the way for a
unified one-size-fits-all model.

Notes

1. This research was partially funded by the EU Seventh Framework Programme
for research, technological development and demonstration under grant
agreement no 284678, ANVIL - Analyses of Civil Security Systems in Europe;
co-financed by Poland’s Ministry for Science and Higher Education from funds
for science in 2013-2014 granted to an international project, and by the Spe-
cific Research Grant of the Charles University in Prague, Faculty of Social
Sciences Nr. SVV 2014 260 112.

2. It has to be noted that (de)centralization is used here as a descriptive category
only. We intentionally refrain from using it in a normative sense, as decen-
tralized disaster management is not necessarily more successful in all aspects
of the disaster response (Cheong, 2011).
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3. The EM-DAT database has been established in 1988 and is maintained by
the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters at the Université
catholique de Louvain. The EM-DAT contains data on the occurrence and
effects of more than 18,000 mass disasters in the world from 1900 to the
present.

4. Figure 3.4 shows the distribution of citizens that feel ‘very concerned’ regard-
ing natural disasters, man-made threats and terrorist attacks across selected
countries for this research (The Eurobarometer question: ‘How concerned are
you personally about certain type of disasters?” Answers: very concerned, fairly
concerned, not concerned; don’t know).

5. Croatia became a member of NATO in 2009, while in 2013 the country joined
the European Union.
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Common Challenge — Different
Response? The Case of HIN1

Influenzal

Vera-Karin Brazova and Piotr Matczak

Introduction

Dealing with epidemics constitutes an undisputable part of civil security
governance. Of all communicable diseases, the pandemic influenza is
probably the most feared by both policymakers and health practitioners
(Kamradt-Scott, 2012, p. 90). However, due to high levels of uncertainty
which require contentious political choices it also challenges the most
common view of disaster management, which typically focuses on tech-
nical and natural disasters in a narrow sense. Pandemics are a type of risk
of a supranational and sometimes even of a global scale. In case of an
emergency, coordinated action is needed in order to control the spread
of the illness within and across borders. At the same time, actions are
undertaken basically within the national jurisdictions. Thus, there is a
tension between nationally focused efforts and coordinative demands.

Although the European Union (EU) and the World Health Organi-
zation (WHO) have played an important role in enhancing uniformity
and coherence of national pandemic strategies across Europe, significant
differences still exist in pandemic influenza policies of the European
countries (Martin and Conseil, 2012). Agencies such as the European
Centre for Disease Prevention and Control are instrumental in the har-
monization of disaster management, but when it comes to pandemics
there is little interaction between the policies and legislations of many
member states. Among the European countries, various types of civil
security governance systems have developed and are also responsible
for dealing with special risks, such as pandemics (see Bossong and
Hegemann, in this volume).
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This chapter focuses on the so-called swine flu (HIN1 influenza),
which resulted in global pandemics declared by the WHO in 2009/2010.
The virus appeared first in Mexico being a new strain of an earlier
known influenza virus. Despite containment efforts, it spread globally
and evoked various reactions of governments and responsible bodies.
In the history of mankind, pandemics have caused enormous losses. For
this reason, governments put a significant emphasis on preventing and
dealing with such events. In the case of HIN1, the 1918 flu epidemics
was a sinister reference point.

Usually, the HIN1 pandemic is portrayed in terms of an overreaction,
be it on the side of the WHO which, according to many, has exagger-
ated the pandemic alert (Kamradt-Scott, 2012), or on the side of nation
states who tended to apply precautionary approaches en masse (Seetoh
et al., 2012). In this respect, the case of HIN1 does seem to showcase
an example of a 21st century global risk where decisions often have to
be taken ‘on the basis of more or less unadmitted not-knowing’ (Beck,
2006, p. 335), and where the boundary between rational response and
an overreaction becomes blurred. In cases of pandemics, it is the fear,
rather than the disease itself, which threatens to break the society apart,
thus posing a high challenge for governments and emergency respon-
ders trying to retain public trust (Upshur, 2005; Lagadec, 2009, p. 483).
In a situation where the pandemic risk cannot be interpreted accurately,
the necessity to manage uncertainty arises (Seetoh et al., 2012; see also
Kuipers and Boin, in this volume).

This has an important implication for legitimacy. On the one hand,
risks alienate people from expert systems as they cannot be controlled
fully rationally even by scientists or governments (Beck, 2006, p. 336).
On the other hand, current crises often pose a challenge to the legit-
imacy of governance structures and processes, which sometimes turn
out to be inadequate (Boin, 2009). Such a decrease in legitimacy leads to
declining societal, political or legal support for extant decision-making
procedures, instruments or ideas in the given policy domain (Nohrstedt,
2008).

Due to the nature of the crisis, which was assumed to be uncon-
tainable within smaller geographical areas, central coordination mech-
anisms were in place in most of the countries, including those where
disaster response typically rests at the regional or local level. The disease
created a ‘matural experiment’ as it posed a similar threat for national
civil security systems in parallel and in many countries. That is, the
case of the swine flu allows us to analyse the reaction in the European
countries all of which were hit by the same kind of crisis at the same
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time. Based on these similarities, preparedness and response actions are
compared in this chapter, employing the notions of overreaction and
precaution (Beck, 2006). The chapter builds on data for 22 European
countries that was compiled the collaborative European research project
ANVIL,? covering both the ‘o0ld’ (joining the EU before 2004) and the
‘new’ member states (accessing the EU in 2004 and later), as well as all
geographical regions of Europe.

The first part of the chapter touches upon the general functioning
of the civil security governance systems and their overall legitimacy in
the context of the HIN1 crisis. We examine such issues as the level at
which the crisis was addressed, main actors, the overall reaction of the
government, as well as the overall public perception of the authorities’
reaction. Taking into account the implications for legitimacy, we analyse
whether there were any official reviews of the actions taken during the
HINTI crisis and, consequently, whether the HIN1 crisis resulted in any
changes in the countries’ civil security governance systems in order to
‘re-legitimize’ them in the eyes of the public.

The second part, then, goes into more practical aspects of crisis man-
agement and focuses on the actual procedures. As it was pointed out by
Martin et al. (2010) based on a survey of national public health laws
concerning pandemic influenza, differences among European countries
exist when it comes to the legitimacy of their conduct of crisis man-
agement in this field. Here, we focus on some core factors which are
typically described in the crisis management literature as potentially
determining the success of policies to fight pandemics. In particu-
lar, these are the involvement of a large array of stakeholders and
communication with the public.

Theoretical underpinnings

Suchman (1995) distinguishes three forms of legitimacy: a pragmatic,
a moral and a cognitive one. The first one is based on self-interested
calculation; the second one on positive normative evaluation; the third
one is connected with permanent, structurally legitimate organizations,
such as nation states (Suchman, 1995, pp. 578-584). These three forms
can be well associated with different levels of policy-making: politics,
policy and polity (see for example Hajer, 2003).

To study the response to the HIN1 influenza pandemic, we focus on
the ‘moral legitimacy’, that is, one based on normative approval and on
judgements about whether an activity promotes values of the respec-
tive society. Thus, we focus largely on the policy domain with which
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relevant operational responsibilities are connected. Although there are
also important questions concerning responsibility which are related to
the internationalization of the HIN1 issue, we focus here exclusively on
the national responses and legitimacy connected with them.3

From the viewpoint of the moral legitimacy in policy-making, both
outputs and procedures can be examined* (Suchman, 1995, p. 579).
The outputs are mostly associated with effectiveness and correspon-
dence with desired ideas and values (Schmidt, 2013, p. 8). Hence, our
operative definition of legitimacy is based on the absence of politi-
cal crisis and/or the need to make significant changes to the system
in the aftermath of the pandemic as a post hoc reaction. When seen
as unsuccessful, we might expect the civil security governance systems
dealing with the influenza in some countries to attempt a ‘relegitima-
tion through (...) restructuring’ (Suchman, 1995) and thus to undergo
structural changes. Below, we review the reaction of the European coun-
tries to the pandemics — whether the legitimacy of those in authority or
of the governance system was shaken.

Procedures, or ‘throughput’ (Schmidt, 2013), touch upon a more prac-
tical level as legitimacy is also linked to the success of the actions under-
taken by the agencies and officials dealing with disasters (Quarantelli,
1988). Here, the ‘openness and inclusiveness in institutional processes
and constructive interactions’ (Schmidt, 2013, p. 8) are particularly
important. A survey conducted in Canada in the aftermath of the HIN1
pandemic revealed that — although there was not any single best model
of how to handle the crisis — the comprehensive planning, the involve-
ment of multiple stakeholders and communication (both among the
official bodies as well as with the general public) were crucial to address
the crisis successfully (Masotti et al., 2013). Similarly, the literature
on disaster management stresses also the inclusion of various stake-
holders and both internal and external distribution of information as
factors crucial for success (Harrald, 2006; Moe and Pathranarakul, 2006;
Fitzgerald et al., 2012; Schemann et al., 2012). Thus, these are the aspects
we deal with in the second part of the chapter, where the inclusion of
stakeholders and communication are discussed.

Response to HIN1: Similarities and differences

In most of the countries, addressing the HIN1 pandemic involved
significant efforts of bodies responsible for public health and crisis
management. The issue reached media headlines and was politically
discussed in several cases. Interestingly, the material effects of the crisis
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Table 4.1 Overall public perception of how the crisis was
handled by the authorities

Public perception of Country
handling the crisis

Positive Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Malta,
Norway, Sweden

Negative France, Switzerland, UK

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.

were often sidelined and, in most cases, did not lead to the perception of
the HIN1 management as a failure. As the human losses were relatively
low, the actions were commonly perceived neither as a success nor as a
failure.

In some countries, however, a positive overall perception was reported
(Table 4.1). In Croatia, the public continued to view the governmen-
tal reaction in a positive light, despite the fact that there was mistrust
towards the vaccines and their potential negative effects. Positive citi-
zens' perception was reported also for Malta, Norway and Sweden. Also
in Estonia and Finland, no public criticism of the governmental reac-
tion arose and, especially in the latter country, the population complied
with the vaccination strategy. Contrastingly, the authorities’ reaction in
France, Switzerland and in the UK was seen as rather problematic.

As it was argued in the introductory section, preventing and respond-
ing to a pandemic influenza represents an integral, yet somewhat special
part of civil security governance. In this section, we look into how
the crisis was addressed by the analysed European countries and what
implications these reactions had for legitimacy as discussed above.

The level at which the crisis was addressed

Despite the fact that the main responsibility for crisis management rests
at different levels in different countries of Europe and is quite often
decentralized (see Bossong and Hegemann, in this volume), the HIN1
crisis was addressed by the central level in almost all the countries
(Table 4.2). The only exception was Germany, where the level of federal
states was the most important one. This applies to both decision-making
and bearing the costs of purchasing antiviral vaccines as the central
government refused to provide any financial support here, despite the
recommendation to start the vaccination campaign that came from the
Permanent Vaccination Commission, a body resting under the Federal
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Table 4.2 The main administrative level, which was addressing the H1N1 crisis

Main administrative Countries
level addressing the crisis

Central Austria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia,
France, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Malta, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania,
Serbia, Slovakia, Switzerland

Central and Regional Italy
Central and Municipal Finland, UK
Federal states Germany
All levels largely involved Sweden

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.

Ministry of Health (Hegemann and Bossong, 2013a). In Germany, the
lack of central coordination during a nationwide epidemic was criticized
as a weakness and the need for emergency decision-making at the cen-
tral level in such cases was stressed (Hegemann and Bossong, 2013a).
Similarly, in the UK - which is otherwise perceived as a rather central-
ized state — the responsibility of the local authorities in decision-making
concerning the epidemics was relatively large. This was also regarded
a weakness, and it was suggested that the active involvement of the
Cabinet Office should have been larger (Fanoulis et al., 2013a).

In most of the countries, the main body governing the crisis was the
Ministry of Health or, alternatively, the Ministry of Social Affairs (where
it is also responsible for the public health agenda) in Estonia, Finland
and Sweden. In France, the crisis was a test for a new joint crisis man-
agement organization driven by the Ministry of Interior — a result of the
changes following the 2008 White Paper on Defence and National Secu-
rity. The Ministry of Health, however, played an important role here as
well. Although there were several deficiencies in the management of the
crisis in France (see further below), the system setup was not questioned
(Coste et al., 2013). In some countries where the overall civil security
governance system also tends to be centralized, such as in Romania,
Slovakia and the UK, the role of the government and/or Prime Minister
in dealing with the HIN1 pandemics was significant.

The European countries were prepared to meet such crisis as the HIN1
pandemic. The preceding years were marked by growing concerns stem-
ming from the experience with the so-called bird flu (H5N1) in the
late 1990s. There had been substantial activity on both international
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Table 4.3 Plans for dealing with a pandemic already in place before the crisis

Plans for pandemics Country (year when the plan was drafted)
already extant

Yes Austria (2005), Czech Republic (2006), Finland
(2007), France (2004), Ireland (2001), Italy (2006),
Norway (2006), Serbia (2006), Slovakia (2006),
Sweden (2007), Switzerland (January 2009)

No Hungary, United Kingdom

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.

and national levels aimed at preparation for the next pandemic. This
included the drawing up of contingency plans and training of critical
personnel, as well as large investments in procuring and/or secur-
ing access to antiviral pharmaceuticals in many Western countries
(Kamradt-Scott, 2012, p. 90). Worldwide, expenditures on pandemic
influenza preparedness and control tripled between the years 2004
and 2009 (Seetoh et al., 2012, p. 717), driving many countries into a
‘pandemic overdrive’ (Kamradt-Scott, 2012, p. 95).

Looking across European countries, most of them had plans for deal-
ing with pandemics in place, typically drafted between 2005 and 2007
(Table 4.3). The countries lacking such plans were made to issue them
when the crisis started. In Hungary, a new decree was issued on coor-
dination of HINT1 related tasks. A National Pandemic Plan was adopted
in August 2009 (Takacs and Matczak, 2013). While the crisis was not
perceived as mismanaged in Hungary, giving rise to no large criticism
(Takacs and Matczak, 2013), a different situation occurred in the UK.
Here, the government was largely blamed for missing out on a five-year
period which it had at disposal for preparation for a pandemic crisis.
Consequently, the authorities — especially the Cabinet Office — were crit-
icized for having been very poor on such issues as the procedural details
of coping with the influenza pandemic (Fanoulis et al., 2013a).

Priority groups

The already existing research on the topic points to a mixed policy land-
scape when it comes to the identification of priority groups to access
antiviral vaccines. This is especially marked in situations of limited sup-
ply (Martin and Conseil, 2012). The need to decide on priority groups
over longer term and over the whole of the population also makes
the issue more politically challenging compared to a ‘classical’ disaster
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management, where for example the criteria for evacuation are much
more clear-cut (as in a case of floods).

Although commonalities exist (such as the health care workers being
included among the priority groups in all the countries), differences
concern the size of the target population as well as ranking of prior-
ity groups. Not all countries took the decision to regard the protection
of everyone as their public health goal (Martin and Conseil, 2012,
pp- 1106-1107). In our sample, the majority of states indeed opted for
the strategy of vaccinating specified target groups first and — eventually —
the entire population later on demand. Vaccines were typically procured
to cover a certain percentage of the population (for example, in the
Czech Republic this was 40 per cent; in Slovakia 20 per cent; in Italy, the
purchased pandemic vaccine would cover 4 per cent of the population
but there was already a stockpile of 40 million doses of antiviral drugs
stored by the Ministry of Health and distributed during the HIN1 alert).
Outliers from this approach were Serbia, where the focus was on prior-
ity groups only and - on the other side of the reaction scale — Finland,
where the decision was taken to immunize the entire population. In the
Netherlands, there were set priority groups but vaccines were eventu-
ally purchased for the entire population - an action criticized later on as
unnecessary.

As it turns out, even the plans to vaccinate (some of) the priority
groups met specific challenges, which needed to be overcome when
designing a vaccination strategy. This concerned the decision to make
the vaccination compulsory for some groups crucial for the functioning
of the security system in particular. Such decision was reported for exam-
ple in the USA in some hospitals where the medical staff was threatened
with sanctions if not getting vaccinated (Winston et al., 2014).

From the countries under study, such a decision was made in the
Czech Republic with respect to the army (as one particular priority
groups), causing a large controversy. While other priority groups (such
as medical staff or politicians) were encouraged (but not ordered) to get
vaccinated, thousands of soldiers were obliged to get vaccinated at the
beginning of January 2010 by an order stemming from the resolution
of the chief sanitary inspector of the Ministry of Defence (MoD). Non-
compliance was to be sanctioned. The first to intervene against such
practice was the president of the country. Thereafter, the issue was dis-
cussed at the State Security Council and, eventually, the government
reached the decision that such a declaration legally rests only in the
competences of the Chief Sanitary Inspector of the country, who is sub-
ordinated to the Ministry of Health. Hence, the professional soldiers and
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employees of the MoD were to be also vaccinated upon their request
only (Novy, 2013).

Governmental (over)reactions

The HIN1 was not the first example where an overreaction could be
observed. During a pandemic emergency in the USA in 1976, for exam-
ple, strong precautionary measures were applied despite the lack of
strong scientific evidence for the severity of the threat (Seetoh et al.,
2012). As ‘the political costs of omission are much higher than the
costs of overreaction’ (Beck, 2006, p. 336), we can assume that in
the case of HIN1, the strong precautionary approach was perceived by
the decisionmakers in the European countries as an adequate strategy.

Of all the countries under study here, only two did not seem to over-
react with respect to the purchasing and using of the antiviral vaccines.
These were Estonia and Poland. On the other side of the spectrum,
Finland and Sweden represented examples of a precautionary principle
applied. In Sweden, not only was there a massive vaccination campaign,
and the decision was taken to opt for the maximum quantity order,
but also - as it was revealed later — the key officials were in posses-
sion of information suggesting that the pandemic would be milder than
anticipated. The Swedish public, though, appreciated the governmental
actions and the approach was justified by it being better than neglecting
the issue (Bakken and Rhinard, 2013).

With respect to the countries where an overreaction did not occur, in
the case of Estonia, after a certain delay, only a limited number of vac-
cines were purchased by the Estonian government. In the case of Poland,
the final decision was taken by the government not to purchase the vac-
cines at all. These findings seem to correspond with general patterns of
national cultural differences as grasped for example by the World Val-
ues Survey: while both Poland and Estonia belong to the same group
of countries concentrated more on survival values; both Finland and
Sweden belong to another category which is concentrated on secular-
rational values on the one hand and self-expression (as opposed to
survival) on the other hand (Bossong and Hegemann, 2013, p. 16).

It has to be noted, however, that there were other factors than the
cultural ones at play. In Estonia, it was the economic crisis that hit
the country quite severely and heavily impacted on the public sector
(Purfield and Rosenberg, 2010). The main reason for the hesitation and
for the limited vaccine purchase, therefore, was found to be the eco-
nomic downhill of that time rather than other considerations related to
the national security culture (Hellenberg and Vissuri, 2013).
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Excursion: The exceptional case of Poland

In terms of the crisis management conduct during the HIN1 crisis,
Poland revealed to be an exceptional case among the European coun-
tries. The government did not buy the vaccines. Eventually, this strategy
appeared to be appropriate and efficient. Not only did it avoid unneces-
sary expenses, but also the post-vaccination side effects, which in several
countries caused severe criticism of the governmental strategies. Thus,
what was the path to reaching this strategy in Poland?

At the end of April 2009, the Chief Sanitary Inspectorate announced
that despite reports from around the world there was no imminent
threat of influenza in Poland, but appropriate protective measures were
undertaken. A special hotline providing information on the virus was
established. In early May 2009, the first case of HIN1 was detected
in Poland, which was confirmed by the Minister of Health at a press
conference (Table 4.4). On 11 June 2009, the WHO declared there was
an influenza pandemic in the world. An increase in cases of influenza
occurred in early November, and on 13 November 2009, the first fatal
case of the virus in Poland occurred. In mid-November 2009, the Minis-
ter of Health summarized the spread of the virus, confirming 344 cases

Table 4.4 Main events in the HIN1 epidemic in Poland

Date Description

26.04.2009  Poland takes initial steps (Chief Sanitary Inspector)

04/2009 Hotline launched providing information about the virus
06.05.2009  first case of A/HIN1 in Poland detected — 58-years-old female
11.06.2009  WHO declares flu pandemic

13.11.2009  The first case of death, 37-year-old man

17.11.2009  Meeting of the Minister of Health with Ombudsman - delaying
the purchase of vaccines

19.11.2009  Summary of the Minister of Health — 344 cases of flu in Poland,
4 deaths, 101 people in hospitals, 644 people under the
epidemiological supervision

17.02.2010  World Report — in Poland 2521 cases and 178 deaths

24.06.2010  Resolution of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe - approves the government position on the purchase of
vaccines

10.08.2010  WHO announces entry into post-pandemic phase

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.
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of infection in Poland. At the same time, the Minister of Health met the
Ombudsman, and it was decided to postpone the purchase of vaccines
against HIN1. In the end, the purchase was not made.

The issue of the purchase of vaccines was debated. The previous
health ministers criticized the conduct of the Ministry of Health. The
Ombudsman firmly recommended purchasing the vaccines and so did
the parliamentary opposition. The president of the Polish Chamber of
Physicians and Dentists also demanded the purchase of vaccines (Gazeta
Wyborcza, 2010). Polish officials explained that the postponing of the
purchase was due to the fact that there had not been sufficient testing
of the vaccines. The Minister accused the pharmaceutical companies of
pressing for the purchase and hiding the information about potential
side effects (Polskie Radio, 2009). These statements were criticized by the
European Medicines Agency, accusing the Polish ministry of populism.
The Ministry of Health contacted the Swedish and Hungarian officials
to buy surpluses of vaccines. Therefore, the reluctance of the Polish gov-
ernment was supposedly caused by facing a lack of supply caused by
a surprisingly large demand. At the end of June 2010, the Parliamen-
tary Assembly of the Council of Europe passed a resolution confirming
the validity of the position of the Polish Minister of Health of not pur-
chasing the vaccine (Ministry of Health, 2010). On 10 August 2010, the
WHO (2010) declared that the pandemic had entered its post-pandemic
phase.

Despite a fierce political conflict in Poland, the decision of the Min-
istry of Health not to buy the vaccines was not strongly criticized by the
parliamentary opposition (Dmochowski, 2012). The parsimony of the
government met a cool headed public reaction. Overall, the outstanding
conduct of the Polish government can hardly be explained by the excel-
lence of the civil security governance systems and procedures. Instead, it
was seemingly the result of contingent factors combined with the gen-
eral expectation that the issue should be dealt with by the responsible
governmental bodies.

Consequences of the HIN1 pandemic for the civil security systems

Despite the large political and media attention to the HIN1 pandemic,
only very limited change could be observed in the aftermath of the
crisis. This corresponds with the finding that the crisis was perceived
neither as a success (especially due to economic overspending on the
response) nor as a failure (due to the low number of fatalities) in many
countries.
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Only in few countries was the HIN1 pandemic followed by changes
to the civil security governance system. In Estonia, better support of
the inter-agency cooperation between the authorities in charge of epi-
demics was introduced. This included both the budgeting of additional
financial resources and the creation of administrative solutions, such
as improved monitoring and communication systems (Hellenberg and
Vissuri, 2013). In Sweden, only minor changes took place, based on rec-
ommendations for more flexible agreements with the vaccine providers
(Bakken and Rhinard, 2013).

The only country which underwent considerable changes to the secu-
rity system was Switzerland. It was the only country where a revision of
epidemic law took place after the H1N1 crisis, resulting in a stronger lead
position of the central government (Hegemann and Bossong, 2013b).
This change in the Swiss civil security system contrasts with Germany.
Here, coordination problems also occurred, yet — despite intensive
discussions — the HIN1 crisis did not lead to any major revision of the
decentralized approach in place (Hegemann and Bossong, 2013a).

While - with the exception of Switzerland — no restructuring took
place after the pandemic, in several countries political and/or pro-
fessional inquiries occurred, investigating the appropriateness of the
authorities’ reaction (Table 4.5). Yet, generally speaking, the HIN1 pan-
demic does not seem to have provoked many public inquiries — neither
political nor professional ones. In Italy, Norway, Slovakia and Sweden
only an evaluation took place, typically concerning the influenza as
such and not questioning the actions taken by the authorities.

Among the countries where more rigorous inquiries occurred were
representatives of both the old and the new member states of the EU.
In the Netherlands and the UK, the operational response to the HIN1

Table 4.5 Official review of the actions taken during the H1N1 crisis

Professional or political ~ Country
inquiries applied

No Austria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Ireland, Latvia, Malta, Romania

Evaluation only Italy, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden

Yes France, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland, Serbia,

Switzerland, UK

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.
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influenza (including the lead authorities) was in the focal point of the
inquiries. In France and Hungary, the financial issue was stressed. The
use of funds was examined in the former case; while the agreement
conditions with vaccine supplier were explored in the latter one.

Serbia and Poland were an exception. In Serbia, the inquiries were
undertaken by the Anti-corruption Council of the Serbian government
and took the form of a criminal affair regarding frauds in vaccine pro-
curement of which the ex-director of the National Institute for Health
Insurance was accused, together with three of her associates (KeSetovic,
2013). Thus, in the Serbian case the crisis also accentuated some oth-
erwise salient issues such as corruption. In the case of Poland, on the
other hand, it was the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
which examined the validity of the opposition to the purchase of the
vaccines by the Polish Minister of Health. A resolution confirming this
position was passed in June 2010. Finally, in Germany, Transparency
International called for a public investigation on the appropriateness of
the reaction to the pandemic and the related costs in 2011, yet this has
not been conducted yet.

Defining success: The importance of ‘throughput’

‘Success’ of the actions undertaken by the authorities dealing with a cri-
sis is another aspect crucial for legitimacy (Quarantelli, 1988). For moral
legitimacy in policy-making, procedures are also important, including
the openness of the processes and their inclusiveness. As suggested by
a relatively large body of literature on crisis management, the inclu-
sion of various stakeholders is among the key conditions for handling
an influenza pandemic successfully (see for example Harrald, 2006;
Schemann et al., 2012).

The array of stakeholders involved

The pandemic influenza can be treated as a global risk and the acti-
vation of diverse stakeholders and their connections across borders —
what Beck (2006, p. 340) terms ‘enforced cosmopolitanization’ — could
be expected. Therefore, for a successful management of the crisis we
might expect a rather large array of stakeholders to be involved in the
planning, prevention and response actions.

Yet, with respect to the stakeholders, including individuals, groups
or organizations having the interest and the potential to influ-
ence the respective policy-making and implementation (Brugha and
Varvasovszky, 2000), the EU countries varied substantially (Table 4.6).
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Table 4.6 The inclusion of different stakeholders in the HIN1 response

Array of stakeholders Country

Narrow Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland,
Romania, Slovakia

Broad Ireland, Malta, the Netherlands, Sweden

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ANVIL project data.

In Eastern Europe, the response to the pandemic was almost entirely
left in the hands of public administration at the central level. This does
not mean that no role was played by lower levels, but that they usually
only took part in the implementation of the plans and decisions. With
the exception of Poland (as portrayed above), the centralized reaction
did not prevent the countries from an overreaction to the HIN1 crisis.
In some cases, such as the Czech and French ones, however, the exclu-
sion of some of the stakeholders seems to have had an adverse effect
upon the legitimacy of the government’s conduct.

Contrastingly, relatively broad array of stakeholders took part in
the reaction to the pandemic in Ireland, Malta, the Netherlands and
Sweden. This included not only independent experts, but also for exam-
ple non-governmental organizations and others. In Ireland, tackling
the crisis was not limited to the Irish state only but included also
cross-border cooperation with the public authorities of Northern Ireland
in pre-planning the management of the influenza pandemic (Fanoulis
et al., 2013b). In Malta, the involvement of the voluntary sector was rel-
atively large and the Red Cross, in particular, played an important role
there (Fanoulis et al., 2013c¢).

A broad range of stakeholders was included in governmental action
also in the Netherlands. These came from both the private sector
(such as private medical practitioners) and from the non-governmental
one (such as the Dutch Red Cross). Medical experts from the pri-
vate sector were also invited by the government to join the Outbreak
Management Team advising the Minister (Kuipers and Boin, 2013).
In Sweden, the inclusion of different stakeholders reflected the variety
of entities typically involved in the Swedish civil security governance
system where — due to the responsibility principle — a large number of
authorities, agencies and institutions have key executive responsibilities
(Bakken and Rhinard, 2013).

In some countries, a consensus among stakeholders was not
reached when it comes to the governmental reaction. This made the
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implementation of the vaccination strategy particularly difficult and
shed a negative light on the appropriateness of the official approach
addressing the pandemic. While the media were reportedly exaggerating
the pandemic threat and - later on - the negative effects of the vaccines
in many countries, it was the medical professionals in particular who
questioned the official approach.

In the Czech Republic and Serbia, a large number of medical prac-
titioners were actively opposing vaccination, which also undermined
the credibility of the vaccination in the eyes of the public (Brazova and
Matczak, 2013; KeSetovi¢, 2013). Besides the potential side effects, the
main argument here was that the vaccination was beginning too late to
be effective. In the Czech Republic, many practitioners were claiming
the HIN1 influenza to be a media bubble (Brazova and Matczak, 2013).
Interestingly, however, these two countries differed when it comes to
consensus at the political level. While the decision to purchase the
antiviral vaccines was agreed unanimously in the Czech Republic, in
Serbia, there was an opposition also among the politicians.

Dissatisfaction of the health professionals with the management of
the HINT1 crisis occurred also in France. Here, however, the criticism
was not questioning the vaccines (as it was in the two cases above)
but rather the system setup. Independent medical doctors and nurses
in particular criticized the fact that they were not sufficiently involved
in the preparation process. The decision of public authorities to resort
to vaccination centres instead of relying on the existing structures, such
as general practitioners, was deemed to be an unfortunate one (Coste
et al., 2013).

The role of the media and the medical staff deserves further distinc-
tion with respect to civil security governance during the HINI1 crisis.
While all these voices were potentially undermining the legitimacy of
authorities’ conduct, their role with respect to the governance issue was
different. The alarmist approach of the media (see further below) could
be said to have made the crisis management more difficult and to con-
tribute significantly to the overreaction, making the political cost of a
more sober approach very high. The role of the medical staff, on the
other hand, was very different in some cases as discussed above, provid-
ing a more practical perspective and thus representing a positive feature
of the civil security governance system.

Communication

Providing information is crucial in crisis management (Lagadec, 2009,
p- 482), as conflicting or confusing information can be destructive
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during emergencies (Fitzgerald, 2012, p. 162). The role of the media
proved to be particularly ambiguous during the HIN1 crisis. On the one
hand, the information had to be disseminated to the population and
some countries, such as the Netherlands, launched large information
campaigns. On the other hand, however, in many countries (notably
in Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Slovakia
and the UK) the media were reported to exaggerate the severity of the
pandemic threat and thus to alarm and confuse the population.

Slovakia and Latvia are examples of countries where the media por-
trayed the government as not doing enough. In Slovakia, the media
presented the amount of vaccines to be purchased as low and was com-
paring the situation to other states where the decision was taken to
buy larger quantities. Somewhat similarly, in Latvia, the media at first
reported that the government was not going to purchase vaccines at all -
a message which created a lot of concern among the citizens (Hellenberg
and Vissuri, 2013b).

Even the countries that involved traditional media channels, such
as TV and radio, in their crisis management — as France did — were
facing challenges from ‘open’ media (especially the internet) through
which negative information about the vaccines were spread. The author-
ities then were not able to adopt an efficient strategy to deal with the
rumours launched in this way, which were competing with the official
communication (Coste et al., 2013). The growing role of the Internet
poses a challenge for civil security governance. On the one hand, it
can help in information dissemination, but, on the other hand, it also
can undermine the credibility of governmental bodies’ decisions and
provoke panic reactions.

Leaving the interfering role of the media aside, the way in which the
authorities themselves communicated with the public during the crisis
was crucial. Here, Germany can serve as an example of a rather sober and
informing approach. The official bulletin provided recommendations to
the media and the public, yet it was stressed that the advice was based
on relatively less certain data and predictions (Hegemann and Bossong,
2013a). Contrastingly, the communication with the public was char-
acterized as poor in Switzerland and the UK. In both cases, the public
was rather confused, receiving inconsistent and often even contradict-
ing information from various official sources (Hegemann and Bossong,
2013b; Fanoulis et al., 2013a). In the UK, the exchange of information
was also problematic, not only as far as the public was concerned, but
also among different participants involved in the management of the
HI1IN1 crisis (Fanoulis et al., 2013a).
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Conclusion

Analysing the responses to the HIN1 influenza in Europe, both diversity
and similarities of the actions can be observed. Starting with similar-
ities, the actions of the states (with few exceptions) were serious and
can be characterized as strongly precautionary. The pressures from the
media, the public and possibly from the pharmaceutical industry led
the governments and the responsible bodies to purchase vaccines and
to implement vaccination as well as other measures. The actions were
clearly presented as proper in a situation of high uncertainty. It helped
building an image of the situation being under control.

At the beginning, the chapter set out to focus on the legitimacy of
the authorities’ conduct, operationalized through output and through-
put. In none of the countries, the legitimacy seems to have been shaken
dramatically (or even at all). In most of the cases (with the exception
of Switzerland and, to a lesser extent, Estonia), there were no impor-
tant changes to the national civil security governance systems in the
aftermath of the crisis.

Among the different European countries, the reaction was not com-
pletely uniform. Poland did not purchase the vaccines and Estonia
purchased only a (comparably) small number. In most of the cases,
stakeholders (such as medical professionals) were involved in decision-
making; but different ones, and in different positions. Some were
criticizing the governmental actions while others were more directly
involved in the decision-making. Also the public reaction varied: in
some countries, the governments and the responsible bodies were criti-
cized; in others, the public remained relatively calm. In some countries,
the governments put a significant emphasis on communication with
the public (by launching information campaigns), while in others the
communication with the public was modest.

Furthermore, civil security governance systems are differently orga-
nized in terms of dealing with pandemics. In most of the countries, the
response was highly centralized, although exceptions could be found.
The countries used different procedures to react — some of them equally
effective — without any single best model to be drawn. Coordination
deficits were noted within both centralized (UK) and decentralized
(Germany) systems dealing with the HIN1.

While coordination (or a lack thereof) is a typical feature for crisis
management in general, the uncertainty and the related overreaction
are specific to pandemic crises. The reaction to the HIN1 influenza
caused (as became clear eventually) most of the European countries to
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overreact. The only states not overreacting to the crisis were Estonia
and Poland. As for the former, other factors were also at play, such as
economic ones. Thus, the differences here seem to correlate with cul-
tural and economic differences rather than with different civil security
institutions and governance processes.

It could be summarized that the HIN1 pandemic showed that despite
a significant diversity in terms of the organization scheme of civil secu-
rity governance system, and particular courses of action, there is a
general tendency to rely on precautionary action in the European coun-
tries. This seems to have been perceived as legitimate by the public as
well. Although the cases showed that the response was indeed exagger-
ated, this did not lead to widespread or significant reforms. Similarly, a
few countries launched political or professional inquiries in the after-
math of the crisis. Thus, there seems to be a consensus that the reaction
was largely acceptable and appropriate.

Except for Serbia, where a HI1Nl1-related corruption scandal took
place, the overreaction did not seem to have had more far-reaching
consequences. In the cases where the reaction was perceived as rather
mismanaged (Switzerland and the UK), the problems were mainly asso-
ciated with the tasks performed in crisis management in general — that
is poor coordination and poor communication, especially with the pub-
lic, which was receiving conflicting information from different official
sources during the crisis. By the same token, in Estonia — one of the
countries not overreacting with its limited vaccines purchase - the
changes in the aftermath of the crisis included the budgeting of addi-
tional financial resources to deal with such crises in the future. Hence,
across Europe, economic overspending seems to be much less critical to
legitimacy than the (potential) fatalities.

Notes

1. The analysis was funded by the Specific Research Grant of the Charles
University in Prague, Faculty of Social Sciences Nr. SVV 2014 260 112.

2. The international governance issues concerning the HIN1 pandemic have
been already addressed elsewhere (see for example Wilson et al., 2010) and
are beyond the scope of this chapter.

3. ANVIL stands for Analysis of Civil Security Systems in Europe. All coun-
try studies and reports are available on the project website, http://www
.anvil-project.net.

4. Moral legitimacy in Suchman’s terms does not directly focus on the ‘inputs’
in the policy process in the sense of representative participation in decision-
making. In this chapter, we somewhat overcome this by discussing the array
of stakeholders involved in the HIN1 decision-making and response actions.
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Regional Organizations and
Disaster Risk Management:
Europe’s Place in the Global

Picturel

Daniel Petz

Introduction: The rising wave of regionalism and regions’
engagement with disaster risk management

Together with globalization, regionalization has been one of the most
transformative processes in the international domain since the end
of the Cold War. By now, almost all regions in the world have some
sort of regional organization, in many cases there are even further
sub-regional divisions of organizations that focus on more specific
issues or even numbers of overlapping organizations. While regional
integration almost everywhere initially started out as cooperation on
political, economic or security issues, the activities of regional orga-
nizations have steadily expanded to a wide array of issues (Fawcett,
2004). One of these domains regional organizations have expanded
into is cooperation on managing disasters caused by natural haz-
ards,> which particularly gathered speed in the late 1990s/early 2000s
and has continued unabated ever since. There is a range of possi-
ble explanations for the expansion of regional cooperation into that
particular area.

(1) Natural hazards do not stop for national boundaries: As disasters
caused by natural hazards often affect a number of countries, disas-
ter risk management issues seem to be a logical area of cooperation
between countries that face a similar set of hazards. Once regional
frameworks for cooperation are being developed they allow for a
(maybe more effective) alternative to bi-lateral cooperation.
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Benefits of assistance from neighbours: Major disasters can over-
whelm national capacities for response and reconstruction. Assis-
tance from neighbours is close by and can in many cases be
faster and cheaper than assistance that comes from further away. It
often is also seen as culturally more appropriate or politically more
acceptable.?

Rise in number and impact of disasters caused by natural hazards:
The number of reported disasters caused by natural hazards has
almost doubled since the 1980s.* Among the reasons for this are
rising exposure to natural hazards by growing global populations,
adverse impacts of economic development on natural protection
mechanisms such as forests, mangroves, climate change, which
leads to the changes in frequency and ferocity of certain natural haz-
ards (IPCC, 2013), and better monitoring and reporting. Particularly
rising economic damage by natural disasters has become a severe
threat to economic development for a growing number of countries.
In several regions, triggering events (for example the Indian Ocean
Tsunami for Southeast Asia) have led to deepening and widening of
integration on disaster risk management.

International enabling environment: International actors have
taken up the issue of disaster management and created an enabling
environment that is supporting regional organizations in expand-
ing into the area of disaster risk management (compare Hollis in this
volume). Of particular importance is the Yokohama/Hyogo process
managed and supported by the United Nations Office for Disas-
ter Risk Reduction (UNISDR) and the World Bank’s Global Facility
for Disaster Risk Reduction (GFDRR), which actively engage with
regional actors on disaster risk reduction (UNISDR, 2007). Other
important initiatives are the work of the International Federation
of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), particularly on
International Disaster Response Law.

Low hanging fruit: Particularly in the initial stages, cooperation
on disaster risk management does not require big political or
financial commitments, as much of the cooperation is on the tech-
nical rather than political level and compared to issues such as
conflict disaster risk management is often seen as politically less
sensitive.

Shifts in technology: Rise in information technology and other tech-
nologies opened up cooperation on a regional scale, particularly
regarding disaster monitoring and early warning systems. Systems
that might be difficult to afford and maintain for single, particularly
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small and/or low income countries can be managed at scale at the
regional level.

Another important observation is that the massive increase in regional
activities in disaster risk management has gone hand in hand with
the shift from seeing dealing with disasters caused by natural haz-
ards as mostly an issue of disaster response to a more comprehensive
disaster risk management paradigm that sees managing natural haz-
ards more holistically throughout the whole disaster management cycle
(risk reduction, preparedness, early warning, response, reconstruction).
This shift opens up a wider area of activities on which cooperation is
possible and, as countries within a region often face similar hazards,
generates incentives to engage in processes such as the exchange of
experiences or ‘best practices’ and peer learning. This broad range of
issues and coordination processes matches the notion of civil security as
an emergent governance regime at multiple levels and with a variety of
governance instruments. Previous studies on security governance simi-
larly placed a particular emphasis at intersection institutions and hybrid
regimes at the regional level (Kirchner and Sperling, 2007; Sperling and
Weber, 2014), even though these studies mainly focused on conflict
management and ‘traditional’ security policy.

So while there certainly has been a quantitative shift in regional orga-
nization’s engagement with disaster risk management, it is not all clear if
the engagement of those bodies with the issue makes a qualitative differ-
ence in terms of reducing disaster losses on the ground, however. Some
authors see regions as uniquely suited to provide important functions in
disaster risk management, such as Sumonin (2005, p. 7) who notes that:

[r]egional organizations are particularly well-equipped to carry out
today’s threat management functions. They have solid information
and expertise on their regions, inherently tailor their responses to
the regional realities, and can get on the ground fast. ROs [regional
organizations] are also innately compelled to continue their engage-
ment and monitoring of the scene when the other actors depart.
And having reshaped their policies and plans over the years to meet
newly emerging challenges, ROs have a record of responsiveness and
institutional flexibility.

Others see large gaps between what is promised and what is actually
delivered, so for example Harvey (2010, p. 17):
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By and large, the rhetoric of many regional organizations is ahead of
the reality. Actors in many regions have called attention to the impor-
tance of strengthening national capacities for disaster response, and
to developing relationships between international and national disas-
ter management officials, but there remain significant gaps between
‘what is established in principle and what happens in practice’.

Unfortunately, there is still very little empirical research on the issue
of ROs engagement with disaster risk management. In particular, there
have been a few systematic attempts to look at the global picture of
regional organization’s work. This is particularly true about the ques-
tion on the added value that ROs bring to the multitude of actors
that are engaged in disaster risk management, from governments, the
UN system, development banks, IFRC, NGOs, universities and research
institutions, civil society and so on.

Seventeen indicators on regional organizations’ work
on disaster risk management

Before this chapter comes to introduce and discuss the 17 indicators on
ROs in disaster risk management, two major definitional issues need to
be raised. Firstly, there is no agreed upon definition about what counts
as aregion or not. Many definitions include geographical criteria, noting
that regions are defined by certain geographic boundaries. Others high-
light more the fact of some kind of shared history, community or shared
interests. Different definitions are also contentious about the question
if regions are based on states or if smaller geographical and political
units, such as municipal areas, can also be defined as regions. One def-
inition that makes good sense for the purpose of this chapter is given
by Joseph Nye, who defines a region as a group of states linked together
by both a geographical relationship and a degree of mutual interdepen-
dence (Fawcett, 2004). This makes particular sense when talking about
ROs, which consist of a group of states that have decided to cooperate
on certain issues, creating a set of institutions to manage that coopera-
tion, but are not necessarily confined to narrow geographical definition.
One only has to look at Europe, where the European Union (EU), Orga-
nization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and Council
of Europe (CoE) have different notions of the boundaries of Europe.
It also allows for the integration of organizations such as the League of
Arab States and OSCE which are spread over more than one continent.
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In addition, as for the purpose of dealing with disaster caused by natu-
ral hazards action overwhelmingly is organized based on states, a statist
definition is useful. One further definitional issue is the differentia-
tion of regional and sub-regional organizations. As in several continents
there are organizations that include most if not all states on the conti-
nent, those organizations are often termed ROs, while smaller sub-sets of
organizations are termed sub-regional organizations. This includes, for
example, the cases of the African Union (AU) and the Economic Com-
munity of West African States (ECOWAS) in Africa. As this definition is
not clear-cut, this chapter refers to all such organizations as ROs.

Secondly, terminology defining activities dealing with disasters caused
by natural hazards is often used unclearly and interchangeably, par-
ticularly the terms disaster management (DM), disaster risk reduction
(DRR) and disaster risk management (DRM).> Genealogically, the term
disaster management is the oldest and has a connotation to describe
activities that are mostly focused on disaster response. DRR came to the
fore through the Yokohama and Hyogo processes and is mostly used to
describe activities that are pre-emptive to disasters and aiming at reduc-
ing disaster risk. Recently, the term DRM has become an umbrella term
comprehensively including all activities that deal with managing disas-
ters from natural hazards (pre-, during- and post-disaster). This chapter
follows this distinction.

As stated previously, ROs have taken on a wide range of activities in
DRM, but there is little comparative research on this issue. The follow-
ing framework for analysing ROs’ involvement in DRM was developed
by looking at more than 30 ROs. The original study by Ferris and Petz
(2013) deliberately cast a wide net and tried to include all relevant ROs
that had engaged in some way in DRM, the minimum being a mission
statement that they planned to engage with DRM. This was followed
by a more in-depth analysis of 13 ROs® that displayed more substantive
activity. This narrower sample was also defined by additional consid-
erations, namely to include at least one organization from each global
region and cases that could highlight intra-regional diversity to DRM.

Overall, the aim was to provide a first sense of the existing empirical
diversity that could be explored further in subsequent studies as well as
to shed light on the question of effectiveness of regional disaster man-
agement (RDM). The result is a list of 17 indicators that guided extensive
desk research on the surveyed ROs (Ferris and Petz, 2013, p. 8). Their
organization is summarized in Table 5.1.

In the following, each indicator is briefly elaborated and illustrated
with reference to current developments.’
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Table 5.1 Indicators for regional organizations’ work on disaster risk
management

Does the regional organization have:

regular intergovernmental meetings on DRM

a regional DRR framework/convention

a RDM framework/convention

a specific organization for DRM

a regional/sub-RDM centre

a regional disaster relief fund

a regional disaster insurance scheme

a way of providing regional funding for DRR projects

a means to provide humanitarian assistance

10. a regional rapid response mechanism

11. regional technical cooperation (warning systems)

12. joint DM exercises/simulations

13. regional capacity building for national disaster management organizations
(NDMO) staff/technical training on DRM issues

14. research on DRM issues

15. regional military protocols for disaster assistance

16. aregional web portal on DRM

17. aregional International Disaster Response Law, Rules and Principles (IDRL)

treaty/guidelines

VRN W

The first indicator looks at the holding of regular intergovernmen-
tal meetings on DRM. This can be seen as a minimum requirement
for cooperation as usually intergovernmental forums are the main pol-
icy and decision-making bodies in ROs. One main qualifying factor
for this indicator is the frequency of those meetings, which serves as
an indication of the importance that member states give to the issue.
Organizations that closely cooperate on DRM usually hold meetings
on both technical and ministerial levels. All 13 organizations that were
researched more closely were holding regular intergovernmental meet-
ings on DRM issues. In Europe, the EU, CoE and Organization for
Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) hold regular intergovernmental
meetings on DRM. The OSCE does not.

The second and third indicators look at the existence of a RDM or
DRR framework. DRR frameworks were mostly developed with the rising
importance of the issue through the 2005 Hyogo Framework for Action.
The frameworks also take very different legal forms, with only a small
number of regional treaties dealing primary with DRM.

The fourth indicator looks at the question if ROs have a specific orga-
nization for DRM issues. Several ROs have formed a distinct entity that
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deals with DRM. This is particularly prevalent in Latin America and
the Caribbean, where the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), Central
American Integration System (SICA) and the Andean Community all
have formed specific agencies, centres or committees focusing on dis-
aster issues. Other ROs have subsumed the DRM agenda within larger
departments, mostly dealing with humanitarian and social issues. For
example, the EU has integrated the Civil Protection Mechanism within
the Commission’s European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO).

The fifth indicator is about the existence of a regional/sub-regional
DM centre. Several organizations have developed DM centres. There are
two types of centres. The first type with distinct operational capacities
monitors natural hazards, collects data, provides information man-
agement and facilitates humanitarian assistance. Prime examples are
the Emergency Response Coordination Centre of the EU and the
ASEAN Coordinating Centre for Humanitarian Assistance (AHA Centre).
The second type of centres focuses mostly on training and research, such
as the Disaster Management Centre of the South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC).

The sixth indicator is looking at the existence of a regional disaster
relief fund. Several organizations have disaster relief funds. The most
significant fund is the EU’s Solidarity fund, which spent more than Euro
3.7 billion for 63 major disasters in Europe since 2002.®8 A number of
other funds were already developed in the early stages of regional coop-
eration. For example, the AU Special Emergency Assistance Fund was
already active in 1984 and has since dispersed 40 million US dollars for
risk reduction and relief activities. In light of these sums, those other
funds often have symbolic character or are not sufficiently replenished.

Indicator seven looks at the existence of regional disaster insurance
schemes. Risk finance and risk insurance have become a rather trendy
topics in recent years, with several organizations such as the Secretariat
of the Pacific Community (SPC), Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), AU and Indian Ocean Commission having recently made for-
ays into that area. The predecessor of all those efforts is the Caribbean
Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility, which provides emergency funding
for countries affected by hurricanes and earthquakes. These insurance
schemes are not only important mechanisms for countries to pool risk
and access insurance markets, they also lead to underlying data collec-
tion such as detailed risk assessments that can be used for other DRM
interventions. European ROs have not yet developed disaster insurance
schemes, but the European Commission published a Green Paper on the
insurance of natural- and man-made disasters (European Commission,
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2013). It also sponsored related academic studies and organized a
conference on prevention and insurance of natural catastrophes.

The provision of regional funding for DRR projects, which is indi-
cator number eight, looks at those organizations that provided direct
financial assistance for DRR programs. The study found that only two
organizations fulfilled that criterion, the AU via the above-mentioned
fund and the EU through both the Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM)
and EU’s structural funds. In the EU, the CPM provides funding for
multi-member projects, while the structural funds have several billion
Euros allocated for DRM projects. Given that most ROs’ efforts on DRM
are mostly donor funded, it is not surprising that most do not have
large emergency relief funds or provide direct funding for DRR projects.
In DRR, they can rather be seen providing technical assistance and/or
work on joint donor funded projects with member states.

Indicator nine specifies whether ROs provide humanitarian assistance
and number ten relates to regional rapid response mechanisms. There
is a dividing line between ROs that have invested strongly in response
capacity, and others, putting a stronger focus on risk reduction activities.
ROs that have invested in response capacities often take roles in moni-
toring and relaying disaster information as well as coordinating regional
response efforts. Prime examples are the EU’s CPM, where in case of
a disaster member states communicate assistance needs to the CPM,
which then links up the affected state with capacities available from
other member states and supports the logistical and legal deployment of
assistance. In 2013, the mechanism had 16 requests for assistance only
four of which were within the EU. ASEAN’s AHA Centre aims to play
a similar role. Not surprisingly, both organizations have developed DM
centres that are equipped to monitor regional hazards and are equipped
with modern information systems.

Several organizations also have developed more specific rapid
response capacities. For example, the EU through the CPM can dispatch
a small team of experts to disaster areas, the ECOWAS has created an
Emergency Response Unit Team and ASEAN has developed Emergency
Rapid Assessment Teams. Those teams or units work on coordinating
and supporting aid delivery from other member states and/or provide
damage and needs assessments. Other ROs provide direct humanitarian
assistance in emergencies, too, but usually not on large scale and within
their region only.

Indicators 11, 13 and 14 respectively refer to issues of technical
cooperation; regional capacity building for NDMO staff and techni-
cal training on DRM issues; and the provision of research on DRM
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issues done by the regional organization. ROs play an important role
in fostering technical cooperation on DRM issues, with ten out of 13
organizations engaged in that area and more than half engaged in tech-
nical training and capacity building. Also about half of the organizations
were performing research on DRM issues. Again, there is a great variety
among organizations. Several organizations have specialized technical
centres and units; others rely on regional networks. For example, the
CoE supports research on DRM issues through its EUR-OPA network
of over 20 Euro-Mediterranean Centres. These centres are based on a
network of cooperation between member states governments, univer-
sities and international agencies. On the intersection between capacity
building and the provision of humanitarian assistance is the role that
some organizations play in pooling and training response capacity from
member states. Again, the EU is a prime example, where the CPM facil-
itates the creation of disaster modules, which are thematic clusters of
experts and equipment. The Caribbean Disaster Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (CDEMA) has created the Caribbean Disaster Relief Unit,
comprising DM experts from military forces within CARICOM. The unit
provides logistical support in disaster areas, in particularly pertaining to
the handling of relief goods.

Indicator 12 analyses whether regions have joint DM exercises or sim-
ulations. A growing but still small number of ROs organize regularly
DM exercises and simulations. While some regions, like ASEAN hold
region-wide exercises, the EU has a more indirect role, supporting multi-
country thematic civil protection exercises that are organized by mem-
ber states. For many organizations, training for member states’ national
disaster management organizations (NDMO) is an important part of
their core function (see also indicator 13). For example, CDEMA makes
training an important part of its framework and SAARC’s DM Centre,
which is its core institution, mainly focuses on training and research
activities. ROs in this realm often collaborate with international actors
and actors within the region.

Indicator 15 looks at the existence of regional military protocols for
disaster assistance, spelling out the rules for military assistance and/or
developing rules for civil-military cooperation. The main international
instruments on the issue are the ‘Oslo guidelines’ (Guidelines on the Use
of Military and Civil Defence Assets in Disaster Relief) and the Guide-
lines on the Use of Military and Civil Defence Assets to support United
Nations Humanitarian Activities in Complex Emergencies (MCDA). The
EU was strongly engaged in the review of the MCDA guidelines and
the EU Commission published a communication on the adherence to
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the promotion of the guidelines in the EU (European Commission,
2014a). In addition, the EU developed a framework for military disas-
ter relief assistance and a civil-military cell within the EU Military Staff
(EUMS) to support civil-military coordination.

The next indicator, number 16, looks at the existence of a web
portal on DRM. About half of the organizations had regional DRM
portals. The portals have different shapes. While some, like ASEAN's
AHA Centre website, directly relay real-time hazard and disaster infor-
mation, others focus more on being resource portals for member state
governments and international actors. Pacific Disaster Net, for example,
supports national action planning and decision-making and includes
information as detailed as risk management plans. The EU’s Common
Emergency and Communication Information System (CECIS) is aimed
at member states, providing web-based alerts and notifications, aiming
at facilitating emergency communication between participating states.
The other European ROs researched do not have web portals on DRM.

The seventeenth and final indicator refers to the existence of a
regional International Disaster Response Laws, Rules and Principles
(IDRL) treaty or guideline. The earliest is the Inter-American Conven-
tion to Facilitate Disaster Assistance adopted by the Organization of
American States (OAS) in 1991. While it has only been ratified by
five member states yet, it has already entered into force. Furthermore,
guidelines for the domestic facilitation and regulation of international
disaster relief and initial recovery assistance were developed by the Inter-
national Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) and
unanimously adopted by the state parties to the Geneva Conventions
in 2007. In addition, three UN General Assembly resolutions encour-
age states to make use of the guidelines. The guidelines mostly aim
at implementation on the national level, and therefore not many ROs
have yet taken on the issue. Nonetheless, there are some activities sur-
rounding the issue of IDRL. In Europe, the EU developed guidelines for
host nation support, aiming to support the affected country to receive
international assistance in an effective and efficient manner. In addi-
tion, BSEC'’s Agreement on Collaboration in Emergency Assistance and
Emergency Response to Natural and Man-Made Disasters is largely an
IDRL treaty.

Taken together, the organization fulfilling the most indicators was
the EU with 16, followed by CARICOM with 12, SPC with nine, then
ASEAN and SICA with eight of the listed indicators. The CoE fulfilled six
indicators (BSEC and OSCE that were not part of the initial study would
fulfil six and two, respectively). In terms of indicators, not surprisingly
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all organizations held intergovernmental meetings (indicator 1) and
all had a DRR framework/convention and 12 out of 13 had a DM
framework/convention (indicator 3), with eight organizations having a
single comprehensive framework. Ten organizations engaged in techni-
cal cooperation (indicator 11), seven in technical training and capacity
building (indicator 13), six have developed regional DRM web portals
(indicator 16) and also six performed research on DRM and climate
change adaptation issues (indicator 13). Five ROs had specific orga-
nizations for DRM (indicator 4) and four RDM centres (indicator 5).
Three organizations had a regional disaster relief fund (indicator 6),
two a regional disaster insurance scheme (indicator 7), two provided
substantial regional funding for DRR projects (indicator 8) and only
one organization provided large scale humanitarian assistance (indica-
tor 9). Five organizations had regional response mechanisms (indicator
10), three organizations joint DM exercises/simulations (indicator 12),
three organizations regional military protocols for disaster assistance
(indicator 15) and two organizations regional IDRL treaties/guidelines
(indicator 17).°

The European picture

Against this background, the final section of this paper deepens this
picture of a European lead in terms of (partly overlapping) regional orga-
nization and governance structures for civil security. First and foremost,
the EU is clearly the leading regional organization in terms of DRM, and
for most European countries it is also the main regional actor in terms
of DRM. This does not mean that the EU was one of the first organi-
zations that engaged with the issue; particularly organizations in the
Americas were way ahead in cooperating on DRM before the EU devel-
oped its work on civil protection. Members of the European Community
started to coordinate on civil protection issues in the mid-eighties, but
only in 1997, after the formation of the EU, a civil protection pro-
gram was started. The CPM was developed after the 9/11 terror attacks
in 2001.1° Current membership includes all 28 member states, plus
Iceland, Norway and the Republic of Macedonia.!! Core of the mech-
anism is the 24/7 Emergency Response Coordination Centre (ERCC),
which monitors emergencies and coordinates the response of the partic-
ipating countries in case of a crisis. The CPM also developed protection
modules, which can be deployed during emergencies both within and
outside the EU. Another key tool is the CECIS, a web-based alert and
notification system providing the participating states and the ERCC a
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necessary communication tool for responding to disasters. The mecha-
nism also provides capacity and training for member states and broadly
supports their prevention and preparedness efforts through exercises,
research, information management and so on. Also in light of other
contributions to this volume, there is no need to give a detailed account
of EU civil protection and crisis management capacities here.

Beyond that, the list of 17 indicators discussed above illustrates the
breadth of additional activities undertaken by the EU. Beyond that it
is also interesting to note that the EU aims to address the whole range
of natural and man-made disasters, while the majority of ROs outside
of Europe avoid mixing issues of ‘natural disasters’ and conflict and
therefore rarely develop comprehensive civil security programs. The EU
certainly has the structural advantage that its member states are devel-
oped countries and on average well off, which is not a given in most of
the other ROs engaged in DM. Of course, the principle of subsidiarity
guides and at some point limits the further expansion of all EU activi-
ties, including in the area of crisis and DM, not least since its member
states have generally well-developed domestic systems for these pur-
poses (compare Bossong and Hegemann in this volume). However, as
seen with the 2013 revision of the European CPM, there is still scope
for widening and deepening of joint activities. Strong domestic systems
coupled with a (comparatively) rather benign hazard environment in
terms of natural hazards in Europe also mean that much of the EU’s
work on natural disasters response can happen outside its boundaries,
which makes the decision to house the CPM within DG ECHO under-
standable. As seen from the study discussed above, the only area where
the EU has not developed work is the field of disaster finance and insur-
ance, which again can be explained by the fact that member states on
average have sufficient access to financial and insurance markets. Never-
theless, the EU, as mentioned, has started to explore options to engage
in that area in the future.

The strength of the EU should, however, not distract attention from
the view that other European organizations also play a significant role.
In terms of membership, the CoE with its 47 member countries is one
of the most comprehensive organizations in Europe. The CoE is mostly
recognized for its protection of human and civil rights based on the
European Convention of Human Rights. However, already in 1987,
the CoE developed the European and Mediterranean (EUR-OPA) Major
Hazards Agreement to promote cooperation between member states in
terms of DRM, focusing on major natural and technological disasters.
The date unsurprisingly falls shortly after the Chernobyl disaster, which
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marked a decisive shock with regard to the mutual environmental and
technological vulnerability of European states. The agreement currently
has 26 members, which also include non-member states such as Algeria,
Lebanon and Morocco.!? Cooperation happens at two levels. First, at
the political level with the Committee of Permanent Correspondents,
which meets at least once a year; and the ministerial meeting, which
convenes at least every four years. At the scientific and technical level,
the CoE, secondly, has developed a network of (currently 28) specialized
Euro-Mediterranean Centres, which develop projects aiming to improve
the awareness and resilience to risks in member states. Projects usu-
ally involve a lead organization and a number of supporting/partner
organizations from within the designated centres.!* The CoE’s work
on DRM under the treaty has a budget of about 5.7 million Euros, of
which 1.5 million Euros are funded by the EU with which the CoE is
cooperating on EUR-OPA.

EUR-OPA is one of the earliest agreements by a regional organization
on DRM and it has a clear but narrow focus on research, awareness
raising and training, meaning that is does not engage with the whole
complex of operational work of DRM. While several other ROs also
engage with regional research resources such as universities, research
institutes and think tanks, the CoE is unique in building such a wide net-
work of institutions, based on a small central organizational platform.
It seems that the aim is more to foster cooperation between member
states and to build capacity through that cooperation, instead of build-
ing specialized capacity on the regional level like the EU does. Another
issue of interest is the inclusion of the non-European Mediterranean
area, as again, a few ROs usually transcend their membership when it
comes to work on DRM. Highlighting the Euro-Mediterranean coop-
eration, the treaty is designed to engage non-CoE member states. Yet,
this strength of inclusiveness can also be read as a downside. Given the
fact that only about half of the CoE member states have ratified the
agreement, one could in fact infer the treaty holds limited appeal, par-
ticularly to member states in central and northern Europe, where other
frameworks are available.

The OSCE is another institutional regime that reflects the strengths
and weaknesses of wider inclusiveness. It was institutionalized in 1994,
stemming from the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(since 1975).% It remains the world’s largest regional security organi-
zation and with its 57 members stretches the boundaries of what is
usually considered to be geographical Europe, including the USA and
Canada in the west and the Central Asian countries in the east. Formed
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to support the East-West détente that started in the 1970s, the orga-
nization became a big regional tent for addressing a range of security
issues after the Cold War. The organization promotes a comprehen-
sive view of security, covering three dimensions: the politico-military,
the economic and environmental and the human security. Interesting
enough, given the broad range of activities of the organization, it has
only recently started to engage with the issue of DRM and does so under
the umbrella of its work on environmental issues. Among other activ-
ities, it held a workshop on the potential role of the organization in
natural disaster relief in 2011 and designated the 22nd OSCE Economic
and Environmental Forum in 2014 to focus on regional cooperation in
managing disasters. These efforts, however, have so far not led to major
efforts in the area aside from some project areas related to DRM. On the
project level, the OSCE has been active in building capacity for wild
fire management in the South Caucasus and Western Balkans, which
has been ongoing since the OSCE conducted environmental emergency
assessments to fire-affected areas in the South Caucasus region in 2006
and 2008. In 2014, the organization also held a workshop on the
protection of electricity networks from natural disasters.!® The OSCE’s
work on DRM seems rather project oriented than comprehensive. Being
still relatively unsure of its role in Europe’s regional architecture in
terms of DRM, and given that much ground is already covered, this is
understandable.

Shifting perspective from larger to smaller regional structures for DRM
issues, BSEC provides an instructive example of another layer of coop-
eration in Europe. Founded in 1992, it currently has 12 member states!”
and mainly focuses on economic cooperation in the region. One addi-
tional area of cooperation for BSEC is emergency assistance, based on the
Agreement on Collaboration in Emergency Assistance and Emergency
Response to Natural and Man-Made Disasters, which was signed in April
1998 (with an additional protocol adopted in 2005). The agreement
lays down the ground rules for mutual aid and emergency assistance in
case of disasters. Based on the agreement, the organization has formed
a working group on cooperation in emergency assistance. This group
in turn has formed several ad hoc working groups on specific hazards,
which are on seismic risk, massive forest fires and floods and torrents,
and foster cooperation between technical experts of member states.!8
Based on the treaty and working groups, BSEC's activities have included
several workshops, seminars and trainings dealing with DRM issues, as
for instance a seminar on disaster prevention measures jointly organized
by BSEC and Japan in 2013.%
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The core of BSEC'’s engagement with DRM issues is certainly the 1998
treaty, which focuses on IDRL questions related to facilitating emer-
gency assistance between member states and is coupled with technical
cooperation and capacity building on hazard-specific issues. As most
member states of BSEC are not members of the EU’s CPM (with the
exception of Greece and Romania), there seems to be a commitment to
regional engagement on DRM issues in the Black Sea region, albeit, given
a number of political difficulties between member states (for example
the recent Ukraine-Russia conflict), integration is on a rather low level
compared to many other ROs engaging in DRM.

Having looked at a variety of ROs in Europe in more detail, we can
now make a couple of observations on how the work of European
ROs fits into the global picture in the area of DRM (Table 5.2). A first
observation shows that the European regional landscape is far from
homogenous. There is no single major regional actor that includes
(almost) all states in a DRM framework (such as in the Pacific, the
Caribbean and Africa), but a number of actors, who work in the area of
DRM on different levels and with widely differing mandates and capaci-
ties. If we take the indicators introduced above as a template, we can see
that the EU would fulfil 16 out of 17 indicators, CoE six out of 17, OSCE
two and BSEC six. Based on this picture, we can say that there is only
one comprehensive actor in regional DRM in Europe, which is the EU.
While its membership and membership in the Civil Protection Mech-
anism is limited to EU member states and a small number of partner
countries, the CPM reaches far beyond the region and makes it unique
in terms of the scope of work for a regional organization.

The CoE is interesting in the sense that it early found a well-defined
niche in the DRM field and prudently developed it, and by that it is one
of few organizations not joining the rush of other ROs to push into new
areas of cooperation in the field. While the scope of this chapter does
not reach far enough to describe those mechanisms in more detail, there
seems to be a good level of cooperation between the EU and the CoE's
work on disaster issues, showing that there is some kind of division of
tasks between those two organizations, with the CoE covering the area
of research on DRM, which is less prominently covered by the EU’s CPM.

Given their comprehensive membership, both the CoE and OSCE
could fulfil the role of an umbrella organization in Europe in terms
of DRM. Therefore, it is very interesting that neither of them does
so, with the CoE mainly focusing on the Mediterranean area and the
OSCE having only recently discovered that DM issues might fit their
description of security. Given its late entry into the field, the OSCE
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Table 5.2 Disaster risk management indicators for four European regional
organizations

Regional organization BSEC EU CoE OSCE
Indicator
1. Regular intergovernmental meetings on DRM X X X O
2. Regional DRR framework/convention X X X O
3. RDM framework/convention X X X O
4. Specific organization for DRM O X O O
5. RDM centre O X O O
6. Regional disaster relief fund O X O O
7. Regional disaster insurance scheme O O O O
8. Regional funding for DRR projects O X O O
9. Provides humanitarian assistance O X O O
10. Regional rapid response mechanism O X O O
11. Regional technical cooperation X X X X
12. Joint DM exercises/simulations O X O O
13. Technical training on DRM issues/capacity X X X X

building

14. Research on DRM/CCA issues

15. Regional military protocols for disaster
assistance

16. Regional web portal on DRM

17. Regional IDRL treaty/guidelines

Total 6 16 6 2

0o0o
X X
OX
0o0o

X O
X X
oo
oo

might find that most other seats have already been taken by other ROs
so far and that it might be difficult to escape a risk of replication of other
organizations’ work, and therefore only certain niches remain available.

BSEC shows that there is clearly an appetite for cooperation on DRM
in smaller regional formations as well as along the periphery of the
EU. Still, cooperation on DRM issues in BSEC clearly has not evolved
above a basic level, with the exemption of the relatively comprehensive
IDRL treaty.

Nevertheless, an interesting feature of several European organizations
is that they also include non-member states in their work on disaster
issues, which is rather uncommon outside of Europe. While we have no
ready answer for this phenomenon, it could suggest that DRM issues are
seen as a good area to foster cooperation with the ‘near abroad’ of ROs as
they usually bring good public relations and are politically less sensitive
or controversial than other areas.?
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Conclusion

The indicators introduced in this chapter sketched out a wide range
of diversity among ROs engaging with DRM. Specifically, this showed
in terms of mandates and (political) integration, DRM capacity and
resources. As a result, ROs’ engagement with DRM needs to be under-
stood as a complex phenomenon that does not conform to a singular
template or trajectory, but is also a dynamically evolving picture. Turn-
ing to the empirical focus on European civil security governance of this
volume, one can, however, make out the following developments and
patterns that stand out against this global context.

First, Europe has a heterogeneous landscape in terms of ROs work-
ing on DRM. The modus Vivendi among those organizations on a first
look seems to be on cooperation, but it would be interesting to fur-
ther research if and how that heterogeneity creates cooperation and
competition between European ROs.

Second, the EU is by far the largest actor in DRM in Europe, and while
it has a global scope, the membership of its CPM leaves gaps particularly
in South-Eastern and Eastern Europe as well as the South Caucasus that
allow other organizations such as the BSEC, OSCE and CoE to step in.
Nonetheless, efforts by those organizations have a very different scope
than the work done by the EU.

Third, the EU runs the most comprehensive and best-funded DRM
program in a global perspective, but might be a difficult example to
emulate. By looking at the issue through the lens of subsidiarity, the
EU can be seen a showcase for the added benefits of a regional orga-
nization among a group of countries with relatively well-developed
DRM systems. These benefits are mainly defined by providing regional
services such as information management, coordination between mem-
ber states, the pooling of assets and capacity building through joint
projects/exercises and peer learning. However, given its unique features
and the high level of integration yet unmatched by other ROs, the EU
model will hardly become a global template in the near future.

Fourth, both European and other ROs display an overarching trend
towards more engagement with DRM issues, which could be traced fur-
ther over time by means of the comprehensive set of indicators. For
instance, EU has just ‘upgraded’ its emergency response centre and
reformed the CPM, BSEC is strengthening cooperation in the field and
the OSCE is also trying to stronger engage with natural disaster issues.

Many other dynamic developments for RDM in Europe and world-
wide remain open at the time of writing. For instance, we currently



Daniel Petz 111

witness an ongoing shift in terminology and focus on different phases of
the crisis management cycle. In some regions, ROs have mainly followed
the global discourse on DRR; whereas others are cautiously making for-
ays into that area (compare Hollis in this volume). This underlines that
we need to extend our efforts to track trends and diversity in regional
civil security governance over time. The set of indicators presented here
should serve as a useful conceptual operationalization and empirical
baseline for that purpose that could be built upon in future comparative
studies.

Notes

1.

The idea for this chapter and most of the data on ROs are based on
a 2013 research report that I co-authored with Elizabeth Ferris for the
Brookings-LSE Project on Internal Displacement titled ‘In the Neighborhood:
The Growing Role of Regional Organizations in Disaster Risk Manage-
ment’. It is available at http://www.brookings.edu/research/reports/2013/02/
regional-organizations-disaster-risk-ferris, date accessed 3 December 2014.
For convenience reasons, this paper will at times refer to these disasters as
natural disasters.

See, for example, the case of Cyclone Nargis in Myanmar.

For more details, see the International Disaster Database by the Centre for
Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters, CRED. It is available at http://
www.emdat.be/, date accessed 3 December 2014.

UNISDR defines DRR as: ‘The concept and practice of reducing disaster risks
through systematic efforts to analyse and manage the causal factors of disas-
ters, including through reduced exposure to hazards, lessened vulnerability
of people and property, wise management of land and the environment, and
improved preparedness for adverse events.” Available at: http://www.unisdr
.org/we/inform/terminology, date accessed 1 December 2014.

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), African Union (AU),
Andean Community of Nations (CAN), Caribbean Community (CARICOM),
Council of Europe, Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS),
EU, League of Arab States (LAS), Organization of American States (OAS),
South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), South African
Development Community (SADC), Central American Integration System
(SICA) and Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC).

Again, this follows the original study by Ferris and Petz (2013), while some
data has been updated because of more recent developments.

For more details, see http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity
/index_en.cfm, date accessed 1 December 2014.

For a detailed breakdown, see Ferris and Petz (2013, p. 23). Of course, the
indicators have to be taken with a number of caveats. While they indicate
areas of work of ROs, they do not clearly indicate the scope of coopera-
tion in each area and they also cannot judge the effectiveness with which
activities are done by ROs. Given the rapid development of cooperation on
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

DRM, some of the information based on the publication might no longer be
accurate.

There were major revisions to the mechanisms in 2007 and 2014. The most
recent revision allowed for a further strengthening of the mechanism. The
revised legislation creates a European Emergency Response Capacity, allow-
ing for better planning. A voluntary pool of response capacities and experts
will be established and available for immediate deployment as part of a col-
lective European intervention. Member states provide resources for standby
which are certified by the EU. It also demands member states to share risk
assessments and refine risk assessment planning (European Commission,
2014b).

Montenegro is in the process of joining the CPM as its 32nd member.

For a list of member states see: http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun
/ListeTableauAP.asp? AP=6&CM=&DF=&CL=ENG, date accessed 1 December
2014.

For a list of centres see: Council of Europe, Network of Special-
ized Euro-Mediterranean Centres, http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/majorhazards
/centres/default_en.asp, date accessed 25 October 2014.

According to the CoE’s budget 2014/2015. For details, see https://wcd.coe
.int. The overall budget of the CoE in 2014 is around Euro 400 million.

It was institutionalized as Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe in 1975 and became a fully fledged organization called OSCE in
1994.

For more details see http://www.osce.org/secretariat/124372, date accessed
1 December 2014.

Member States are: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece,
Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine.

For more details see http://www.bsec-organization.org/aoc/cooperation
emergency/Pages/information.aspx, date accessed 1 December 2014.

For the Plan of Action 2013-2015 of the BSEC Working Group on
Cooperation in Emergency Assistance see http://www.bsec-organization.org
/aoc/cooperationemergency/Pages/Action.aspx, date accessed 1 December
2015.

There is evidence that spending on DRM is one of the more popular areas
of spending for a state as for example a recent survey in Austria showed.
For details see http://derstandard.at/2000007286249/Katastrophenhilfe-ist
-die-populaerste-Staatsausgabe, date accessed 1 December 2014.
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Preventing Disasters in Europe:
Challenges and Opportunities
for Translating Global Visions
into Local Practices

Simon Hollis

Introduction

At the end of the 20th century, the UN Secretary-General, Kofi Annan,
noted in his annual report: ‘political and organizational cultures and
practices remain orientated far more towards reaction than prevention’
(1999, p. 6). This, he insisted, had to be changed. There was a need for a
‘transition from a culture of reaction to a culture of prevention’ (Annan,
1999, p. 7). This statement came at the end of the International Decade
for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR), a global framework agreement
designed to increase awareness on the need to reduce risk from natural
hazards.

More than 15 years has passed since Annan’s call for a culture of pre-
vention was made. During this time, many international organizations
and NGOs have sought to expand the IDNDR’s mission, instilling a cul-
ture of protection in the minds of policymakers. The UN’s International
Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR), the International Federation
of Red Cross (IFRC), the World Bank'’s Global Facility for Disaster Reduc-
tion and Recovery (GFDRR) and the EU’s Strategy for Supporting Disaster
Risk Reduction are examples of this growing community of organiza-
tions committed to increasing the resilience of states to natural hazards
(Hannigan, 2012). Has Annan’s call for a transition to a culture of pre-
vention been answered? To what extent have global prescriptions on
Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) - seen, for example, in the Millennium
Declaration and the Hyogo Framework Programme for Action (HFA) -
impacted the capacity of states to prevent and prepare for disasters?
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These questions guide the contours of this chapter that aims to exam-
ine the extent to which global prescriptions on DRR have influenced
European civil security systems. This region of the world receives par-
ticular attention because it raises an ostensible paradox. On the one
hand, we can observe a highly developed and prosperous system of
states that have been robust supporters of the HFA, as reflected in the
EU’s external strategy on DRR. Internally, member states have also taken
on an increased role in supporting the EU mechanism for civil protec-
tion: a framework agreement that aims to increase the regions resilience
to transboundary disasters. On the other hand, European commitment
to implement global prescriptions on disaster prevention appears fairly
weak. European states appear to be less willing to adopt the very pre-
scriptions that they eagerly promote to developing countries. While a
wavering commitment to implement such prescriptions might be more
understandable in regions that have limited access to financial resources
and are marked by unstable regimes, the economic, social and politi-
cal conditions of European civil security systems ought to encourage a
more inclusive approach to disaster management that emphasizes the
importance of prevention.

The theme of this chapter — understanding the diffusion of DRR-based
norms - is grounded on normative, theoretical and substantive goals.
The former aims to arrive at a deeper understanding of how societies
can become more resilient to disasters: how a society can become more
secure. This is a more general aim that exists in the background of the
text. The theoretical aim is to understand the scope conditions of norm
diffusion from the global to the local level. Substantively, this chapter
aims to shed light on an important yet understudied policy space that
straddles the global, regional and local levels of risk governance together
into a single conceptual framework.

These aims are achieved through a comparative study of civil secu-
rity systems in Europe. Much of the empirical data comes from an
EU co-funded research project that collated and compared political,
institutional and cultural features of 21 European disaster management
systems (ANVIL, 2014). This source material is complemented by simi-
lar comparative studies conducted by international organizations, such
as the HFA progress reports and the European Forum for DRR (EFDRR)
surveys.

The following study is divided into three sections. First, an empiri-
cal sketch of the global community on DRR is provided, with particular
attention to the role of the EU as a mediator of ideas. Second, various
mechanisms found in diffusion theory that reflect necessary conditions
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for the diffusion of ideas, or expected outcomes, are discussed and
applied to the empirical material. These include an analysis on (i) the
sites of diffusion, (ii) the language of DRR and (iii) institutional change.

The global community and the EU on disaster
risk reduction

The concept of prevention is a rational credo that denotes the impor-
tance of acting in the present to establish a secure future. This logic
is expressed well by Benjamin Franklin’s iconic phrase, ‘an ounce of
prevention is worth a pound of cure’, and has formed an important
rationale for the construction of prevention strategies by states. The last
two decades have seen this idea transcend the state and become a global
norm propagated and reified by the international community under the
term DRR.!

International advocacy on DRR has been active at least since the
IDNDR in the 1990s and has become increasingly prolific since 2000
with the creation of particular institutions and global policy instruments
and prescriptions. The event that has perhaps been most important for
setting DRR on the global scene is the second world conference on DRR
held only a few months after the 2004 Asian Tsunami. The outcome of
this conference was the HFA, which lists five priorities for action that
states ought to implement in the period 2005-2015 (see Table 6.1). The
underlying theme of this document is to instil a culture of prevention
in regional, state and sub-state institutions.

Various organizations have emerged in the last decade to support this
global call for prevention. The World Bank, for example, established the
GFDRR in 2006, which aims to mainstream DRR and climate change
adaption in developing states along the lines of the HFA (GFDRR, 2013).

Table 6.1 HFA priorities for action

1. Ensure that DRR is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional
basis for implementation

Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning

3. Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and
resilience at all levels

Reduce the underlying risk factors

5. Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels

Source: UNISDR, 200S.
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A multi-stakeholder enterprise designed to implement the HFA in Asia
and the Pacific has been established, the International Federation of
Red Cross and Red Crescent (IFRC) have been active in promoting the
HFA and a network of NGOs and not-for-profit organizations — the
Global Network for Disaster Reduction (GNDR) — conducts important
independent progress reviews on state resilience to disasters.

Regional organizations have been quick to ‘download’ international
prescriptions on DRR according to the HFA, producing highly simi-
lar framework agreements albeit with little actual cooperation (Hollis,
2015b). The Southern African Development Community (SADC, 2006)
and the League of Arab States (LAS, 2011), for example, have copied
parts or all of the HFA into their framework agreements on disaster risk
management while others such as the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN, 2005) bear a canny ‘family resemblance’ to the HFA.

An exception to this general trend is the EU, which has provided con-
siderable capacity at the regional level, at least, in terms of coordinating
responses to disasters. For example, in 2012 the European Emergency
Response Centre (EERC) facilitated requests for assistance to Italian and
Greek forest fires and floods in Bulgaria; it provided specialized forecasts
and risk maps to Slovenia; and it assisted in writing a report on the after-
math of the Italian earthquake. Additionally, the EU encourages states
to provide national and regional modules, such as an ‘aerial forest fire
fighting module using helicopters’, ‘heavy urban search and rescue’ or
an ‘advanced medical post’ that can be deployed in the event of a crisis
(European Commission, 2010). The production of such modules means
that the EU has ad hoc capacities that can be used in the event of a crisis
although the final word remains with the state.

The EU has also become increasingly active in its promotion of DRR
principles — along the lines of the HFA - to developing countries (see
Hollis, 2014). This is clearly seen in the various activities conducted
through the Disaster Preparedness Programme of the EU Humanitarian
Aid and Civil Protection (DIPECHO) department and the EU’s strategy
for supporting DRR in developing countries (European Commission,
2009).

The EU thus appears to be acting as a legitimate ‘teacher of norms’
on DRR (Hollis, 2015b; see Finnemore, 1993) externally and appears to
have established a considerable internal role in supporting civil protec-
tion among its member states. Yet, it would be wrong to assume that its
external activity on DRR is matched by its internal role as a supporter
of disaster prevention. As this chapter demonstrates, it remains highly
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unclear whether the EU has increased member state awareness on ex-
ante disaster management. Indeed, until the revised version of the civil
protection mechanisms in 2014, focus on prevention has been explic-
itly sidestepped. The original framework agreement in 2001 notes that
while prevention is ‘of significant importance for the protection against
natural, technological and environmental disasters... [it] require[s] fur-
ther action to be considered’ (Council of the European Union, 2001,
preamble §5). The re-cast framework agreement in 2007 repeats this
ambivalent statement and mentions the word ‘prevention’ only twice
in the entire document (Council of the European Union, 2007,
preamble §7).

The 2014 version of the civil protection mechanism is significantly
different. The term prevention appears 41 times and it has an entire
chapter on prevention. The document even includes the specific phrase
‘culture of prevention’, perhaps indicating some ‘light’ form of diffusion
from the global to the regional level. It aims is to: ‘achieve a high level
of protection against disasters by preventing or reducing their potential
effects, by fostering a culture of prevention and by improving coopera-
tion between the civil protection and other relevant services’ (Council
of the European Union, 2014, Art.3, 1(a)).

This substantial increase in discourse by the EU on prevention may
be the start of a more inclusive position on disaster management that
includes not only response and recovery, but also prevention and pre-
paredness. However, this has to be assessed against the stubborn norm of
national sovereignty. The aims expressed in the latest agreement on civil
protection is conditional upon Article 346 of the Treaty on the Function-
ing of the European Union, which ‘guarantees that no Member State
should be obliged to supply information, the disclosure of which it con-
siders contrary to the essential interests of its security’ (Council of the
European Union, 2014, preamble §8). The decision also notes that this
‘should not affect Member States’ responsibility to protect people, the
environment, and property on their territory’ (Council of the European
Union, 2014, §5). Compounding this issue is the financial division of
labour whereby only 20 per cent of the budget for disaster management
is earmarked for prevention activities (Council of the European Union,
2014, Annex 1). This means that while more attention is now being
placed on developing a culture of prevention, there are clear financial
and normative obstacles to any interference by the Union on its mem-
ber states. Achieving greater resilience to disaster remains fully in the
hands of the state.
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This brief overview of the international and regional scene on DRR for
FEurope leaves us with two questions. First, have norms on DRR diffused
to European states despite the limited role of the EU? Second, even with
its restricted position has the EU been able to support member states’
prevention capacities? The following section first looks at how we can
understand norm diffusion before taking a closer look at the extent
to which states in Europe have translated global norms enshrined in
the HFA.

Norm diffusion

The analytical focus of this chapter aims to understand the diffusion of
transnational norms on disaster management. Based on previous stud-
ies that have outlined the emergence of global norms on DRR (as set
out in the HFA), this chapter takes a holistic view on the diffusion of
norms, recognizing that a comprehensive account of diffusion necessar-
ily includes the global, regional and local levels of analyses (Solingen,
2012). This neatly merges the so-called waves of norm scholarship that
respectively focus on international and domestic processes of diffusion
(Cortell and Davis, 2000).

Norm diffusion is defined as a process where ‘collective expectations
about proper behaviour for a given identity’ (Jepperson et al., 1996,
p- 54) are ‘communicated through certain channels over time among
the members of a social system’ (Rogers, 1983, cited in Strang and Meyer,
(1993) 2009, pp. 136-137). A number of important scholarly contribu-
tions have shed light on these social systems, the types and channels of
communication and the formation of collective behaviour. The various
processes involved, from norm formation to its emulation, localiza-
tion, congruence or convergence is usefully reflected in Finnemore and
Sikkink’s well-versed model on the life cycle of norms (1999). Like all
good ideal types, research has since expanded and critiqued this cycle
producing alternative (Krook and True, 2012) and more fine-grained
analyses on the formation (Hyde, 2011), advocacy (Carpenter et al.,
2014), congruence (Checkel, 2001), localization (Acharya, 2004) and
emulation (Meyer, 2010) of norms.

These and other contributions offer an appealing smorgasbord of
mechanisms - such as learning, coercion, competition and emulation —
that assist in explaining (non) diffusion. However, instead of concen-
trating on one particular mechanism, attention is rather focused on a
general precondition and two expected outcomes of diffusion, allow-
ing the existing literature to provide insight wherever possible. This
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approach is thus geared towards a general overview on the diffusion
of norms, allowing others to ‘dig deeper’ into particular issues.

The general precondition for diffusion analysed in this chapter exam-
ines ‘sites of diffusion’. It has been argued that when members of a social
system meet at particular ‘sites of diffusion’, such as the global UN con-
ference on the environment, norms can be set through the outcome
of deliberation and subsequently diffused by a league of transnational
actors to states, communities and people (Schofer et al., 2004; Lechner
and Boli, 2005). These sites of diffusion that foster inter-subjective
exchange are understood as a necessary but not sufficient condition for
the diffusion of a norm. It is thus expected that at the global level of
analysis one will find sites of diffusion that aid in the formation and
diffusion of DRR.

The partial or whole diffusion of a norm from the global to more local
levels of risk governance is expected to alter the way organizations and
individuals talk about issues related to DRR (see Berger and Luckmann,
1967, p. 22; Hollis, 2015b). Depending on the congruence between
existing local customs and the new global language used to explain
and promote DRR, states will modify existing language to accommodate
ideas related to DRR. When there is little diffusion, language will remain
largely connected to existing cultural and path-dependent practices.
When there is partial diffusion, one may detect a family resemblance
in key definitions on DRR. Full diffusion would reveal high similarities
across countries.

While language provides a fairly deep expression of cultural change,
one can also look to more technical or institutional changes as a result of
norm diffusion. Indeed, institutional change is understood as one of the
main outcome of diffusion (Acharya, 2004, p. 240). It is assumed that
by examining institutional change in states’ societal security strategies
over time will offer insight into how, and the extent to which, global
norms have influenced societal security in Europe.

The following section thus examines (i) ‘sites of diffusion’, (ii) the
language of DRR and (iii) institutional change to orientate an analytical
overview on the diffusion of DRR.

Sites of diffusion

Much literature on norm diffusion either implicitly or explicitly notes
that interaction in specific locales is a necessary (but not sufficient)
precondition for the diffusion of ideas. Sites that encourage relational
exchange among its participants such as UN world conferences or the
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football World Cup provide useful platforms for construction and dif-
fusion of norms (Lechner and Boli, 2005, pp. 84-88). This is achieved
through deliberation whereby different countries and participating
international organizations and NGOs construct a common agenda
(Schofer et al., 2004; Lechner and Boli, 2005, pp. 84-88).

This type of activity can be clearly seen in the production and dif-
fusion of the principles underlying the HFA (see Table 6.1): a direct
outcome of the second global forum on DRR held in 2005 at Hyogo,
Japan. In an effort to enforce the spread of these principles, the UNISDR
has encouraged states to establish regional and national platforms
defined as ‘multi-stakeholder national mechanism that serves as an
advocate of DRR at different levels. It provides coordination, analysis
and advice on areas of priority requiring concerted action’ (UNISDR,
2007, p. 1).

At the regional level, a European Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction
(EPDRR) was established in 2009. Since its establishment, it has encour-
aged European states to establish national platforms and participate in
the UNISDR campaign on resilient cities. The members meet annually to
discuss, for example, how to stimulate exchanges of information among
national platforms, standardization, post-crisis learning and identifying
common needs (EPDRR, 2013).

If the EPDRR is designed to support national implementation, the 25
existing national platforms in Europe (including Russia) are designed
to implement DRR policies at the local level while linking into inter-
national efforts (UNISDR, 2013). These platforms typically include rep-
resentatives from NGOs, universities, the private sector and relevant
ministries.

At first glance, the number of states now directly engaged in regional
and national platforms is fairly impressive. However, there are a number
of prominent European states that have not established a national plat-
form and do not participate in the regional platform. While this may
not be an issue for countries that have few natural hazards and thus
low risk levels, it is difficult to understand why other countries with
higher levels of risk have not been more active in adopting a culture of
prevention.

As we shall see in the following sections, country participation in
regional and national platforms does not necessarily equate to any real
change in the behaviour of states. Sites of diffusion may be a precondi-
tion for successful diffusion, but this must also be matched by effective
translation requiring political will. Analysing the language of DRR in
various European states is one method of uncovering whether states
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have or are in the process of making such changes according to global
calls to build a culture of prevention.

The language of disaster risk reduction

If global ideas on DRR have been diffused to the state level, it would
be expected that the type of language used would bear similarities (see
Berger and Luckmann, 1967, p. 22). Reasons for this may be based
on the concept of isomorphism, whereby states adopt similar defini-
tions because that is what states ought to do. Another, more practical
reason, may be driven by an interest to increase coordination among
likeminded states. This more rational explanation of diffusion is well
summed up in a progress report on DRR by Germany, which explic-
itly mentions the importance of having similar definitions whereby the
‘notion of “disaster”’ represented an obstacle for an accomplishment of
the decade targets (IDNDR, 1999, p. 3). A more recent gathering of stake-
holders on DRR echoed a similar problematique, noting that ‘concepts
matter’ and are necessary to establish a ‘common point of orientation’
especially in the arena of joint operations, underlining the need for
smooth interoperability (Bossong and Hegemann, 2014, p. 6).

A recent example of the diffusion of key terms on disaster manage-
ment can be observed in disaster management agreements published
by various regional organizations across the world. Key terms such as
‘disaster’, ‘prevention’ and ‘hazard’ share a close resemblance despite
their cultural and political differences (Hollis, 2015b). For example,
the ASEAN, the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) and the SADC use
almost identical language in their definitions of DRR. Other terms such
as ‘disaster’ and ‘early warning’ are also very similar (Hollis, 2015b).
These similarities can be traced to a single publication from the UNISDR
that defines concepts related to DRR (UNISDR, 2009). Furthermore,
these agreements express strikingly similar goals that closely resemble
the five aims of the HFA. In other words, there is strong empirical
support for the diffusion of norms related to DRR in regional orga-
nizations. While the EU does not seem to be as influenced by the
HFA, choosing instead to construct its own specific mandate on civil
protection, it does provide references to the HFA and some of its
definitions are comparable to the UNISDR handbook on DRR termi-
nology. Such examples of diffusion are largely absent among European
states.

Definitions of key concepts on disaster management in European
states are highly dissimilar. A comparison of 15 states and 4 organi-
zations reveals a high variance in how they define a crisis, disaster,
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emergency or civil protection. The only similarity in the construction
of definitions is found between the World Bank and the UNISDR, which
have identical sentence construction.

While numerous definitions abound in Europe, the actual content of
most definitions are highly similar. In most cases, a disaster is under-
stood to overwhelm existing capacities and functions of a state and
affect people, the environment, property and critical societal functions.?
Sweden and Romania also include fundamental values to this list of
values.

Table 6.2 identifies the main values that ought to be protected accord-
ing to the self-definitions of European states or organizations. This
depiction may not be fully inclusive, as the values have only been forged
out of the country definitions of disaster, crisis, emergency and civil pro-
tection. Some countries may also include other referent points that do
not feature in their definitions of a crisis. It is nevertheless considered
a satisfactory account of the values that each country holds close to its
heart. The related referent points of life and health are placed under
people; cultural heritage, material goods and the economy are included
under the rubric of property; and essential services and vital interests of
society are included under societal functions.

It is unlikely that the similar referent points of protection shared by
global organizations and European states (Table 6.2) reflect a diffusion
of DRR principles. If states have been influenced by any global changes,
it would presumably be from the shift in global discourse since the end
of the Cold War, where many states and organizations have shifted from
‘civil defence’ — with a focus on traditional security issues — to civil
protection, where a wider set of reference points have been included
in what ought to be protected, such as fundamental values and the
environment (see ANVIL, 2014). At a more fundamental level, it has
also been argued that these referent points of protection are rather
defined within a historically path-dependent stream of thought heav-
ily influenced by the Enlightenment and the recent global focus on the
environment and global warming (Hollis, 2015a).

From a more pragmatic perspective, the comparative study conducted
by the ANVIL consortium emphasizes the problem of diversity and even
confusion among European states on basic terminology. A pertinent
example is the overarching term used to describe disaster management,
which comes in a number of colourful varieties such as ‘civil security’,
‘societal security’, ‘civil protection’, ‘civil defence’ and ‘crisis manage-
ment’ (Bossong and Hegemann, 2014, pp. 6-7; see also the introduction
to this volume). The meanings of these broad terms and the way DRR
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Table 6.2 Referent points of protection in European states and international
organizations

Referent points of protection

People Environment Property Fundamental Societal
values functions

Organization UNISDR
World Bank
IFRC
EU

State Sweden
Czech
Republic
Poland
Slovakia
Serbia
Netherlands
Malta
Croatia
Hungary
Finland
Germany
Netherlands v
Ireland
Romania
Latvia

v
v
v

AN N NN
AN NN N N NN
A N NN

AN N N N NENEN
AN N N N SENEN

SNENEN
SNENEN
{\

v
v
v

Source: UNISDR, 2009; World Bank, 2013; ANVIL, 2014; Council of the European Union,
2014; IFRC, 2014.

is perceived — such as through the lens of resilience or vulnerability —
appear to be socially constructed with little influence from an external
or global source. Indeed, DRR seems to be a term reserved for ‘devel-
oping’ states, featuring less prominently within disaster management
discourse in the EU and European states.

Analysing similar patterns in discourse thus provides little evidence
for any fundamental transfer of ideas from the global and/or regional
level to states in Europe. When contrasted to other regional organiza-
tions and states in the developing world, a different picture emerges,
whereby global prescriptions appears to have made a larger impact, at
least according to the language used in constructing framework agree-
ments and definitions on DRR. While the EU has incorporated parts of
a global terminology into its framework agreements, it has not been
successfully diffused to its member states. Even if language has not sig-
nificantly altered, the behaviour and institutional changes may still be
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taking affect due to external support. This aspect of possible diffusion is
now turned to.

Institutional change

If the principles enshrined in the HFA have had an effect on the
resilience of states, by increasing their capacity to prevent disasters,
institutional change should also be apparent. Successful or partial diffu-
sion of the HFA ought to reveal particular changes in a state’s emergency
strategy and corresponding implementation plan. As will be shown, a
few distinct casual links between the adoption of the HFA and institu-
tional change can be observed. It would seem that most states assimilate
pre-existing agreements, strategies and operational practices in line with
the HFA goals rather than adjust their behaviour. It appears more an act
of window dressing old products that already existed to appease the new
clientele rather than enact any fundamental changes; a process that is
similar to what norm scholars would call adaption or grafting (Acharya,
2004, p. 251).

A good place to begin an analysis on institutional change is by exam-
ining self-assessment reports filled in by European states on their level
of progress on fulfilling the HFA priorities for action. The UNISDR have
encouraged all states to periodically submit these standardized reports
on three separate occasions (2007-2009; 2009-2011; and 2011-2013).
Out of 45 European states: 14 have submitted reports on all 3 occasions;
6 have submitted on 2 occasions; 5 have submitted on 1 occasion; and
19 have not submitted any reports. Some of the latter countries include:
Denmark, Austria, Belgium, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovakia. This
immediately reflects a significant variation across Europe on support for
the HFA. So what signs of progress do these reports reveal?

A general synthesis of 65 reports, submitted in the period 2007-
2013, reveals no significant progress according to the coding system the
UNISDR uses between 1 (minor progress with few signs of forward action
in plans or policy) and 5 (comprehensive achievement with sustained
commitment and capacities at all levels). That is, the level of graded
commitment does not increase substantially in the period 2007-2013.
HFA priority 2 increased from an average of 3.6 to 3.8, HFA priority 5
increased from an average of 3.6 to 3.9 and all other priority issues (1, 3
and 4) remained stagnate at 3.7, 3.5 and 3.5, respectively. Of course, this
lack of quantitative proof is checked against other qualitative measures
in the synthesis report, where evidence of progress is demonstrated.
However, according to the general scaling system, these changes are
fairly insignificant as many European states have already established
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functioning, albeit diverse, prevention systems. Indeed, the detail pro-
vided by those countries that completed self-assessment reports seem to
reflect what the country has done prior or in parallel to global activity on
DRR, making it difficult to assess if there is any real connection between
ideas from the global to the local.

A similar situation is also apparent when looking at the level of com-
mitment made by European states in implementing the resilient cities
campaign. In line with the HFA goals, this campaign encourages cities
to build a culture of prevention and establish interrelational exchanges
with the UNISDR. Part of this entails the adoption of a Local Govern-
ment Self-Assessment Tool (LGSAT); a template designed to help cities
identify gaps and establish minimal standards of disaster prevention.
These include establishing a budget for DRR, encouraging a culture of
prevention in school curricula and efficient land-use planning (UNISDR,
2012). However, less than half of European countries have signed up to
this campaign. Of the countries that are part of the campaign only three
countries (Italy, Serbia and Austria) can boast more than 20 cities that
have joined the campaign, while the remaining countries have only
two or three cities in the campaign (UNISDR, 2012). Moreover, out of
the cities that have committed to the campaign very few have actually
implemented the LGSAT (EFDRR, 2013).

Instances of institutional change can nevertheless be seen that have
direct links to the HFA. Armenia, for example, has with the assistance
of the external support of the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) developed a Capacity Development Methodology for DRR and
a DRR National Strategy and action plan. Some outcomes include the
creation of an educational package on DRR that has been distributed to
915 communities and have been testing a Community Risk Certificate
in some communities (UNISDR, 2013). While these examples reveal a
clear transference of ideas, albeit through clear external support, from
the global to local level, such explicit and welcome changes are not
widespread.

One reason for the apparent lack of commitment by European states
is the different cultural traditions and learning methods of each state.
This aspect of European societal security is well reflected in the findings
of the ANVIL study. The results of this comparative study depict a large
diversity among European states’ disaster management systems and
their approach to DRR. Key concepts emphasized in the HFA, such as
decentralization (subsidiarity) and risk analysis, do not align to a global
script but are orientated to and constructed through historical and cul-
tural belief systems. While the issue of (de)centralization contains some
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sub-regional similarities — such as decentralization in North/North-
western Europe and centralization in East/South-eastern Europe - even
these divisions are not homogenous (Bossong and Hegemann, 2014,
p- S5). Likewise, risk analysis and risk assessment are generally seen
as positive aspects for DRR, however, their implementation, level of
commitment and oversights vary greatly across countries (Bossong and
Hegemann, 2014, p. 13).

Another reason for limited activity is a general lack of financial com-
mitment. The main commonality mentioned by most states is their
apparent lack of financial resources to make their society more resilient.
However, for many European states it is not necessarily the lack of
financing, but a rational choice informed through the short-term oppor-
tunity cost of investing in prevention vis-a-vis the expected benefits.
This is not just a common feature across almost all countries in Europe,
but an endemic issue for the entire policy field of DRR. It is simply dif-
ficult to persuade states, organizations or the private sector to insure
against a contingency that will produce diffuse financial returns. Kofi
Annan expressed this point nicely when he quoted an old aphorism: ‘it
is difficult to find money for medicine, but easy to find it for a coffin’
(1999, p. 7).

A third reason is the incredibly complex process involved in provid-
ing a well-built and efficient prevention strategy. A resilient community
is a community where all tiers of society are strong and well function-
ing: the equivalent of a brick house where all pieces must be in place to
enable a strong structure (Wisner et al., 2004). It is difficult to place this
complexity within five general points that are common enough for all
to agree upon. Yet, it is only through the construction of abstract princi-
ples that HFA can successfully diffuse as a norm. The reinterpretation of
these norms according to local contexts, and in the absence of enforce-
ment mechanisms, reveal hard challenges for implementation. It should
be noted, however, that knowledge and awareness of this multi-sectorial
aspects of DRR is making headway in Europe. This is apparent in a
recent review of national platforms that, at least on paper, reveal and
awareness of including a large number of ministries in DRR (UNISDR,
2013).

Post-HFA and the limits of diffusion

The international community has been going through a period of
reflection as they prepare for the third world conference on DRR: the
post-HFA era. While awareness of the need for greater DRR capacity
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has certainly increased, for the case of Europe it has been difficult to
perceive any direct causal linkages between the global promotion of
the HFA and changes in the behaviour of states. This is partly due to
the generally high level of DRR capacity prevalent in many European
countries, meaning that any change over time is going to appear fairly
stagnant particularly as change is measured on a standard format for
all countries in the world. Nevertheless, as the previous analysis illus-
trates, even though sites of diffusion have been established, there is
little evidence that these sites have led to any substantial changes in the
language of DRR or institutional design. Instead, it would appear that
cultural and particular local histories prevent any change from ‘above’:
local-based learning and indigenous knowledge appears to be the way
forward (Bossong and Hegemann, 2014). If this is the case, then further
study is needed on the particular aspects of norm localization, whether
there is evidence only of prelocalization, local initiative or adaption
(Acharya, 2004, p. 251).

Yet, one should be wary in concluding that different local histories
prevent the diffusion of DRR. Indeed, practitioners and stakeholders
within Europe are largely positive to finding a more common language
and are certainly interested in obtaining the HFA goals. Success stories
like Armenia and Germany’s commitment in its national platform are
good examples of such propensity towards achieving the HFA goals
(UNISDR, 2013). While local cultural traditions are certainly part of
the issue, it is also important to take a more holistic perspective that
includes complex technical issues at the global, regional and national
level of risk governance.

Globally, one of the main issues is the design of the HFA. Reducing the
HFA to a set of simplified goals means that while it may be more easily
diffused, there is also more room for interpretation by states, regional
organizations and civil society. While on one level, this can provide for
a ‘better fit’ theoretically, it also raises some confusion of what type of
policies ought to be implemented. This is reflected in the results of a
‘learning needs assessment’ survey conducted by RedR, a human