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1 Introduction

The eve of our first day of interviews inMaputo, Mozambique, the rain began. It

poured down throughout the night and into the morning. At breakfast, others

around us mentioned the potential threat of an incoming cyclone. Given that we

were in town to talk with government and civil society actors about disaster

preparedness, it seemed only appropriate that we press on with our plans for

the day. Our hotel was a short ferry ride from downtown, but the road to the port

was flooded. Thanks to the availability of a 4×4, we made it to the ferry station

and then to the mainland. On arrival, we saw that the streets of Maputo, too,

were awash in rainwater and debris, the sewer drains clogged by uncollected

trash. On its face, the city was woefully unprepared for the ongoing storm.

But these issues masked what we later learned was happening in the back-

ground: active mobilization of government officials and nongovernmental

actors to track the storm, prepare for any necessary evacuations, and activate

additional precautions along the shoreline. Inland areas were pre-stocked with

survival gear, such as boats, to be ready in the event of extreme flooding. While

these preparedness programs were difficult for us as outsiders to observe, we

nonetheless came to understand the significant ways in which the government in

Mozambique had shifted the dynamics of cyclone threats to fundamentally

improve the safety of at-risk populations. While these efforts might not ease

immediate, less threatening, difficulties in the face of extreme weather (e.g.

local, short-term flooding), they targeted high-risk issues that posed the greatest

threats. To our good fortune, this tropical storm was not a particularly bad one,

and the waters began to dissipate within a few days. Nonetheless, the experience

offered a brief glimpse into the complex realities and practical difficulties

associated with managing natural hazards.

This anecdote is also indicative of natural hazard experiences in many other

parts of the world. As I came to understand during the research described in

greater detail in this volume, significant preparedness efforts for natural haz-

ards – such as floods, drought, and tropical storms1 – have been taken on in

countries around the world, including across the Global South. Governments,

on their own and encouraged by global accords, have often implemented

substantial programs that ensure both rapid response at the time of a hazard

and work to minimize the risk that hazards evolve into natural disasters. In

India, for example, a case I consider in detail throughout this text, government

efforts to ramp up preparedness programs began to emerge in the early 2000s

and a robust, multilevel system for threat identification, preparedness, and

1 Tropical storm is a general term for cyclones, hurricanes, and typhoons, each of which is used
depending on where the storm originates.
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response now exists for multiple types of hazards. This is easiest to observe in

cases where hazards in recent years have led to significantly fewer deaths than

those resulting from previous similar events, as has been the case with recent

cyclones in India.2

At the same time, the quality and comprehensiveness of these efforts can vary

quite dramatically both across and within countries. InMozambique’s neighbor,

Zimbabwe, we see relatively fewer efforts to prepare for frequent threats such as

drought. Similarly, adjacent to India in Pakistan we observe relatively disor-

ganized efforts to prepare for increasingly common flood risks. Even within

India, at the state level, we note variations in the degree to which neighboring

states such as Odisha and Andhra Pradesh are prepared for the threat of annual

cyclones.

That disaster preparedness initiatives of any type appear in these regions is

also a surprise from the perspective of existing research on political incentives

and natural hazards.3 A predominant assumption in current work is that invest-

ments in preparedness are fundamentally unlikely. This is because preparedness

actions are expected to be more difficult to observe, and thus reward at the ballot

box, than investments in response (Healy and Malhotra 2009). Analysts argue

that citizens reward effective political responses to natural disasters and punish

failures to respond (Healy and Malhotra 2009; Bechtel and Hainmueller 2011;

Cole et al. 2012). At the same time, voters can fail to reward disaster prepared-

ness, and may even punish incumbents for investing in preparedness over other

public benefits, because the benefits of these policies are perceived to be less

obvious that those of response (Healy and Malhotra 2009). This is despite the

generally greater efficiency of spending on preparedness versus response

(Healy and Malhotra 2009). In addition, the potential for moral hazard related

to natural hazards, given the propensity of higher level domestic or international

actors to respond in times of disasters, is believed to further disincentivize

governments to allocate scarce resources toward preparedness activities

(Cohen and Werker 2008). In short, existing work posits that political elites

should have few incentives to prepare for natural hazards. Thus, the existence

of, and variation in, disaster preparedness initiatives, even in closely lying

countries or states facing similar hazards, is an empirical puzzle.

The primary focus of this Element is to examine this puzzle and provide

a novel argument to explain the character of disaster preparedness initiatives

in countries of the Global South. Why do governments prepare for natural

2 See, inter alia, The Hindu, 2022.
3 I focus here on literature pertaining to policy responses, but there exists substantial important and
related work on factors affecting the quality of response (e.g. Aldrich 2010, 2012) and the
downstream effects of natural hazards (e.g. Bhavnani and Lacina 2015).
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hazards? And what characteristics of states are associated with the best pre-

paredness outcomes?

I argue that disaster preparedness can, and does, occur in the context of both

motivated ruling elites and a capable state. Ruling elites can be mobilized to

lead preparedness efforts. The quality and character of these efforts subse-

quently depend on the government’s capacity to coordinate the design and

implementation of preparedness plans. In this way, elite motivation and state

capacity are both necessary conditions that, when they occur together, are

sufficient to produce comprehensive disaster preparedness. Thus, ruling elites

must be willing and the state they oversee able.4 My argument elaborates the

conditions under which this occurs.

I contend, in contrast with existing work that argues politicians do not have

incentives to prepare for disasters,5 that there are plausible political situations

in which ruling elites will perceive benefits to investing in preparedness.

Specifically, elites are motivated when there is a risk that past exposure to

hazards will lead to political instability in the face of a future hazard. Elite

motivation thus rests on two sub-variables: past exposure to natural hazards

and elite perceptions of opposition threat.6 Where elites anticipate a threat to

their rule in the face of a future hazard, due to substantial past exposure and

significant opposition strength, they will be motivated to engage in disaster

preparedness.

The ability of elites to act on this motivation depends on a second primary

variable: the state’s own competence in coordinating the bureaucracy and/or

civil society actors to realize preparedness goals. Where government actors

have the capacity to oversee preparedness efforts and are given the power to do

so, ruling elites will plausibly succeed in implementing the highest levels of

effective disaster preparedness.

In the remainder of this Introduction, I lay out a conceptual framework for

analyzing natural hazards and disaster preparedness in the context of low- to

middle-income countries of the Global South. I consider the relevance of this

problem in the context of past threats in the region and across the globe more

generally. I then elaborate the details of my argument for when governments are

most likely to make preparedness investments, contrasting this with existing

arguments for why governments would not invest in preparedness for natural

hazards and the limited hypothetical conditions under which they would do so.

4 This argument is consistent with the idea that state capacity matters most in the context of
motivated political leadership (Centeno et al. 2017).

5 See, inter alia, Healy and Malhotra 2009; Gailmard and Patty 2019.
6 Hossain (2017) provides evidence of this dynamic in the aftermath of the 1974 Bangladesh
famine.
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I conclude with a discussion of case selection and the qualitative, medium-N

case methodology used in this study, before providing background on the

country and subnational cases considered here.

1.1 Natural Hazards, Disasters, and Preparedness

Natural hazards are rare or, at the very least, unpredictable events that can

threaten lives and infrastructure. The most commonly occurring natural hazards

are earthquakes, floods, droughts, tropical storms, and tsunamis. These hazards

are typically divided into rapid onset (e.g. earthquake or tropical storm) and

slow onset (e.g. drought). A natural hazard becomes a disaster when an area

affected by the hazard is unable to respond in a sufficient manner, resulting in

economic and, possibly, human and animal losses.

The threat of natural hazards seems clear from news reports of hurricanes,

drought, and floods around the world. But how substantial are these threats in

reality? As I discuss in greater detail, measuring the magnitude of a natural

hazard is difficult due to a lack of valid measurement instruments that can

indicate the strength of a hazard apart from its effects. For current purposes,

I use share of the population “affected” by a hazard as an indicator of magni-

tude, which can be held constant across different types of hazards. Using data

from EM-DAT – the international disaster database – I show in Table 1 the share

of the population in each continent affected by natural hazards over the period

2005–2014.7 These data highlight that the threat of hazards exists across the

globe, but is particularly significant in Africa, Asia, and the Americas.

Evidence also suggests that the threat of hazards has increased in recent

years, particularly with changing meteorological dynamics due to climate

Table 1 Variation in populations affected by natural hazards, 2005–20148

Continent
Annual Average
Individuals Affected

Percent of Total Population
Affected over Entire Period

Africa 16,355,161 15.7%
Asia 147,395,737 35.0%
Europe 722,566 1.0%
Oceania 182,856 5.0%
Americas 11,594,451 12.4%

7 Note that this measure may double count individuals affected by multiple hazards over this
period, but is nonetheless the most consistent measure across hazards and all continents.

8 Natural hazard data from EM-DAT and 2010 population data from UN-DESA.
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change. Predicting the character of such threats is becoming more difficult.

A recent study, also drawing on EM-DAT data, found that the occurrence of

natural disasters globally had increased ten times over the period from 1960 to

2019 (IEP 2020). These figures may also undercount the occurrence of natural

hazards, as preparedness efforts over this same period have played at least some

role in reducing the likelihood of a hazard converting to a natural disaster.

Given these threats, what can be done to protect communities and individuals

from natural hazards? Government and private sector efforts to deal with natural

hazards take many forms, but are typically categorized as response, prepared-

ness, or risk reduction. Response efforts happen at the time or after a hazard

occurs, to minimize the damages and attempt to prevent a hazard from becom-

ing a disaster. Preparedness efforts are focused on ensuring that there are

programs in place to minimize the risks in advance of an impending hazard

(such as evacuations) and improve the ability to respond when the hazard occurs

(such as building shelters and conducting mock drills). Risk reduction instead

emphasizes changing ongoing practices to reduce the fundamental likelihood of

disasters occurring, such as implementing drought resistant agricultural prac-

tices. I consider the range of possible government policies in greater detail in

Section 2.

Public debates and discussions about the appropriate policy response to

natural hazards have shifted over the last few decades from a focus on response

to preparedness to risk reduction. In the period leading up to this study, while

risk reduction was seen as the ultimate goal, policy recommendations focused

largely on preparation, reflecting perceived limitations on preparedness in most

countries, especially in the Global South. In this volume, I primarily consider

efforts to promote preparedness for natural hazards.

1.2 A Political Institutional Theory of Preparedness

The key theoretical question of this study is: what conditions will make govern-

ments most likely to implement comprehensive disaster preparedness policies?

I argue that the most thorough efforts to prepare for natural hazards occur in

those places where ruling elites are politically motivated to reduce the risks of

future hazards and they also have the capacity to design and implement reforms.

This is because effective policy initiatives – ones that are both initiated and

implemented – require both political support and a capable set of institutions to

implement the policy. But when is this the case?

I posit that disaster preparedness depends on two primary variables: elite

motivation and capacity. Elite motivation rests on two sub-variables: past

exposure and opposition threat. Past exposure implies a record of natural

5Shocks and Politics
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hazards that have affected a substantial portion of the population in the past.

Opposition threat can come in the form of electoral competition, in established

democracies, or the presence of plausible opposition parties, in the context of

autocracies. Where ruling elites associate the potential for future hazards with

the possibility of threats to their continued control, they will be motivated to

engage in preparedness to reduce this threat.

Capacity depends on the government, and most significantly the bureaucracy,

having the ability to develop and coordinate plans for disaster preparedness.

The implementation of disaster preparedness initiatives may involve govern-

ment actors and/or civil society, but how these programs are governed depends

on the relative strength of different actors. The most successful outcomes will

be observed where the state effectively leads the coordination of these efforts.

Figure 1 summarizes this logic and I now examine each of these variables in

greater detail.

1.2.1 Elite Motivation

I begin from the expectation that countries which have faced greater hazards in

the past will prepare more in the future. This idea is not new (Fox and Weelden

2015), but I offer a more nuanced and comprehensive explanation for why this

is the case. Existing work highlights an empirical correlation between past

hazards and preparation but does not sufficiently identify the causal mechanism

linking exposure to greater preparedness (Keefer et al. 2011; Hsiang and Narita

2012). Do incumbent governments view natural hazards as a threat to their

economic performance (World Bank 2009; Hsiang and Jina 2014)? Do they

perceive natural hazards as a potential cause of conflict (Hsiang et al. 2013)?

I suggest instead that ruling elites anticipate a potential threat to their

incumbency when citizens can observe the preparedness counterfactual. If an

individual has not faced a hazard in the past, as in places that experience these

events rarely, they will have little ability to separate the quality of preparedness

efforts from the intensity of the hazard itself. In other words, because the effects

of a hazard are endogenous to preparedness efforts, someone without past

experience of a similar event will be unable to gauge the value of existing

investments to their or the broader welfare. These individuals cannot conceive

Elite
Motivation

Past
Exposure

Opposition
Threat

Capacity

State
Capacity

Civil Society
Capacity

Preparedness
Governance

Preparedness
Outcomes

Figure 1 A political institutional theory of preparedness
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of the preparedness counterfactual at the time of a natural shock: “what would

have been the impact of a disaster in the absence of preparedness spending?”

(Healy and Malhotra 2009: 389).

In contrast, those individuals who have previously been affected by a natural

hazard are able to evaluate the quality of preparedness efforts at the time of

a future hazard – the counterfactual to what would have happened without

preparedness – and can use this information to evaluate the quality of incumbent

politician performance. This expectation contrasts with the idea that individuals

cannot observe and evaluate preparedness programs, relative to disaster

response (Healy and Malhotra 2009; Gailmard and Patty 2019): where individ-

uals have previously experienced a failure to prepare, I posit that they will be

able to evaluate the quality of preparedness efforts at the time of a future hazard.

Even if we assume that individuals have no ability to observe the actual

policy changes that have occurred, in the form of disaster preparedness, other-

wise similar individuals may still differ in the interpretation of their current

welfare based on a comparison between the effects of past and current natural

hazards. An individual who has been exposed to a natural disaster in the past,

particularly one in which the government was ill-prepared, will have different

expectations for the likely outcomes of a subsequent hazard. If the results of that

hazard are better than in the past, then they are likely to have a higher estimate of

their current welfare than someone who had not been exposed to a disaster in the

past and so has much different expectations about the effect that a hazard would

have on their wellbeing.

This supposition is in line with qualitative evidence regarding the behavior of

individuals who were and were not exposed to a significant previous hazard at

the time of a new hazard. In India’s Odisha state, which has a history of tropical

storms, a severe cyclone in 2013 affected areas that had and had not been

exposed to a similarly intense cyclone in 1999. Officials involved in evacuation

efforts at the time noted that those individuals living in areas that had previously

been affected were easily evacuated multiple days in advance, while those who

had not been hit by earlier cyclones were considerably more reluctant to

evacuate and, in the end, some forced evacuations were necessary in these

regions (Odisha State Government Official #2 2014). If behavior at the time of

the cyclone is associated with differing past exposures to natural hazards, then

we might believe that other kinds of behaviors, such as voting, may also exhibit

these differences.

Politicians who are knowledgeable about past hazard exposure can then

anticipate this future evaluation and incorporate it into their policymaking

decision calculus (Bussell 2017). The opportunity to observe multiple shocks

over time implies that once a natural hazard has occurred, politicians may

7Shocks and Politics
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assume that at least some proportion of voters will be able to estimate the

preparedness counterfactual based on their experience with this shock. In this

sense, past experience of disasters changes the information available to

a segment of voters, making them more competent at evaluating the perform-

ance of the incumbent than their non-disaster-exposed peers. As a result, the

perceived electoral value of preparedness may increase, making preparedness

activities more compelling as an electoral strategy than was previously the case.

Investment in disaster preparedness, then, becomes a strategic electoral move

on the part of incumbent elites, to increase the chances of retaining power in the

face of a future hazard.

The relevance of this calculation to preparedness policies, however, depends

on whether ruling elites perceive a general threat to their incumbency. This is

a relatively straightforward expectation that politicians in electorally competi-

tive democratic regimes or authoritarian regimes with a viable opposition will

be willing to implement new policies that they expect to be received well by the

public. Even if ruling elites anticipate that citizens can evaluate their prepared-

ness efforts, these evaluations will only matter in contexts where those citizens

can pose some sort of political threat, through voting, support for an opposition

party, riots, or otherwise.

Combining these two sub-variables of elite motivation results in four general

expectations for the character of incentives regarding disaster preparedness, sum-

marized in Table 2. We should observe the strongest political incentives for

preparedness where both past exposure and opposition threat are high. Where

past exposure is high, but opposition threat is low, we should still expect to see

medium to high incentives, given the risk of instability and negative public

response in the face of a future hazard. Where there is a clear opposition threat

but low past exposure, politicians will have only low to medium incentives to

prepare, as the costs of preparation will compete with other policy areas that may

have more obvious benefits to voters. Finally, where both past exposure and

opposition threat are low, we should see the weakest political incentives for reform.

Table 2 Empirical expectations for elite motivation to engage in disaster
preparedness efforts

Opposition Threat

Low High

Past Hazard
Exposure

Minimal Low Incentives Low-Medium Incentives

Substantial Medium-High
Incentives

High Incentives

8 Politics of Development
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The discussion to this point thus suggests that where ruling elites have an

expectation that disaster preparedness efforts are likely to result in electoral

support at the time of a future hazard, and where they face a competitive

environment in which they would benefit from additional popular support, we

should expect to see political interest in disaster preparedness initiatives. To be

successful in these initiatives, however, also requires the capacity to coordinate

relevant actors who are capable of designing and implementing such reforms.

I now explore this aspect of the argument in greater detail.

1.2.2 Capacity

The second key variable in my argument is the capacity of the state to coordin-

ate disaster preparedness efforts. Following existing research, I conceptualize

“capacity,” applied to state or non-state actors, as the ability of an organization

to achieve the goals they set for themselves (Centeno et al. 2017; O’Reilly and

Murphy 2022: 1). For a government organization, this typically involves “the

ability to raise revenue efficiently, the ability to enforce a monopoly on violence

within its territory, and the provision of public goods in such a way that supports

the functioning of markets, especially the legal capacity to attain the rule of law”

(O’Reilly and Murphy 2022: 1). For non-state actors, this implies parallel

abilities to raise and manage financial resources, run a functional organization,

and deliver relevant goods to target clients. Such a conceptualization implicitly

assumes consistent underlying institutional structures that support and enable

this capacity. This is, then, an argument about institutional capacity to support

preparedness initiatives.

Substantial work in the social sciences has highlighted the importance of

bureaucratic capacity for the effective functioning of government institutions.

In their agenda-setting work, Evans and Rauch evaluate the degree to which

state institutions exhibit “Weberianness” as a measure of state capacity, consid-

ering the presence of competitive salaries, internal promotion and career stabil-

ity, and meritocratic recruitment (Evans and Rauch 1999). This capacity, they

argue, is then linked to the ability of states to achieve economic growth (Evans

and Rauch 1999). More generally, the quality of institutions came to be seen as

a key factor affecting outcomes of both economic and social welfare (Rothstein

and Teorell 2008, see also Levitsky and Murillo 2009).

Related work focuses on the frequent gaps in, or limitations of, govern-

ment capacity and looks outside the state to identify alternative providers of

public goods. In the case of Kenya, Brass (2012, 2016) shows how nongov-

ernmental organizations (NGOs) increasingly play both direct and indirect

roles in government service provision, through their participation in
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governance and in the direct delivery of services. More generally, Cammett

and MacLean argue that “In many parts of Africa, Asia, the Middle East, and

Latin America, states are unable to provide extensive social welfare services,

but a diversity of non-state actors such as multinational corporations, ethnic

and sectarian organizations, NGOs, community-based organizations, and

families provide and facilitate access to much of the welfare that exists on

the ground” (Cammett and MacLean 2011: 1–2). In addition, the role of non-

state actors in service provision is seen only to be increasing (Cammett and

MacLean 2011: 1–2). These arguments imply that we may observe cases of

non-state actors filling in where the state is unable to implement program-

ming directly.

At the same time, it is insufficient to assume that non-state actors have

consistent capacity to provide these services across countries. Non-state actors

differ dramatically in their size, resources, modes of work, and connections to

international affiliates or sponsors.9 Relatedly, the relationship between non-

state providers and state actors themselves is likely to have an important effect

on outcomes (Cammett and MacLean 2011), particularly in those countries

with significant restrictions on civic freedoms. Thus, variation in the capacity of

non-state actors is also likely to affect their ability to play a role in disaster

preparedness.

My first expectation related to capacity, summarized in Table 3, is that the

governance of disaster preparedness efforts, and specifically the character of

roles for the state and civil society actors, will depend on the relative capacities

of these groups. Where both the state and civil society are of high capacity, the

state should lead disaster preparedness efforts while effectively drawing on civil

society actors to support its mission, which I characterize as “State-Led.” In

contrast, where only the state has high levels of capacity, disaster preparedness

efforts are likely to rely predominantly on the bureaucracy in a “State-

Dominant” model. Here, when the government draws on non-state actors, it is

Table 3 Expected character of disaster preparedness governance given state
and civil society capacity

State Capacity

Lower Higher

Civil Society
Capacity

Lower “Uncoordinated” “State-Dominant”

Higher “Society-Reliant” “State-Led”

9 See, inter alia, Stroup (2012), MacLean et al. (2015)
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likely to be only for additional support during times of hazard response, rather

than in planning and preparedness exercises. In those cases where civil society

has more dominant capacity, a “Society-Reliant” model may arise, with govern-

ment delegating as many preparedness activities as possible to non-state actors.

Finally, in areas with low capacity in both the state and civil society, what disaster

preparedness activities we observe are likely to be haphazard and uncoordinated,

given the minimal ability of local actors to successfully implement reforms.

Overall, I argue that we should see the quality of disaster preparedness

initiatives increase in line with levels of state capacity, where the government

is able to direct the activities of state and/or non-state actors in developing and

implementing preparedness initiatives. Because the government itself is the

primary focus for most disaster preparedness programming, I expect outcomes

to be better where the state has high capacity versus cases where civil society

has high capacity. High state capacity is also important to ensure that diverse

actors engaged in preparedness efforts do not, at best, duplicate work and, at

worst, engage in activities that conflict with each other.

1.2.3 Theoretical Implications

The two primary variables in my argument combine to produce a set of expect-

ations about the overall character and quality of disaster preparedness that

I expect in each country or subnational region, as summarized in Table 4.

A key implication of the argument is that disaster preparedness efforts will be

insubstantial where ruling elites do not have incentives to support them, even in

the context of high state capacity. Given this, we should observe the strongest

performance in those places where there are considerable political incentives to

prepare and there is overall high capacity to do so. We should also observe

considerable efforts to prepare in those places with high political incentives but

where there is more limited capacity. In these contexts, I expect to see evidence

of governments making creative efforts to engage in preparedness within the

kinds of diverse governance structures outlined in Table 3. In contrast, where

Table 4 Overall theoretical predictions for quality of disaster preparedness
given elite motivation and capacity

Elite Motivation

Lower Higher

Capacity
Lower “Minimal Performance” “Substantial Effort”

Higher “Window Dressing” “Strong Performance”
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there is higher capacity but only limited political incentives, we may see efforts

that look like preparedness, but these will be more “window dressing” than deep

and substantial interventions. This is because the government has the resources

available to put forward basic policies and/or structures of preparedness, but

ruling elites do not have the incentives to implement these initiatives in

a comprehensive way. Finally, where there are lower electoral incentives and

lower capacity, we should see the weakest efforts to invest in preparedness. In

these cases, we may observe individual and disconnected programs, but no

widespread and thorough disaster preparedness effort.

1.3 Methodology and Case Selection

This study uses a medium-N, country case study approach, supplemented by

subnational case comparisons, to evaluate the character of disaster preparedness

initiatives. The focus of the study is the two continents with the highest levels of

threats from natural hazards, as measured by the percentage of the population

affected by hazards in recent years: Africa and Asia (see Table 1). The first stage

of the study considered Africa, with cases chosen based on a pairing of neighbor-

ing countries across the sub-Saharan region. This enabled us to select cases

sharing somewhat similar natural hazard profiles while also including the range

of natural hazards faced by countries in Africa.10 The African country cases are

Ethiopia, the Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal, Togo,

Zambia, and Zimbabwe. The second phase of the research extended analysis to

the three largest countries of South Asia: Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan.11

It is worth considering whether findings from these cases may be relevant in

the broader study regions and globally. In both Africa and South Asia, the cases

include substantial variation on the independent variables of concern to the

argument. As a result, these findings are likely to generalize to other country

cases in the region, apart from failed states. In addition, I expect the argument

and findings to be relevant in other regions facing considerable threats from

natural hazards, such as much of the Americas. Whether the argument would

hold in low threat regions such as Europe remains an open question. As these

10 Both stages of the study were funded in part by grants from the U.S. Department of State through
its MINERVA initiative, under U.S. Army Research Office grant numbers W911NF-09-1-0077
and W911NF-14-1-0528. The overall region of Africa was proposed and approved in the first
stage and specific countries in South Asia were proposed and approved in the second stage. In
addition, because this project was based on substantial fieldwork, countries also had to be
deemed safe for travel by the US State Department to be selected.

11 The initial results of these case studies were published in a set of public reports as a part of two
MINERVA grant sponsored research initiatives (Bussell 2014; Bussell 2017; Bussell and Fayaz
2017; Shabhanaz and Bussell 2017). This monograph builds on, but substantially extends, the
work documented in these reports.
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regions experience more extreme weather hazards due to climate change,

I anticipate that this could lead to substantially greater preparedness, given

high levels of both electoral competition and institutional capacity in the region,

but with potential constraints I consider more in Section 5.

In addition to the country-level comparisons, I draw on a subnational com-

parison of disaster performance in India’s states, as part of a detailed Indian case

study. This analysis focuses primarily on four states –Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat,

Karnataka, and Odisha – selected based on variations in the core independent

variables of my argument.

This medium-N approach allows for a detailed, country-specific analysis of

both the dependent variable of interest – the character of disaster preparedness –

and the multiple potential explanations for variation in preparedness outcomes.

The case studies developed and drawn on in the analysis are based on detailed

in-country fieldwork and substantial examination of primary and secondary

materials for each country.

The decision to use a case study model, rather than a large-N quantitative

analysis, was driven both by the character of data on natural hazards and related

policies. At a fundamental level, there are limits on the availability of appropri-

ate data cross nationally. As noted by a joint World Bank and United Nations

report on natural hazards, “While some countries attempt to collect and archive

their hazard data, efforts are generally inconsistent or insufficient. Specifically,

there are no universal standards for archiving environmental parameters for

defining hazards and related data. Data exchange, hazard analysis, and hazard

mapping thus become difficult” (World Bank and United Nations 2010: 3).

Measurement of hazard exposure is further complicated by “the inability to

standardize sufficiently scales for the magnitude of a shock that is being used

to measure hazard input” (Bussell and Colligan 2014: 10). While significant

progress has been made in standardized measurement of earthquakes, and recent

efforts to measure cyclone intensity (Hsiang and Narita 2012; Hsiang and Jina

2014) also offer promise for standardized measurement, these are the exceptions,

rather than the rule (Bussell and Colligan 2014: 10). More commonly, measure-

ment of factors such as rainfall offer only very indirect indicators of the potential

for flood or drought and measurement of combined hazards, such as cyclones and

rainfall, are even more limited (Bussell and Colligan 2014: 10).

In the following sections, I develop measures of elite motivation and capacity

at the country level and subnationally for India. I then use these measures to

make predictions about the likely outcomes for overall levels of disaster

preparedness. A summary of all measures for the included countries and sub-

national states is provided for reference in Tables 5A and 5B, with additional

details in the relevant sections.
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Table 5A Summary of all measures – country cases

Natural Hazard Threat Political Incentives Capacity

Disaster
Preparedness
Performance

GSDP
per
Capita

(USD)
1999
−2000

International
Aid

Commitment
per Capita
(USD)Country Flood Cyclone Drought

Hazard
Affected

Share of
Population

Opposition
Threat

Expected

Electoral
Incentives

State
Capacity

Civil

Society
Capacity

Expected

Capacity
Profile

Bangladesh Severe Severe Severe High High High Lower Lower Uncoordinated Medium-High 1,564 15

Ethiopia Low/Moderate Minimal Severe High Medium Medium-High Lower Lower Uncoordinated Medium-High 757 50

Gambia, The High Minimal Low Low High Low-Medium Lower Higher Society-Reliant Low 673 81

Ghana High Minimal Moderate Low High Low-Medium Higher Higher State-Led Medium 2,026 87

India Severe Severe Moderate High High High Higher Lower State-Dominant High 1,980 11

Kenya Low/Moderate Minimal Severe High High High Lower Higher Society-Reliant Low-Medium 1,578 78

Malawi Severe Moderate Moderate/High High High High Higher Lower State-Dominant Medium-High 357 53

Mozambique Severe Severe Moderate High Medium Medium-High Lower Higher Society-Reliant High 441 109

Pakistan Severe Minimal High Low High Low-Medium Lower Lower Uncoordinated Medium 1,467 33

Senegal High Minimal High Low Medium Low Higher Higher State-Led Medium 1,366 110

Togo High Minimal Low Low High Low-Medium Lower Higher Society-Reliant Low 618 118

Zambia Moderate Low Moderate High Medium Medium-High Higher Lower State-Dominant Medium 1,535 89

Zimbabwe Moderate Low Moderate High Medium Medium-High Lower Higher Society-Reliant Low-Medium 1,548 106

Notes: The natural hazard threat profile for each state includes the three major hazard types faced by states in the study: flood, cyclone, and drought, and is based on country case reports,

supplemented by data from the Global Risk Data Platform, UNEP/GRID-Europe, and Chakrabarti 2019. The threat scoring range used here is: Minimal – Low –Moderate – High – Severe.
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Table 5B Summary of all measures – Indian states

State

Natural Hazard Threat Political Incentives Capacity

Disaster
Preparedness
Performance

GSDP per Capita
(USD) 1999−2000Flood Cyclone Drought

Hazard Affected

Share of
Population

Opposition
Threat

Expected

Electoral
Incentives

State

Capacity
Coding

Civil

Society
Capacity

Overall
Capacity

Andhra Pradesh Low High Severe Low High Low-Medium Higher Higher High Medium 16980

Assam High Minimal Low High Medium Medium-High Lower Higher Medium (CS) Medium-High 13068

Bihar Severe Minimal Moderate High High High Lower Lower Low Medium-High 6048

Chhattisgarh Minimal Minimal Moderate Low Medium Low Higher Lower Medium (state) Low 13348

Gujarat Minimal Moderate Moderate High Medium Medium-High Higher Lower Medium (state) High 21681

Haryana Low Minimal Minimal High High High Lower Lower Low Low-Medium 24251

Jharkhand Minimal Minimal High Low Medium Low Lower Lower Low Low 12672

Karnataka Minimal Low Severe Low High Low-Medium Lower Lower Low Low-Medium 18208

Kerala Low Low Low High High High Higher Lower Medium (state) Medium-High 21550

Madhya

Pradesh

Minimal Minimal High Low Medium Low Lower Lower Low Low 13278

Maharashtra Minimal Low Severe Low High Low-Medium Higher Lower Medium (state) Medium-High 25543

Odisha Low High Moderate High High High Lower Higher Medium (CS) Medium-High 11659

Punjab Moderate Minimal Minimal High High High Higher Higher High Low 27577

Rajasthan Minimal Minimal Severe Low High Low-Medium Lower Lower Low Medium 14639

Tamil Nadu Minimal High High Low High Low-Medium Lower Lower Low High 21502

Uttar Pradesh Moderate Minimal Low Low High Low-Medium Lower Lower Low Low 10539

Uttarakhand Minimal Minimal High High Medium Low Lower Higher Medium (CS) Medium 15061

West Bengal High Severe Low Low Medium Low Higher Lower Medium (state) Low-Medium 16861

* Natural hazard exposure scores based on Chakrabarti 2019. The natural hazard threat profile for each state includes the three major hazard types faced by states in the study: flood, cyclone,

and drought. The threat scoring range used here is: Minimal – Low – Moderate – High – Severe.
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The application of my argument to the country and state cases, using the

measures shown in Tables 5A and 5B, produces the set of empirical expect-

ations shown in Tables 6A and 6B. I examine these expectations in detail in the

following sections.

1.4 Section Overview

The remainder of this Element proceeds in the following manner. In the next

section, I provide a detailed discussion of the analytic framework used to measure

disaster preparedness and present the findings for preparedness in the country and

subnational cases. I also present evidence showing that the primary existing

arguments for the presence of, and variation in, disaster preparedness are insuffi-

cient for explaining observed variation in this detailed measure of preparedness.

Section 3 moves to analysis of elite motivation, considering both the character

of past exposure to natural hazards in a country – as an indicator of the potential

for observing the preparedness counterfactual – and the character of opposition

threat. I present measures of these concepts and evaluate the argument based on

qualitative discussion of India and examples from additional country cases.

In Section 4, I discuss in greater detail my argument for the importance of

capacity in shaping disaster preparedness outcomes. I then present my meas-

urement strategy for capacity and evaluate my theoretical expectations for the

relevance of capacity to the character of disaster preparedness governance in the

cases.

Table 6A Empirical expectations for disaster preparedness – country cases

Political Incentives

Lower Higher

Capacity

Lower “Minimal Performance”

Gambia
Pakistan
Togo

“Substantial Effort”

Bangladesh
Ethiopia
Kenya
Mozambique
Zimbabwe

Higher “Window Dressing”

Ghana
Senegal

“Strong Performance”

India
Malawi
Zambia

Note: Countries in the bottom right quadrant should be the most likely to engage in
disaster preparedness, while countries in the top left should be the least likely.
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The final section offers a combined analysis to assess the overall findings and

provides concluding thoughts. Here, I evaluate the ability of my argument to

predict not only the character of disaster preparedness initiatives in terms of

political support and institutional structures, but also the overall success of

achieving disaster preparedness goals. I end with a consideration of what these

findings entail for the future of disaster preparedness globally, particularly in the

wake of climate change.

2 Assessing Preparedness

The motivating puzzle of this Element is the presence of, and variation in,

disaster preparedness initiatives across a range of countries in the Global South.

This section discusses the empirical approach taken in the study and documents

the empirical variation that occurs in the country and state case studies. In the

final section, I also provide evidence suggesting that existing explanations for

disaster preparedness are insufficient for explaining the outcomes discussed

here.

Table 6B Theoretical expectations for disaster preparedness – Indian states
(cases in bold)

Political Incentives

Lower12 Higher

Capacity

Lower “Minimal Performance”

Jharkhand
Karnataka
Madhya Pradesh
Maharashtra
Rajasthan
Tamil Nadu
Uttar Pradesh

“Substantial Effort”

Assam
Bihar
Haryana
Kerala
Odisha
Uttarakhand

Higher “Window Dressing”

Andhra Pradesh
Chhattisgarh
West Bengal

“Strong Performance”

Gujarat
Punjab

Note: Case states shown in bold. States in the bottom right quadrant should be the most
likely to engage in disaster preparedness, while countries in the top left should be the
least likely.

12 All of India’s states have relatively high electoral competition. This categorization focuses on
past exposure and frequency of ruling government changes in the period preceding the study.
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2.1 Empirical Approach – a Measurement Framework
for Disaster Preparedness

The concept of disaster preparedness refers to the range of efforts that prepare

for, and can reduce the effects of, natural hazards, with the potential to prevent

a hazard from evolving into a natural disaster. This includes, generally, activities

that reduce risks in wake of an anticipated hazard as well as programs that

increase the efficiency of response to hazards when they occur. This can

comprise a wide range of actions, which makes effective measurement of

disaster preparedness an important task of this project.

As discussed in Section 1, it is difficult to develop standardized measures

of disaster preparedness at the country level based on available hazard or past

exposure data. Given this obstacle, I take a different approach in this study,

which is to develop an index measure based on highly detailed analysis guided

by a single evaluation framework. In other words, I compare the performance of

each country and state case on the set of international standards for disaster

preparedness that was in place at the time of the study. These standards are

known as the Hyogo Framework and were adopted in 2005 at the World

Conference on Disaster Reduction. The Framework was used to structure

disaster-related policy efforts in the period 2005–2015.13

These standards for disaster preparedness are focused on “priority” areas,

which I refer to here as components of preparedness. For each component,

examples of possible preparedness activities and outcomes serve as measures

for evaluating performance in the cases. These components of preparedness,

and measures of their presence, shown in Table 7, emphasize establishing

a strong institutional foundation for disaster risk reduction, understanding

local risk, minimizing risks, building a culture of safety and resilience, and

strengthening disaster preparedness at all levels.

2.2 Case Performance on Disaster Preparedness

Each country and subnational state in this study was evaluated against the measures

of disaster preparedness components laid out in Table 7. In this section, I review the

performance of the country and subnational cases. Table 8A summarizes each

country’s performance relative to the other countries in the study, grouped into

low, medium, and high performance on achieving the goals of each component. For

India, Table 8B offers a breakdown of subnational performance in India’s eighteen

largest states.

13 Since 2015, the Sendai Framework, building on Hyogo, has been in place to guide similar
efforts. In general, the Sendai guidelines are seen to emphasize preparedness and prevention
(risk reduction) activities even more centrally than Hyogo. The Sendai Framework also adds
attention to technological hazards, which is not relevant to this study. For more information,
see: www.undrr.org/implementing-sendai-framework/what-sendai-framework.
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Table 7 Measuring disaster preparedness

Components of
Preparedness

Measures/Examples of Activities and
Proposed Outcomes

1. Ensuring that disaster
risk reduction (DRR) is
a national and a local
priority with a strong
institutional basis for
implementation

- Institutional mechanisms (national platforms)
with designated responsibilities

- DRR part of development policies and
planning

- Assessment of human resources and capacities
- Foster political commitment
- Community participation

2. Identifying, assessing,
and monitoring risks and
enhancing early warning

- Risk assessments and maps
- Indicators on DRR and vulnerability
- Early warning; people-centered information
systems

- Scientific and technological development
including data sharing, space-based earth obser-
vations, climate modeling, and forecasting

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

- Information sharing and cooperation
- Networks across disciplines and regions
- Use of standard terminology
- Inclusion of DRR in school curricula
- Training on DRR for communities and local
authorities

- Public awareness and media

4. Reducing the underlying
risk factors

- Sustainable ecosystems and environmental
management

- DRR strategies integrated with climate change
adaptation

- Food security for resilience
- Protection of critical public facilities
- Recovery schemes and social safety nets
- Public private partnerships
- Land use planning and building codes
- Rural development plans and DRR

5. Strengthening disaster
preparedness for
effective response at all
levels

- Policy, technical, and institutional disaster
management capacities

- Dialogue and coordination between disaster
managers and development sectors

- Regional approaches to disaster response with
risk reduction focus

- Preparedness and contingency plans
- Emergency funds
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Table 8A Disaster preparedness performance by country14

Country

Disaster Preparedness Components Scores

Summary
Performance

1: Political
Priority

2: Assessment &
Monitoring

3: Culture of
Safety

4: Risk
Reduction

5: Response
Preparedness

India High High High High High High
Mozambique High Medium High High High High
Bangladesh High High High Low Medium Medium-High
Ethiopia High High Medium Medium Medium Medium-High
Malawi Medium Medium Medium High High Medium-High
Pakistan Medium High Medium Medium Medium Medium
Zambia High Medium Medium Low Medium Medium
Ghana Medium Medium Medium Low Medium Medium
Senegal Medium Medium Low Medium Medium Medium
Kenya Low High Medium Medium Low Low-Medium
Zimbabwe Low Medium High Low Low Low-Medium
Gambia, The High Low Low Low Low Low
Togo Low Low Low Low Low Low

Note: Scores represent country performance on achieving the goals established for each component, relative to other countries in the study.

14 In related work, we give specific relative scores to the African country cases. Here, I revisited the original materials and placed those countries, along with the South Asia
cases, into more general high, medium, and low performance buckets, in recognition of the difficulty associated with allocating quantitative scores to these qualitative
accounts of performance. In the subsequent text, I discuss the general similarities and differences in outcomes in the case countries both across and within these categories.
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Table 8B Disaster preparedness performance by Indian states

State

Disaster Preparedness Components Scores

Summary
Performance

1: Political
Priority

2: Assessment &
Monitoring

4: Risk
Reduction

5: Response
Preparedness

Gujarat High High High High High
Tamil Nadu Medium Medium-High High High High
Assam High High Low High Medium-High
Maharashtra High Low-Medium Low-Medium High Medium-High
Odisha High Medium Low Medium-High Medium-High
Kerala Medium-High Low-Medium Medium High Medium-High
Bihar High Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-High
Andhra Pradesh Medium Medium-High Low Medium Medium
Rajasthan High Low-Medium Low Medium Medium
Uttarakhand Medium-High Low-Medium Low Medium Medium
West Bengal Medium-High Low Low-Medium Medium Low-Medium
Karnataka Low-Medium Medium-High Low Medium Low-Medium
Haryana Medium-High Low Low Medium Low-Medium
Madhya Pradesh Medium-High Low Low Low-Medium Low
Punjab Low-Medium Low Low Medium Low
Uttar Pradesh Low-Medium Low Low Low-Medium Low
Chhattisgarh Low Low Low Low Low
Jharkhand Low Low Low Low Low

Notes: Scores represent state performance on achieving the goals established for each component. Scores based on data from Chakrabarti (2019), which
incorporates measures that broadly cover the range of international standards, apart from component #3, which I exclude here for that reason. This study was
conducted in 2017, more recently than the country-level evaluations developed more generally in this study, but focuses primarily on achievements during
the Hyogo period. Bold indicates states cases considered in detailed in subsequent sections. The coding rule for categorization is: Low<30, Low-Medium
30–34, Medium 35–39, Medium-High 40–44, High >44.
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In the remainder of this section, I present evidence on the dependent variable –

disaster preparedness – with a summary of country case, and subnational Indian

case, performance on each component of disaster preparedness. I begin each

subsection with presentation of the Indian case, to characterize high performance,

relative to the other countries in this study. While India has not necessarily

implemented every international standard in full, it has made concerted efforts

that highlight a considerable dedication to achieving disaster preparedness. At the

same time, I provide details on the performance of four subnational cases, the

states of Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Karnataka, and Odisha (shown in bold in

Table 8B), to demonstrate variations in performance within this country. I then

consider the additional country cases, beginning with higher performers and then

moving to those demonstrating lower preparedness.

2.2.1 Component 1 – Making Disaster Risk Reduction a (Political) Priority

In the best cases, political attention to disaster risk reduction is reflected in the

presence of a central government body that is established through formal

policies, active in disaster-related planning and implementation, and that

incorporates both public and private agencies into its processes. This body

should be linked to, and actively engaged with, lower-level bodies that are

also officially responsible for disaster-related planning. Government bodies are

also actively engaged with community actors.

2.2.1.1 India

In India, central government attention to the issues of natural disasters emerged in

the late 1990s. The High Powered Committee (HPC) on Disaster Management

was initiated in 1999 to provide recommendations on disaster management plans.

As the committee’s report notes, their work over two years “followed a highly

process-oriented and participatory approach at the national, state and district

levels involving all concerned governments, ministries, departments, scientific,

technical, research & development organizations, social science institutions and

covering more than a hundred nongovernmental organizations. Care was also

taken to consult a representative cross-section of urban local bodies as well as

Panchayati Raj institutions”15 (National Centre for Disaster Management 2002:

xv). This substantial effort resulted in a detailed set of recommendations covering

the full range of actions subsequently put forward as international standards.

Further central government action in response to the HPC report emerged

with the passing of a Disaster Management Act (DMA) in 2005. This policy

15 India’s sub-state elected local bodies.
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instituted a central government agency for dealing with natural hazards – the

National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) – in addition to two com-

plementary central organizations, the National Defense Response Force

(NRDF), as a part of the military apparatus, and the National Institute of

Disaster Management (NIDM), for research and training. Subnationally, the

DMA also mandates creation of state- and district-level Disaster Management

Authorities, like those previously established in some states (discussed next),

which are responsible for implementing national programs and developing their

own disaster management plans. The NDMA is intended to interact both with

other relevant national bodies, including the NDRF and line ministries, and

state-level disaster management authorities, who themselves interact with the

relevant district-level officials (Sarma 2015). The DMA was followed by

a Disaster Management Policy (DMP) in 2009 to elaborate disaster prepared-

ness strategies.

These initiatives, while highly comprehensive and indicative of government

support for disaster preparedness, have not been received without critique.

Three primary concerns are worth noting here. First, while new organizations

were created, the responsibility of these organizations relative to pre-existing

departments, ministries, and committees has not always been clear. This has

resulted in stalled progress in some areas, particularly where there is shared

responsibility across departments (Ministry of Home Affairs, GoI 2013, xviii).

Second, proposed Disaster Mitigation Funds were only rarely implemented

seven years after the passing of the Act (Ministry of Home Affairs, GoI 2013,

xxii; Bahadur et al. 2016). It was also unclear the extent to which individual

ministries had implemented the recommendation to make clear provisions in

their budgets for preparedness and response efforts. Third, some analysts

critiqued the highly state-oriented approach of these policies. While non-state

actors – both nonprofits and businesses – are discussed in the DMA and DMP as

important contributors to disaster management, the specific provisions for, and

evidence of, including these actors is minimal (Sarma 2015: 8–14; Martin

2007).

During the late 1990s and early 2000s, a small number of state govern-

ments, led by Odisha and Gujarat, launched their own disaster manage-

ment authorities. Most other states did not implement an authority until

after the central government mandate in 2005, including Andhra Pradesh

and Karnataka. The content of these state efforts was generally similar,

especially after the guidance provided by the central government act.
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2.2.1.2 African and other South Asian Country Cases

In other high-performing country cases, there is similar evidence of govern-

ments building institutions to organize preparedness efforts and reduce disaster

risks. In Mozambique, for example, this body is the National Institute of

Disaster Management (Instituto Nacional de Gestao de Calamindades, or

INGC), created in 1999, which is additionally enabled by the Master Plan for

Disaster Prevention andMitigation (MPPMND), approved in 2006. “In terms of

the national platform for DRR, the INGC is the clear nodal body for managing

disaster preparedness and response” (Bussell & Malcomb 2014: 147), coordin-

ating all activities related to natural hazards and organizing regular meetings

with representatives from all active public and private organizations for both

planning and response.

The middle-range scoring countries on this component also tend to have

established national platforms for allocating responsibilities related to disaster

preparedness and response, but these platforms are both less likely to incorpor-

ate risk reduction and less likely to be fully implemented at all levels of

government. For example, “While an institutional framework for disaster risk

management does theoretically exist in Senegal, the complicated organization

and undefined relationships between actors within the system render it weak”

(Agnihotri et al. 2014: 32). In the Senegalese case, “The Directorate for Civil

Protection (DPC) is the institutional hub of DRM,” but “[d]espite the existence

of the DPC . . . responsibility and liability for DRM is diffuse across

several organizations and depends on the type of disaster” (Agnihotri et al.

2014: 33–34).

In the lowest scoring countries, while there may be official bodies tasked with

disaster-related activities, there are often not comprehensive national platforms

and de facto responsibility often falls to civil society. In Kenya, while the

National Disaster Operations Center (NDOC) is responsible for coordinating

disaster management, the lack of a national disaster policy limited both the

NDOC’s ability to expand beyond disaster management activities and to coord-

inate across diverse actors (Reimer et al. 2014: 112). Thus, while civil society is

active in disaster response in Kenya, these activities are often not well coordin-

ated or expanded to include disaster preparedness and risk reduction.

2.2.2 Component 2 – Assessing Risks and Enhancing Early Warning

The second component of disaster preparedness concerns the ability of national

governments to anticipate future hazards through active risk assessment, moni-

toring of potential hazards, and programs for early warning. While there remain

limitations on risk assessment, monitoring, and early warning practices in all the
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countries considered here, those performing well on this measure exhibit

a range of tools and techniques for collecting and managing information on

natural hazards. In general, these countries have established national systems in

place and, often, are partnering with international actors to manage comprehen-

sive programs that account for a range of different hazards in their area.

2.2.2.1 India

Risk assessment and early warning procedures are directly addressed in India’s

disaster management legislation (Sarma 2015: 16). Subsequent to the Disaster

Management Act, the government implemented a multi-hazard assessment frame-

work, which takes inputs from government agencies, including, among others, the

CentralWaterCommission (flooding), Geological Survey of India (landslides), the

India Meteorological Department (multiple hazards), and the National Drought

Assessment and Monitoring System. A Cyclone Risk Mitigation Project and

overall Disaster Management Support System within the Indian Space Research

Organization (ISRO) are also contributing to hazard assessment. An overall hazard

risk assessment report was also released in 2019 (Chakrabarti 2019).

An area of recent improvement in India is early warning. A combined effort

of multiple government organizations, including the Indian Meteorological

Department and ISRO, has advanced threat information and warning protocols

related tofloods, tsunamis, and cyclones, which, combinedwith other preparedness

initiatives, have resulted in substantially reduced loss of life at the time of hazards.

Yet, these efforts are constrained by limited human resources with expertise in

loss modeling. Stronger mechanisms for sharing information across agencies and

levels of government are also needed, alongside further improvements in last mile

connectivity (Sarma 2015: 18–20). In addition, the success of early warning

efforts depends on the willingness of individuals to respond to an imminent

threat. In India, there is evidence that individuals who have not previously

faced a natural hazard can be more reticent about following evacuation protocols

(Odisha State Government Official #2, 2014). These challenges must be

addressed with improved education programs, as discussed in greater detail next.

Activities at the state level suggest that there is variation in the status of risk

assessment and early warning within the overall Indian context. Gujarat was

the first state to embark on a comprehensive vulnerability assessment, which

examinedmajor natural and industrial hazard risks geolocated to the sub-district

level. The state has also conducted detailed hazard-specific assessments in

particularly vulnerable regions (Chakrabarti 2019: 133).

With early warning, “[d]issemination of early warnings has been institutional-

ized in states like Odisha and Gujarat through SOPs [standard operating
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procedures] and standing orders, as well as the provision of financial, administra-

tive and logistic arrangements at all levels” (Chakrabarti 2019: 184). These

systems have been credited with improved early cyclone warning in Gujarat

and Odisha, where early evacuations are seen to have saved thousands of lives

(Singh 2023).

For risk assessment, Odisha has made substantial progress on assessing

overall vulnerabilities. It is also making substantial information on the mapping

of vulnerabilities available to the public both digitally and through other

information dissemination practices. One area for improvement is in establish-

ing local strategies for real time data collection on risks and active hazards

(Chakrabarti 2019: 143).

Andhra Pradesh performs better here than on other areas of disaster prepared-

ness, primarily due to clear investments in multiple forms of risk monitoring.

The state set up a cyclone early warning system through the central govern-

ment’s Cyclone Hazard Mitigation Project and developed a forecasting system

for droughts (Tejaswi and Kumar 2011: 445–447). More generally, the Andhra

Pradesh State Development and Planning Society (APSDMPS) has its own

EarlyWarning Center, which includes automated weather stations, river gauges,

coastal stations, and reservoir level recorders to collect hazard-relevant weather

data in the state (Chakrabarti 2019: 135).

Karnataka implemented the Karnataka State Natural Disaster Monitoring

Centre (KSNDMC), which initially focused on drought monitoring inputs.

The center has subsequently been expanding to collect data on other hazards,

including rain gauges and weather stations (Chakrabarti 2019: 136). This

reflects good initiative on monitoring, but less overall progress in this area

than the other three state cases.

2.2.2.2 African and Other South Asian Country Cases

Ethiopia is an example of a relatively high-performing case in which “All assess-

ment activities are government-led and results from assessments must have the

government’s approval and sign off before they can be released” (Reimer et al.

2014: 104). Assessments are conducted regularly through a government–NGO

partnership. Hazardmonitoring is also coordinated and cooperative, with a range of

data collected by both national organizations and international organizations,

including the Famine Early Warning System Network (FEWS-NET) (Reimer

et al. 2014: 105).

Countries in the medium category on Component 2 typically had some form of

monitoring system in place, but this system generally drew on information from

a smaller number of resources and was not fully implemented. Coordination
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between organizations that could feasibly contribute to risk assessment and

monitoring activities was also less evident. Ghana offers an example of

a country with an established Hydro Meteorological Agency to monitor weather

trends and technical advisory committees within the national disaster manage-

ment body taskedwith identifying and assessing hazards. However, due to limited

training of the committee members, these activities have minimal relevance for

predicting future hazards. In addition, a lack of coordination between ministries

places limitations on the ability of the government to effectively issue early

warnings in the face of an active hazard (DeCuir et al. 2014: 71).

Finally, those countries falling in the low category of performance exhibit

only token monitoring, assessment, and warning capacities. In Togo, no multi-

risk assessments had been conducted at the time of research, with the maps of

disaster risk that were available focusing exclusively on floods. A Red Cross–

developed early warning system exists, but it is focused on local water-level

indicators and not linked to any national-level communication systems.

2.2.3 Component 3 – Building a Culture of Safety and Resilience

Developing a culture of safety is at the heart of the third disaster preparedness

component. In this evaluation, I focus primarily on information sharing within

government at the central level, as well as educational and awareness programs.

2.2.3.1 India

In India, the National Institute for Disaster Management (NIDM) serves as the

central body for disaster-related training and information dissemination, pri-

marily, but not exclusively, targeted toward government actors. This involves

multiple initiatives. First, representatives of local urban and village bodies, as

well as officials at higher levels of government, are trained in disaster manage-

ment through the NIDM. The National Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction,

established in 2013 under the NIDM, serves as a multi-stakeholder body to

offer regular forums for information and experience sharing across government,

NGOs, the academy, and the private sector. NIDM also hosts the India Disaster

Resource Network, which is an online, searchable repository for information on

hazard-related equipment and human resources available in each district.

Within the public education system, the Central Board of Secondary Education

(SBSE) has developed a Disaster Management curriculum that is being imple-

mented, while primary schools have initiated activity-based programming, along-

side a general National School Safety Programme. University-level programs

have also been introduced as disaster management courses and professional

programs (Sarma 2015: 24).
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For the public at large, educational programs have been led by the NDMA.

This includes awareness initiatives such as promoting International Disaster

Risk Reduction Day and holding mock hazard drills. The NDRF also engages in

local capacity building initiatives, which help to encourage awareness (Sarma

2015: 27).

The success of these efforts could be increased by improved regular commu-

nication between various relevant actors and additional efforts to maximize

access to, and use of, available databases. There is also a general need to

develop a wider base of disaster management professionals and researchers to

support overall efforts (Sarma 2015: 26).

2.2.3.2 African and other South Asian Cases

Additional countries doing well on Component 3 tend to have developed

programs to incorporate hazard- and disaster-related training into school curric-

ula and community training programs. Bangladesh “has included disaster

preparedness and information on early warning systems in the national curricu-

lum of the country” for more than two decades, and primary schools often serve

a dual role as cyclone shelters (Shabhanaz & Bussell 2017: 23).

In the countries categorized as medium on this component, field research

suggested that most governments were beginning to incorporate disaster-related

training at the university level or that NGOswere developing training programs.

But these initiatives did not extend to local levels where they would be likely to

affect day-to-day concerns of the population. In Malawi, there was a discussion

of efforts to introduce disaster-related training into the primary and secondary

school curriculum; however, there was little evidence of this in practice (Bussell

& Malcomb 2014: 140). That said, universities were already “integrating

programs and courses on DRM material in hopes that these higher-level stu-

dents will become the next generation of policy makers and practitioners”

(Bussell & Malcomb 2014: 140).

The lack of communications and training programs in low-scoring countries is

quite striking. In the Gambia, there was little evidence of the government using

“knowledge, innovation, and education to build a culture of safety and resilience”

(Agnihotri et al. 2014: 41). In addition, training of local-level community organ-

izations on disaster preparedness appeared to be absent (Agnihotri et al. 2014: 41).

2.2.4 Component 4 – Reducing Underlying Risk Factors

The fourth component focuses on mitigation and risk reduction, particularly in

the context of climate change. The emphasis here is on policies and practices to

reduce the overall risk that a natural hazard will evolve into a disaster. Thus,
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these are efforts that go beyond preparing for what to do when a hazard occurs

and instead emphasize ways to change and improve practices to limit the threats

associated with hazards. In practice, these are the types of activities that were

rarely observed in fieldwork, as most countries are still focused on immediate

response activities and, at best, efforts to prepare for hazards. Nonetheless, there

are some concerted efforts, especially in those countries scoring relatively high

in this area.

2.2.4.1 India

The Indian approach combines agriculture-focused programs, general social

welfare initiatives, and post-disaster recovery (Sarma 2015). The agriculture-

specific programs – the National Mission for Sustainable Agriculture (AMSA)

and National Initiative on Climate Resilient Agriculture (NICRA) – are devel-

oping programs that help to make the agricultural sector resilient to climate

change and associated natural hazards. For social welfare, a wide range of

programs provide resources that may contribute to general disaster resilience.

These include the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee

Scheme (MGNREGS), a combined employment and rural development pro-

gram that implements risk reduction programs; Indira Awas Yojana, a rural

housing program that incorporates disaster resilient design; and multiple agri-

cultural insurance programs to reduce the risks of hazards to farmers (Sarma

2015: 31). After a hazard occurs, the government now emphasizes rebuilding in

ways that reduce the risk of disaster at the time of future hazards. All these

activities suggest clear attention to the ways communities can develop special-

ized risk reduction practices specific to their own context.

Three primary areas of concern remain regarding risk reduction. First, it is not

clear how the climate-oriented programs are, if at all, directly integrated into

programs led by disaster management-oriented agencies. Second, many of the

social and economic welfare programs expected to provide the foundation for

resilience have themselves faced substantial critiques.16 Finally, enforcement of

hazard-related regulations is seen to be lacking. As one analyst notes regarding

disaster-oriented building codes, there remain actors who perceive “that adding

disaster resilient features into the structural design may be costly and not much

effective” (Sarma 2015: 35). This demonstrates the need for continued public

education programs and increases the “need to establish adequate compliance

mechanism at local level to implement these tools” (Sarma 2015: 35).

In the subnational cases, all four states considered in depth here participated

in the first phase of a substantial Cyclone Risk Mitigation Project (NCRMP), in

16 See, e.g., Gulzar and Pasquale 2015.
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partnership with the central government and World Bank. This effort included

“improved access to cyclone shelters, evacuation and protection against storms

and flooding, strengthened early warning dissemination systems and enhanced

capacity of local communities” (Chakrabarti 2019: 148). The program builds on

previous efforts in Odisha specifically to construct cyclone shelters in the state

“through the construction of link roads, facilitating evacuation of people to the

shelters at short notice” (Chakrabarti 2019: 152).

In addition to these measures, Gujarat has been recognized for providing

regular grants to the state disaster management authority to implement risk

mitigation projects (Chakrabarti 2019: 151). Yet, at the time of this study, none

of the four case states had set up the standalone State Disaster Mitigation Funds

as outlined in the central government policy.

Overall, Gujarat’s relatively strong performance on this component comes

from substantial cyclone and earthquake risk mitigation projects, which include

introduction of new safety standards for construction and auditing/retrofitting of

lifeline structures, such as hospitals (Chakrabarti 2019: 153). In Odisha, reloca-

tion programs for individuals living in high-risk cyclone areas have comple-

mented other mitigation activities. Andhra Pradesh performs somewhat better

than Karnataka, mainly based on having implemented more comprehensive

cyclone and flood shelter initiatives (Chakrabarti 2019: 154).

2.2.4.2 African and other South Asian Country Cases

The primary model of DRR in higher-performing countries is a focus on

sustainable livelihoods initiatives. In Malawi, “Environmental and natural

resource management is a new and emerging concept at the community level

where village participation and protection of nearby resources is the goal of

many rural livelihood projects” (Bussell & Malcomb 2014: 141).

In countries that fall in the medium category regarding disaster risk reduc-

tion, there tends to be an awareness of DRR as a goal, and potentially some

initial moves to incorporate this into policy, but little evidence of specific

program implementation on the ground. The Pakistan National Disaster

Management Plan includes attention to DRR and how different organizations

should work together toward this goal, but the funding to support implementa-

tion has been limited. In these cases, the shorter-term demand for resources to

support disaster response was generally overwhelming efforts to mainstream

DRR into day-to-day policies.

In the remainder of the country cases, while disaster risk reduction may be

on the radar of policymakers, no clear efforts have been made to pursue DRR

efforts. For example, improved building practices, which can substantially
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reduce risks in many urban areas, were markedly absent in these cases. In Ghana,

for example, where urban flooding is a primary hazard, building codes had not

been updated since the 1920s, despite efforts by international organizations to

promote better, more resilient, building practices” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 71).

2.2.5 Component 5 – Preparedness for Response to Natural Hazards

The final disaster preparedness component concerns a country’s overall

approach to preparedness. In those countries exhibiting relatively high perform-

ance, the authority(ies) for organizing and implementing disaster management

protocols is(are) clear, there are funds allocated to these activities, and there are

subnational programs in place related to disaster response.

2.2.5.1 India

As discussed for the first component, India has developed a robust institutional

infrastructure, with the NDMA responsible for national-level planning, state

governments responsible for state-specific planning and immediate response activ-

ities, the NIDM in charge of training and research initiatives, and the NDRF

available on an as-needed basis at the time of a natural hazard. Overall, many

state governments have also followed through on themandate to develop their own

specific disaster management plans and are allocating resources directly to pre-

paredness activities (Odisha State Government Official #1, 2014; Sarma 2015).

Perhaps the key area of concern for preparedness that has not been mentioned

is the need to foster continued mainstreaming of preparedness across all aspects

of government. This includes building preparedness into the ongoing activities

of all departments, as well as into future planning initiatives.

In the states, key considerations for preparedness include the presence and

functioning of emergency Operations Centers (EOCs), both in the state capital

and in the districts; implementing a disaster communication system; ensuring

that medical facilities are equipped for natural hazard casualties; engaging in

scenarios and mock drills; and the preparation of contingency plans. Gujarat

displayed reasonable progress in each of these areas, including the use of state-

of-the-art communications equipment in the EOCs. The state has also devel-

oped hazard-related manuals with standard operating procedures for use in

advance of and during hazard events (Chakrabarti 2019: 187).

Odisha has been widely recognized for its improved preparedness levels over

the last fifteen years (Chakrabarti 2019: 182). This can be attributed not only to the

early warning andmitigation efforts discussed earlier, but also to establishment of

clear procedures in the face of an impending hazard, alongside community-based

awareness efforts, which have made evacuation and related procedures more
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effective at the time of tropical storms and cyclones. There remains room for

improvement in Odisha in the areas of medical facility preparation and scenario

planning/mock drills.

Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka have similar preparedness profiles, with

Andhra performing slightly better in areas such as the disaster communication

system and implementation of mock drills. In both cases, the states have made

some progress in preparedness activities, but have not excelled in any area.

2.2.5.2 African and other South Asian Country Cases

In high-performing Mozambique, it is the INGC that is responsible for organiz-

ing all relevant public and private actors in advance of, and during, a natural

hazard, and their track record over the early 2000s was perceived to be good.

“Overall, interviewees from the development community note the success to

date of the INGC in managing disaster mitigation and preparedness activities.

As one said, ‘People feel that the INGC is there to deal with these disasters and

that they are doing a reasonable job’” (Bussell & Malcomb 2014: 145). Key

elements of this success include the INGC’s coordination of state and non-state

actors involved in disaster response and access to an annual, funded contin-

gency plan that reduces the need to request external funds at the time of a hazard

(Bussell & Malcomb 2014: 146).

The highest-performing countries also exhibit evidence of subnational pro-

grams to support preparedness. For Mozambique, this includes both local

community disaster management committees and partnership with NGOs to

provide local training and allocate emergency kits in high-risk regions (Bussell

& Malcomb 2014: 146).

The majority of country cases fall into the medium-level performance cat-

egory. In these countries, there is an established central authority that is attempt-

ing to make progress on disaster preparedness protocols, but there is little to no

evidence of these efforts moving down to the local level. There is also less

evidence of dedicated funding to support preparedness efforts. In Zambia, for

example, “The national level government appears to have good mechanisms in

place and is capable of responding to disasters. However, at the district level,

where the national apparatus is not always as robust, it is unclear how well local

communities are equipped to respond and prepare for disasters” (Baker et al.

2014: 185).

Those countries with the least developed disaster preparedness capacities

exhibit either a lack of capacity at all levels or some central institutional

capacity without resources for implementation. In Togo, various government

bodies are allocated responsibility for disaster response, such that, in theory,

32 Politics of Development

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009635325
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 3.144.248.65, on 21 Feb 2025 at 08:12:05, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009635325
https://www.cambridge.org/core


“The government has the capacity to command the search and rescue efforts,

maintain a stock of materials necessary for rescue, and build or provide shelters

in the event of a natural disaster” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 77). However, in practice,

“it has no budget for DRR or relief” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 77).

Overall, this discussion highlights the wide range of experiences seen across

the country cases, as well as within India. What can help us to understand better

why some places have successfully moved forward with an agenda of disaster

preparedness while others have fallen so far behind?

2.3 Existing Explanations for Variation in Disaster Preparedness

Do existing explanations for disaster preparedness investments, or the lack

thereof, sufficiently explain these outcomes? Here, I evaluate four alternative,

standalone arguments: (1) governments will not prepare, (2) preparedness will

depend on past exposure to natural hazards, (3) preparedness will be correlated

with economic conditions, and (4) preparedness will depend on the dynamics of

moral hazard.

2.3.1 General Lack of Preparedness

The first argument, that governments will not prepare for natural hazards, is

established in theoretical work on natural hazards (Healy and Malhotra 2009;

Gailmard and Patty 2019). I provided empirical evidence in this and the previ-

ous section that invalidates this expectation, and will only offer a brief elabor-

ation here. The evidence presented in this section on the thirteen country cases

and subnational states in India, clearly shows that nearly all of these cases have

engaged in at least a minimum of disaster preparedness. In only one country,

Togo, and two states, Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand, are scores low on all

measures. While these are relative scores, they still indicate attention to the

question of disaster preparedness, in the manner emphasized by international

standards, across a range of issue areas and policy techniques.

2.3.2 Past Exposure to Natural Hazards

One established explanation for disaster preparedness where it does occur rests

on past exposure to natural hazards (World Bank 2009; Keefer et al. 2011;

Hsiang and Narita 2012; Hsiang et al. 2013; Hsiang and Jina 2014; Fox and

Weelden 2015). While my argument incorporates past exposure into a broader

theoretical logic, the existing expectation focuses solely on past exposure.

Those countries that have experienced hazards, and resulting disasters, in the

past should be more likely to invest in preparedness for similar events in the

future, holding constant other characteristics.
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I test this hypothesis usingmeasures of past exposure from the EM-DAT global

database on hazard events. Figure 2A plots the relationship between the share of

the population affected by natural hazards over a sixteen-year period and each

country’s performance on the international standards for disaster preparedness, as

discussed in this section.17 Figure 2B plots the relationship between the number

of events per million people and disaster preparedness performance for India’s

eighteen largest states. In neither case does the graph display a clear correlation

between these two measures, suggesting that past exposure of a population to

natural hazards does not on its own predict future investments in preparedness.

2.3.3 Economic Conditions

If past exposure does not explain preparedness, then perhaps it is those countries

with better economic conditions who are better able to prepare (Cohen and

Werker 2008). In other words, is there a positive correlation between national

wealth and disaster preparedness? While there may be some relationship

between economic conditions and preparedness, this is by no means clear or

consistent, when considering gross domestic product per capita in purchasing

power parity or nominal terms, as shown in Figures 3A and 3B. The variation in

outcomes is most obvious for those countries with overall scores of 4 and 5 on

disaster preparedness.While India is the wealthiest country and also performs at
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Figure 2A Past exposure is not directly associated with preparedness

outcomes – country cases

17 The period is 1995–2010, the same period used in the remainder of the comparative analyses in
this Element.
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the highest level on preparedness, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, and Malawi all scored

four overall and are substantially less wealthy than India on a per capita basis.

This distinction is most stark for the case of Mozambique, which also scored at

the highest level, but is one of the two poorest countries overall in the study. In

Figure 3C, I plot the relationship between gross state domestic product per

capita and disaster preparedness again for India’s eighteen largest states. There

is also no clear relationship between economic strength and preparedness

outcomes in India’s states.

2.3.4 Moral Hazard

A final possible predictor of government investments in preparedness is the

degree to which country leaders expect external actors, such as international aid

agencies, to provide relief at the time of a hazard (Cohen and Werker 2008). If

this type of moral hazard is at play, then those countries most dependent on

external aid should prepare the least and those least able to rely on outside actors

should prepare the most.

Andhra Pradesh

Assam

Bihar

Chhattisgarh

Gujarat

Haryana

Jharkhand

Karnataka

Kerala
Madhya Pradesh

Maharashtra

Odisha

Punjab

Rajasthan

Tamil Nadu
Uttar Pradesh

Uttarakhand

West Bengal

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Di
sa

st
er

 E
ve

nt
s p

er
 M

ill
io

n 
Pe

op
le

Disaster Preparedness Performance 

Figure 2B Past exposure is not directly associated with preparedness

outcomes – Indian states
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Figure 3B GDP per capita (nominal) displays no clear association with

preparedness – Country cases
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preparedness – Country cases
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The most straightforward measure of moral hazard is arguably past receipt of

international aid. Those governments that are accustomed to receiving aid

should be more likely to expect aid in the future. To measure past receipt of

aid, I draw on AidData measures of international aid receipts in 2009, standard-

ized by population. As I do not have similar subnational measures for India, I do

not test this hypothesis in the Indian states. As shown for the country cases in

Figure 4, there is no clear relationship between aid receipt and performance on

the disaster preparedness.

Each of these descriptive analyses suggests that there is little evidence to

support existing arguments highlighting individual country characteristics such

as past exposure, economic conditions, or moral hazard as likely determinants

of government preparedness for natural hazards. What this does not imply is

that there is no association at all between these characteristics and preparedness

outcomes. Instead, my argument highlights the important ways in which both

past exposure and access to international aid may contribute in important, but
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Figure 3C GSDP per capita (USD) displays no clear association with

preparedness – India’s states
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under theorized, ways in combination with other state characteristics. I explore

these relationships in greater detail in the following sections.

3 Elite Motivation to Prepare for Natural Hazards

Under what conditions do ruling elites have an incentive to engage in prepared-

ness for natural disasters? I assume that ruling politicians, in general, want to

stay in power and that their choices over natural hazard-related investments

reflect this fundamental desire. Where government leaders see disaster pre-

paredness as relevant to their ability to retain office, either as individual leaders,

a political party, or a coalition, they will be more likely to promote preparedness

policies. Yet, what are the dynamics of these incentives in practice? In other

words, what are the factors that political elites account for to determine if it is in

their interest to make these investments?

3.1 Elite Motivation and Preparedness

I argue that there are two variables that primarily determine elite motivation

for disaster preparedness programs: the character of past exposure to natural

hazards and the threat to ruling elites from opposition parties. I consider each

component in turn.

Past exposure to natural hazards matters to elite motivation because of the

way that it can affect public response to natural hazards. Specifically, govern-

ment elites should be concerned with whether past hazards have enabled current

India
Bangladesh

Pakistan

Ethiopia Malawi

KenyaGambia
Ghana Zambia

Zimbabwe
Mozambique Senegal

Togo

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l A
id

 C
om

m
itm

en
ts

(U
SD

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
) 2

00
9

Disaster Preparedness Performance

Figure 4 Past international aid is unassociated with disaster preparedness
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citizens to assess the degree to which the government has effectively prepared

for a natural hazard when it occurs. I argue that past exposure to natural hazards

allows individuals to observe indirectly the preparedness counterfactual at the

time of a later hazard. In other words, someone who has experienced a disaster

in the past will be able to observe how bad things are at the time of a later natural

hazard, and thereby estimate the degree to which a government prepared for that

event. This should be the case regardless of whether preparedness activities are

visible when they are occurring. What the individual instead observes is the

difference in negative outcomes from one hazard versus another, which they can

interpret as the effect of intervening preparedness activities (or lack thereof).

Based on these observations, individuals may retrospectively reward or punish

governments for the extent to which they have successfully, or unsuccessfully,

engaged in preparedness between two hazard events.18

However, whether expected citizen response to future hazards matters to

political decision-making depends on the second variable, opposition threat.

Political competition is a basic element of states, and all government leaders

must consider the relationship between their policy choices and threats to their

rule, be they in a democratic or authoritarian regime. This is as much the case

for natural hazard-related policies as for other policy areas. Both democratic and

authoritarian regimes can face potential threats from natural disasters. In

a democratic regime, failure to protect the population from a natural hazard

can be fodder for opposition parties. In authoritarian regimes, similar failure

can be used to mobilize possible rebellion. Thus, the first factor to consider is

the potential threat of an opposition to the ruling government. I conceptualize

“opposition threat” as the general strength of opposition elements in a political

regime. This can include opposition elements in both democratic and autocratic

regimes. I discuss my operationalization and measurement of opposition threat

in greater detail next.

Thus, past exposure to natural hazards serves as a necessary but not sufficient

condition for substantial elite motivation to support disaster preparedness. We

will see the lowest motivation to prepare in places without significant past

exposure. But even where there is a high level of past exposure, ruling elites

who do not face significant opposition threat should be less willing to engage in

preparedness than their peers facing stronger opposition, because the former

group is not politically threatened even in the context of a dissatisfied public.

The relationship between, and variation in, these variables, then, generates

four probable types of elite motivation for disaster preparedness, as summarized

18 A large literature on political accountability distinguishes between retrospective and prospective
voting; see Cho (2009) for an account of retrospective voting behavior grounded in forward-
looking behavior.
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in Table 2. Where the regime faces a threat from the opposition and the country

has faced significant past exposure to natural hazards, there should be consider-

able incentives for ruling elites to support disaster preparedness. In contrast,

highly entrenched elites in countries that have faced only minimal hazard

exposure in the past should have little incentive to prepare. In the intermediate

cases, elites with strong opposition but little exposure should have only low to

medium incentives to invest, while those with weak opposition but substantial

past exposure should experience medium-high level incentives for disaster

preparedness.

3.2 Measuring Elite Motivation

Evaluating the relationship between elite motivation and disaster preparedness

efforts requires measurement of both past exposure to natural hazards and

opposition threat. I discuss measurement strategies for each here.

3.2.1 Measuring Past Exposure

To measure past exposure, my politically oriented argument implies that only

certain types of exposure to natural hazards should be relevant to preparedness

investments. What I expect to matter to individuals’ perceptions of disaster

intensity and damages, and thus voting behavior, is the degree to which they

have personally been affected by past hazards and can then use these experi-

ences to gauge the relative effects of future events. Thus, only those indicators

measuring the effects of past events on current voters should be relevant to

political calculations over preparedness. This is not to say that voters care only

about the effects of disasters on their own welfare, but rather that it is only those

individuals who have been affected in the past, and who are able to vote in the

future, who are likely to be able to estimate the effects of later preparedness

efforts and vote on that basis.

Given this argument, I develop a measure of past exposure based on the

number of individuals affected by a hazard. Specifically, I draw on estimates

from CRED’s Emergency Events Database (EM-DAT) for the total individuals

affected by natural disasters, normalized to a per capita estimate. To account

for year-to-year variability in natural hazard exposure, I generate an overtime

measure of the indicator, based on sixteen-year totals and the sixteen-year

average, during the period 1995 to 2010.19 This period accounts for the ten

years prior to the adoption of international standards under the Hyogo Protocol

19 The five-year period for the African countries is 2007–2011 and for the Asian countries is 2010–
2014, as was used for indicators of capacity. These years align with the five years prior to our
field research in each region.
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and the first six years of the implementation period. The logic here is to consider

any hazards that viably affected adults who would be politically relevant during

the policymaking period under consideration. My preferred measure is the total

affected individuals over the sixteen-year period (per capita), as this is the best

indicator of the total number of individuals who have recently been affected

(even if some are doubled counted, as these individuals may be even more

responsive to disaster-related policies).

I also use a secondarymeasure to evaluate exposure at the subnational level in

India. Unfortunately, because many events cross state boundaries, per state data

on the number of affected individuals for each hazard event is not available

in the EM-DAT database. As an alternative, I consider the absolute number of

events that occurred in a state over the same period, and develop a population

normalized measure (events per one million people) to compare past exposure

in the Indian states.

3.2.2 Measuring Opposition Threat

Effective measurement of opposition threat can depend on the nature of the

regime. Given the range of regime types included in this study, it is necessary to

consider the differing types of opposition faced by ruling elites in electoral

democracies versus autocracies. To do so, I divide the case countries first based

on regime type and then apply relevant measures of opposition threat to each

subset of countries.

There are a range of techniques for measuring the level of democracy, or lack

thereof. Here, I am most concerned with whether a country operates as a viable

electoral democracy or not, where electoral democracy is understood as

a country with a free and fair electoral system, political competition, and

protection of basic civil liberties. This is a “procedural minimum” conceptual-

ization of democracy (Collier & Levitsky 1997: 434). The Freedom House

Electoral Democracy indicator maps well to this conceptualization, as it incorp-

orates measures of civil liberties, political rights, and the character of the

political process. I combine this measure with information from a prominent

dataset on autocratic regime transitions, which codes periods of autocratic and

democratic rule (Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014). A regime is coded as

autocratic if the leader(s) came to power by undemocratic means, if the leader(s)

came to power by democratic means but then changed institutional rules to limit

future electoral competition, or the military effectively interfered in democratic

elections (Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 1994: 317).

For those cases coded as democracies, I measure opposition threat as a

function of electoral competition. Where electoral competition is higher, there
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is a greater threat to the ruling regime from the opposition. I use the Legislative

Index of Electoral Competitiveness indicator from the Database of Political

Institutions, which codes the number of seats held in the national legislature by

the largest party relative to other parties. For democracies, the relative scores

are 5: only one party won seats, 6: multiple parties won seats, but one party

received more than 75 percent of seats; and 7: the largest party won fewer than

75 percent of seats. I consider a score of 5 low competition, 6 medium

competition, and 7 high competition.

For subnational units in India, the same measures of electoral competition

and capacity are unavailable or less informative in their application. For elect-

oral competition, all 18 major states are coded as 7, highly competitive, during

the electoral terms from approximately 1995–2010 (51 election cycles),20 other

than one term in one state. Thus, a better measure would be whether the ruling

government changed during the same period, which encompassed the oppor-

tunity for up to three changes in ruling government. Here, in two states

(including one that held only two elections) there was no change in government,

in five there was one change (including the other two newly formed states that

held two elections each), in five the ruling government changed twice, and in the

remaining six the government changed in all three elections. I code as highly

competitive those states where the ruling party(ies) changed at least twice and

medium competitive the remaining states, with the recognition that a reasonably

high level of electoral competition appears in every state during this period.

An additional note on electoral competition, perhaps better described as

political alliance, concerns the role of party politics at the state and central

levels. There is evidence that central governments in India privilege the state

governments led by their party (Khemani 2003; Panda 2016). Thus, state

governments might be expected to be more likely to implement policies put

forward by their party at the national level, to maximize potential benefits from

that specific policy. For that reason, I also draw attention in the case discussion

to whether the party that implemented a disaster preparedness program in a state

was the same as the party that promoted the initiative in the central government.

For autocracies, it is somewhat less straightforward to measure opposition

strength. Here, I draw on a newmeasure of Autocratic Party Strength developed

by Self (2022), which considers the degree to which the party is in control at the

local level as well as centrally. Self’s primary measure is an overall indicator of

the strength of all parties in a country. To estimate the relative strength of the

opposition, he draws on a second measure of constraints on the opposition,

20 Three states –Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand –were created during this period and so
only held two elections, rather than three.
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based on the assumption that where parties are strong in general but there are

significant constraints on the opposition, the measure of party strength should

be generally measuring strength of the ruling party, not the opposition. I use the

same combination of these two measures to estimate opposition threat, as

shown in Table 9. The logic of these predictions is as follows: where party

strength is high and constraints are high, there is a strong ruling party with little

viable competition.Where party strength is high and constraints are low, there is

significant risk of competition from strong opposition parties. Where overall

party strength is low, but constraints on the opposition are high, there should

also be minimal opposition threat. Finally, where overall party strength is low,

but constraints are also low, there is at least some chance an opposition might

emerge to threaten ruling elites.

3.2.3 Application of the Measurement Framework

By applying the past natural hazard exposure measure to the country cases,

I estimate the affected share of population summed over a sixteen-year period to

range from 7 percent to 125 percent. The annual average affected share of the

population ranges from 0.4 percent to 8 percent. For the purposes of categoriza-

tion, I categorize countries as having low past exposure if their total affected

population is <25 percent and/or their average annual affected population is

<4 percent. The categorization of country cases based on this measure is shown

in Table 10A.

Within India, states ranged from having experienced between 0.2 hazard

events per million people and 1.8 events. I categorize states as having high

past exposure if they experienced 0.5 or more events per million inhabitants.

The coding of Indian states according to this measure is shown in Table 10B.

For opposition threat, four countries among the cases are clear electoral

democracies – Ghana, India, Malawi, and Senegal – while eight others are

classified as autocracies – Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Gambia, Mozambique,

Table 9 Anticipated opposition threat in autocratic regimes

Autocratic Party Strength
Low High

Opposition Party Constraints21
Low Medium Threat High Threat

High Minimal Threat Minimal Threat

21 In the Self dataset, a high score (closer to 1) on Opposition Party Constraints indicates a lower
level of constraints. For clarity of presentation, I reverse that labeling here, such that “high” for
OPC indicates a high level of constraints on opposition parties.
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Pakistan, Togo, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. There is one intermediate case, Kenya,

which is classified as a democracy in the Geddes et al. data but not as an

electoral democracy by Freedom House. I include Kenya within the set of

electoral democracies based on the country receiving a score of 7 on the

measure of legislative electoral competitiveness in all the years under consider-

ation. The Indian states are all classified as democratic.

The application of the opposition threat measures to the country and state

cases results in the categorizations shown in Tables 11A and 11B.

Combining these measures of past natural hazard exposure and opposition

threat produces the categorization of cases shown in Tables 12A and 12B. My

argument, as summarized in Table 2, predicts that the greatest elite motivation

Table 10A Past exposure – country cases (effected
share of population % – total 1995–2010)

Lower Exposure Higher Exposure

Senegal (13)
Gambia, The (7)
Ghana (8)
Togo (11)
Pakistan (24)

Bangladesh (87)
India (70)
Kenya (125)
Malawi (86)
Ethiopia (57)
Mozambique (59)
Zambia (65)
Zimbabwe (85)

Note: Democracies in bold.

Table 10B Subnational past exposure – Indian states
(events per million people)

Lower Exposure Higher Exposure

Andhra Pradesh (0.4)
Madhya Pradesh (0.4)
Rajasthan (0.4)
West Bengal (0.4)
Chhattisgarh (0.3)
Jharkhand (0.3)
Karnataka (0.3)
Maharashtra (0.3)
Uttar Pradesh (0.3)
Tamil Nadu (0.2)

Uttarakhand (1.8)
Assam (1.1)
Odisha (0.9)
Punjab (0.8)
Haryana (0.7)
Gujarat (0.6)
Kerala (0.6)
Bihar (0.5)

Note: State cases in bold.
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to prepare for natural hazards should appear in those countries and states in the

lower right quadrant of the tables. Elite motivation to prepare should also be

present, though somewhat more muted, in the countries and states in the lower

left quadrants. Cases in the upper right quadrant should demonstrate a low to

medium level of incentives, while the lowest motivation for preparedness

should occur in cases occupying the upper left quadrant. For all these cases, it

is useful to remember that there are no countries coded as having low potential

threat from the opposition, so we might expect to see some evidence of related

dynamics in all cases, depending on past exposure. In the following section,

I explore evidence from the country cases to examine the extent to which

observed political behavior is consistent with these expectations.

Table 11A Opposition threat – country cases (electoral
competitiveness score or autocratic opposition strength)

Low to Medium Threat High Threat

Mozambique (Medium)
Senegal (6)
Zambia (Medium)
Zimbabwe (Medium)
Ethiopia (Low)

Bangladesh (High)
Gambia, The (High)
Ghana (7)
India (7)
Kenya (7)
Malawi (7)
Pakistan (High)
Togo (High)

Note: Democracies in bold.

Table 11B Subnational opposition threat – Indian states
(times ruling government changed hands)

Medium Threat High Threat

Assam (1)
Gujarat (1)
Jharkhand(1)
Madhya Pradesh (1)
Uttarakhand (1)
Chhattisgarh (0)
West Bengal (0)

Haryana (3)
Kerala (3)
Punjab (3)
Rajasthan (3)
Tamil Nadu (3)
Uttar Pradesh (3)
Andhra Pradesh (2)
Bihar (2)
Karnataka (2)
Maharashtra (2)
Odisha (2)

Note: State cases in bold
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3.3 Elite Motivation and Disaster Preparedness

To what extent are ruling elites actively engaging in support for disaster

preparedness initiatives and investments? I organize the discussion in this

section according to the categorization in Tables 12A and 12B, beginning

with those countries where ruling elites should have the strongest political

incentives for investing in preparedness.23

3.3.1 High Elite Motivation for Preparedness – the Case of India

As in the previous section, I begin with an in-depth discussion of India, to detail the

ways in which the combination of past exposure and substantial electoral competi-

tion has motivated political actors to prepare. India is a federal democracy with

parliamentary legislatures at the central and state levels. Significant policymaking

authority and implementation power is delegated to the states, and this includes

primary responsibility for disaster management.24 The bureaucracy, in the form of

the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) and State Administrative Services, also

Table 12A Predicting elite motivation for disaster preparedness: Past exposure
and opposition threat in country cases

Opposition Threat

Medium22 High

Past Natural
Hazard Exposure
(Individuals Affected)

Low “Low Motivation”

Senegal

“Low-Medium
Motivation”

Gambia
Ghana
Pakistan
Togo

High “Medium-High
Motivation”

Ethiopia
Mozambique
Zambia
Zimbabwe

“High
Motivation”

Bangladesh
India
Kenya
Malawi

Notes: Democracies in bold.

22 Low and medium opposition threat cases are combined in this table.
23 Discussion of all country cases is provided in the Online Appendix.
24 Most responsibilities are clearly allocated in the Indian Constitution, but natural hazards are not

included in these lists. The policies discussed in Section 2 have accounted for this gap by
explicitly allocating day-to-day responsibilities to the state level, with overall guidance and
support from the central government.
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plays an important role in policy design and implementation, as discussed in

greater detail in Section 4. However, India’s elected officials retain significant

leverage over the bureaucracy and should be seen as the primary actors in

determining whether new policies are put in place (Bussell 2012, 2019).

In the years leading up to and including this study, India’s electoral democ-

racy witnessed robust and highly competitive elections, both nationally and at

the state level. The 1990s saw the central government under the power of

coalition governments led first by the Indian National Congress (INC) and

then the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), followed by a return of the Indian

National Congress in 2004 and continuing through 2014, when the BJP returned

to power. These coalitions required support frommultiple smaller parties for the

ruling government to retain power. Similar electoral dynamics were at play in

many, if not most, of India’s states, and the states can provide initial evidence of

a policy shift toward disaster preparedness.

It is common for Indian policy innovation and evolution to begin at the state -

level.25 The era of disaster preparedness in India can be traced to the October 1999

Table 12B Predicting elite motivation for disaster preparedness: Past exposure
and opposition threat in India’s states

Opposition Threat

Medium High

Past Natural
Hazard
Exposure
(Individuals
Affected)

Low “Low Motivation”

Chhattisgarh
Jharkhand
Madhya Pradesh
West Bengal

“Low-Medium
Motivation”

Andhra Pradesh
Karnataka
Maharashtra
Rajasthan
Tamil Nadu
Uttar Pradesh

High “Medium-High
Motivation”

Assam
Gujarat
Uttarakhand

“High Motivation”

Bihar
Haryana
Kerala
Odisha
Punjab

Note: State cases in bold.

25 See Bussell 2012 for discussion in a much different policy arena, the introduction of digitized
public service delivery.
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super cyclone 05B that devastated the coastal state of Odisha. While cyclones are

a regular occurrence on the eastern Indian coast, this super cyclone brought with it

damages of a newmagnitude, killingmore than 10,000 people (Mohanty 2021) and

directly affecting more than 1.2 million, or 3 percent of the state’s population. This

was a shock to both the state’s citizens and its leaders. By the end of the year, the

state government established India’s first disaster preparedness body: the Odisha

State Disaster Mitigation Authority (now the Odisha Disaster Management

Authority). The agency was tasked with coordinating all disaster-related activities,

including preparation, hazard response, and reconstruction. The design of this

agency was a model for the national-level policy put in place six years later.

Though the 1999 super cyclone was clearly a motivating force, it was

not necessarily the case that the state government would respond in this

way, particularly given that disaster management is not included explicitly

in the Indian Constitution and, thus, at this time fell under the primary

ambit of the Union (central) government, not the states. Odisha was also

not a particularly wealthy state at the time, having a below-average state

domestic product per capita in the year of the cyclone.26 What else, then,

might have contributed to the state embarking on a substantial institutional

innovation at this moment?

I suggest that the Indian National Congress government in power in the state

saw this cyclone as a threat to its incumbency. The INC was in its first term

leading the state since the emergence of the Janata Dal (JD) as a viable electoral

threat. While the previous Janata Dal Chief Minister and former INC member

Biju Patnaik had passed away in 1997, the opposition was now led by his son,

Naveen Patnaik, in the form of a Janata Dal breakaway party, the Biju Janata

Dal (BJD). The BJD was set to face Congress in its first state election in

February 2000, just months after the cyclone hit. And while the 3 percent of

the population affected by the cyclone might not seem substantial in electoral

terms, its electoral impact could be substantial. The ten districts affected by the

cyclone contain nearly half of Odisha’s state assembly constituencies and

India’s first-past-the-post, single-member district electoral system frequently

sees seats won by a small percentage of votes.27 Thus, affected voters in these

areas could feasibly have a significant effect on election outcomes.

Importantly, the cyclone was also seen as a major failure of state institutions.

As one journalist recounting the event put it, “The 1999 cyclone remains etched

in our memories as an apocalyptic failure of the administration” (Mohanty

2021). At the time, disaster management activities, such as they existed, were

26 Odisha’ state DPC in 1999–2000 was Rs. 11,659 versus an average of Rs. 16,915 for the eighteen
largest states.

27 Information on affected districts in Odisha is provided in the Online Appendix.
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managed at the district level but relied on state- or national-level resources, such

as the telecommunications infrastructure and weather monitoring. In 1999,

these institutions failed, with dire results. “[T]he Odisha government learned

about the change of path of the super cyclone pretty late and soon after the

state’s communication networks collapsed and the situation could no longer be

monitored” (Santosh Kumar, as quoted in Mohanty 2021). Even if there had

been more advance warning, there were not evacuation procedures and struc-

tures in place and the lack of oversight from the state level also meant that there

was minimal coordination across districts. This range of administrative failures

is seen by many as causes of the disaster (Ray-Bennett 2016).

The incumbent government did not have sufficient time to implement pro-

grams whose relevance would be immediately obvious, as I argue this is only

possible at the time of a future hazard. Nonetheless, it could do something

that would feasibly be understood by survivors to reflect an understanding of

where the state had failed. This is the context in which it rapidly implemented

a new state-level authority with explicit responsibility for coordinating natural

hazard-related activities of all forms, including preemptive disaster manage-

ment activities, coordination of all actors involved in disaster mitigation and

response, and reconstruction after a hazard occurs. These characteristics

reflected emerging best practices internationally at that time but were unique

in India and also echoed the character of failures in the face of the super cyclone.

Nonetheless, when the 2000 election took place, the Congress government

was punished by state voters, and particularly those in the areas most affected

by the cyclone. A coalition of the BJD and the Bharatiya Janata Party won

a combined 75 percent of the assembly seats in the ten districts affected by the

1999 cyclone, while only winning 71 percent of seats in non-affected districts

(for an average of 72 percent of all seats).

Erramilli (2008) has described the 1999 cyclone as a “focusing event” for the

state government, in that the policy changes subsequently taking place reflected

a shift not only in policy, but in mindset, from a focus on disaster response to

preparedness. He also posits that this shift was in line with the dynamics of party

institutions at the time, which were consistent with the provision of public

goods in the form of disaster planning (Erramilli 2008. See also Chhibber and

Nooruddin 2004).My argument is different, in that he does not focus on how the

cyclone generated electoral relevance for disaster preparedness substantially

after the focusing event.

The continued electoral relevance of disaster preparedness is evident in the

attention to policy implementation and improvement after the BJD coalition

came to power. Rather than assume the Congress policy was a failure due to

their losing the election, the new government saw it as an opportunity to further
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efforts supporting recently affected areas. Not only did the BJD-led government

implement the disaster management authority, but it also initiated in 2001 a

first-of-its-kind Disaster Rapid Action Force as a specialized unit of the Police

to be trained and supplied to act immediately in the face of a natural or industrial

hazard. This was followed by a formal disaster management policy in 2005

(before the national policy was passed) and continued support for disaster

preparedness activities throughout the period under consideration. These efforts

are viewed as highly successful, with the state effectively managing large evacu-

ations and other preparedness actions during subsequent cyclones that have

resulted in substantially fewer deaths during major hazards (Harriman 2013).

The second state to implement a disaster management initiative with an

emphasis on preparedness was Gujarat. As in Odisha, this occurred after

a major disaster, in the form of the 2001 Bhuj earthquake. But understanding

the policy change process in Gujarat requires attention not just to this precipi-

tating event, but also to an earlier natural disaster, Cyclone 03A, that hit the

Gujarat coast in mid-1998. Why did the state government launch its major

disaster preparedness efforts after the earthquake, but not this cyclone?

Cyclone 03A caused substantial destruction along the Gujarat coast in

June 1998. Across 12 of the state’s districts, an estimated 3,000 people were

killed and 4.6 million were affected (9 percent of the state’s population) (EM-

DAT). The state government was critiqued for its failure to notify the public of

the impending storm, amid substantial structural destruction across the coast

(Rawat 2019).

What was the state’s response? High-level officials note that there was an

initial exercise to develop a cyclone-oriented policy in the wake of the storm.

Yet, that effort dwindled and produced no tangible results (Erramilli 2008: 185).

It was not until three years later, in the aftermath of a massive earthquake, that

the state government made a clear policy shift.

The 7.6 magnitude Bhuj earthquake is estimated to have killed 20,000 people

and affected more than 6 million, or 12 percent of the state’s population.

Twenty-one of the state’s thirty-three districts were affected. The broader

infrastructural destruction was also significant, with major damage to roads

and buildings in the affected regions.

In this case, the policy response was rapid and substantial. In addition to

a major relief effort, the state government of Gujarat launched the Gujarat State

Disaster Management Authority (GSDMA) less than two weeks after the quake

occurred. As in Odisha, the agency was charged with overseeing all hazard-

related activities, with an eye not just to response, but also to mitigation. This

was the beginning of a significant investment in preparedness that can be seen

today in the state’s disaster preparedness programs.
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The state government that launched the GSDMAwas the same one that failed

to engage substantially after the cyclone, so what was the difference? It is not

sufficient to say simply that that the earthquake was a larger disaster, even

though it arguably was. The 1998 cyclone had similar costs and affected

individuals as the 1999 cyclone in Odisha, and yet it did not result in the same

policy reforms.

I posit that significantly different electoral conditions related to the earth-

quake increased the political relevance of natural disasters to a degree that

pressed the government’s hand regarding the necessity of this policy move. This

was the case due to the timing of elections, the character of BJP support in the

affected regions, and the electoral risks posed by voters affected by natural

disasters repeatedly in a single electoral term.

First, the 1998 cyclone occurred just months after the BJP successfully won

reelection in the state and was not expecting another assembly contest for five

years. The earthquake, in contrast, happened two years before the next planned

election. While still not as proximate to an election as the 1999 cyclone in

Odisha, reelection prospects would have been closer to the front of mind for

politicians than previously.

Second, the districts affected by the cyclone were in a region of particularly

strong support for the BJP, with the party winning 83 percent of the assembly

seats there, in comparison to 64 percent overall in the state. Contrast this with

the districts affected by the earthquake in 2001, but not the 1998 cyclone. Here,

the BJP had won only 57 percent of the assembly seats. This region, then, posed

a much higher risk of retribution in the upcoming election in the face of limited

policy response. In addition, with more time leading up to the election, there

was a chance that initial preparedness efforts could pay off in the face of any

additional hazards prior to the election.

Finally, it is significant that all the districts affected by the 1998 cyclone were

also affected by the 2001 earthquake.28 This suggests that voters in these areas,

though previously strong supporters of the BJP, would be able to perceive that

very little had been done in the intervening years to address the threats posed by

natural hazards. This, combined with lower support in the other earthquake-hit

regions, meant that the BJP faced a potential natural hazard-related electoral

threat in more than two-thirds of the state’s districts. A lackluster response was

no longer a viable electoral option.

The next major policy shift was at the national level. The central Indian

government introduced two major policy reforms, the Disaster Management

Act of 2005 and the National Policy on Disaster Management in 2009, during

28 Information on affected districts in Gujarat is provided in the Online Appendix.
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the terms of the Indian National Congress party-led United Progressive

Alliance. The first policy set out plans for institutions at the central, state, and

district levels to provide response to natural hazards. The second policy offered

a more comprehensive framework for disaster preparedness and greater incorp-

oration of local and community-based actors.

Why did the national government choose this moment to implement reforms?

The perceived need for a disaster policy was not new to experts in the field or

national leaders. After the 1999 cyclone in Odisha, the central government

established a High-Powered Committee to review the need for disaster man-

agement in the country. A highly detailed report of the committee was released

in 2001 and laid out recommendations that covered nearly or all of international

standards adopted in Hyogo, four years before the agreement was initiated.

When the report was released, however, the constitutional authority for

disaster preparedness remained unclear and the states of Odisha and Gujarat

were already mobilizing to address disasters at the subnational level. The

central government’s response at the launch of the report, then, was to delegate

responsibility to the states. There was no clear economic or other reason not to

implement a national policy, the government simply did not perceive a sufficient

incentive to do so. This perspective changed dramatically after the 2004 Indian

Ocean tsunami.

The 2004 tsunami, caused by the Sumatra-Nadaman earthquake, is estimated

to have killed more than 16,000 people in India and affected nearly 700,000

across the states of Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, and Kerala, and the union

territories of Puducherry and the Andaman and Nicobar Islands. This event is

viewed as one of the worst natural disasters in modern Indian history. It was also

a turning point for India’s disaster management strategy.

The central government’s Disaster Management Act was passed on

December 26, 2005, one year to the day after the 2004 tsunami. In a government

Task Force review of the Act conducted in 2010, the authors note that initially

the GoI decided that policies should be only at state level, despite the recom-

mendation of HPC for both central and state policies. But “in the aftermath of

the 2004 Asian tsunami, the GoI decided that a central law on disaster manage-

ment was essential” (Ministry of Home Affairs, 2013: xvi).

A key difference between the tsunami and major previous major disasters

was that it severely affected more than one state. As a result, the varying levels

of preparedness across the states could have substantial effects on how different

citizens were affected. Yet, there was no central government plan in place for

attempting to assist and resolve these differences. The tsunami made clear

the substantial potential costs to human lives and infrastructure of such an

approach.
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The costs were also made evident in three electorally important states. The

Congress party was in power in all the major states affected by the tsunami,

Andhra Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu, either on its own or in a coalition

government. At the same time, it also faced substantial competition in each

place, with strong opposition in the form of the Telegu Desam Party, Left

Democratic Front, and Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam–led coalition, respect-

ively. Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu had also both played important roles

in the Congress’ success in the national parliament. A failure to respond to

a disaster affecting such a large segment of the population across multiple

politically relevant states could pose severe electoral threats.

The 2005 Act and the subsequent Disaster Management Policy were also

designed in ways that suggest a response to subnational demands for increased

disaster preparedness support, in the wake of diverse hazard exposure across the

country.29 Rather than developing programs resting solely within the central

government, in both cases the policies provided resources to actors at the

subnational level, in addition to formalizing central bodies, in a manner that

appealed to regionally based political parties in the coalition. Thus, the central

government retained overall control of the policies while allowing for region-

ally specific programming both to address substantial variation in hazards and to

enable local actors within the overall framework.

After the introduction of the 2005 national act, the considerations for state

level policies changed. All states were mandated to implement their own

disaster management authorities to oversee preparedness and response efforts.

Generally speaking, states have “an incentive, in the form of federal grants and

fiscal transfers, to adopt and implement central guidelines” (Erramilli 2008: 33).

At the same time, evidence suggests that such transfers can be influenced by

the political alignment between central and state authorities (Khemani 2003;

Panda 2016). This implies potentially varying incentives at the state level for

implementation. In practice, we see that such national mandates frequently do

generate staggered responses in the states, such as with the adoption of the

constitutional amendments mandating new decentralized political institutions

at the local level (Bolhken 2015). Similar choices appear in the case of state

disaster authorities, with a pattern that reflects an electoral logic.

In the two years following the national government’s new Act, nine states

introduced disaster management authorities, five of which were led at the time

by the Congress government. Some of the quickly adopting states had relatively

high numbers of previously exposed individuals, such as Assam and Bihar, and

the national policy may have reduced barriers to the development of policies to

29 See Chakrabarti 2019: 103.
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serve these voters. The first group to adopt after the national policy also

included those with low levels of past exposure, but these were nearly all states

led at the time by the Congress party. It is this electoral alignment with the

central government that provides a logic for implementation in these cases,

including Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka.

Of the six states that delayed the launch of their authority bymultiple years, in

contrast, none were led by the Congress in the two years following the national

act. Multiple of these states subsequently introduced a disaster management

authority when leadership of the state government switched hands to the

Congress, such as Chhattisgarh and Punjab, or, when led by the BJP after the

national government switched power to a BJP-led coalition in 2014, such as

Rajasthan. This suggests that an alliance with the central government was key to

decisions to implement new policy, particularly in those cases that had not

experienced substantial recent hazards affecting large portions of their

populations.

Overall, India’s strategy toward disaster-related policies reflects attention to

the electoral risks associated with diverse natural hazards in a competitive

electoral environment. Regular experience with hazards in certain parts of the

country, and past voter response to these hazards, provides substantial incentive

for the central government to provide not only a comprehensive national-level

institutional structure, but also to enable state-level policies in line with the

specific incentives that exist for those subnational governments. In turn, state

governments’ actions indicate a similar set of dynamics, in interaction with

incentives generated by the federalist system.

3.3.2 High Electoral Incentives for Reform

The remaining countries where I expect to see a strong electoral incentive for

reform are Bangladesh, Kenya, and Malawi. Bangladesh offers a particularly

interesting case. Within the central government, politicians appear to perceive

a relationship between risk of future hazards and the need for preparedness

efforts, which may in part be due to the experiences of past leaders.

Governments in Bangladesh have faced popular unrest due to severe natural

disasters, such as the flood-related famine of 1974 (Hossain 2017; Shabhanaz

and Bussell 2017: 13). Considering both earthquakes and cyclones, com-

pounded risks due to increased frequency and climate change, respectively,

have been met with new efforts to invest in preparedness.

Subnationally, however, the character of disaster preparedness at the local

level seems to suffer from a bureaucracy-heavy implementation model. Local

bureaucrats have primary responsibility for implementing preparedness
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programs, leaving electorally minded local politicians with little opportunity to

influence or claim credit for preparedness efforts. “This effectively disincenti-

vizes elected local public officials from following through [on] their commit-

ment to work with communities to tackle disasters, participate in training

programs, and understand the catastrophic impact of natural disasters on the

most vulnerable communities” (Shabhanaz and Bussell 2017: 30). In addition,

the lack of coordination between the local bureaucrats and politicians “creates

an information gap whereby the central government fails to maximize the use of

local knowledge in mapping and managing disasters, and relies on institutional

data rather than high-resolution, qualitative data to develop and implement their

plans” (Shabhanaz and Bussell 2017: 31).

Overall, these dynamics suggest that political incentives from both past

exposure and electoral competition can encourage disaster preparedness efforts

in high-risk regions. Yet, elected politicians must be in a position to play a role

in designing and/or implementing these policies for such motivations to gener-

ate positive outcomes. Where politicians see no path to benefiting from pre-

paredness, they are unlikely to exert effort and, in so doing, may diminish the

effects of otherwise promising policies.

3.3.3 Medium-High Political Incentives for Preparedness

Countries that I expect to have medium to high levels of political incentives for

disaster preparedness derive these incentives from high levels of past exposure

and low to medium levels of opposition threat.

These countries are Ethiopia, Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. In line

with these expectations, the incentives for preparedness in Ethiopia derive more

from past exposure than electoral competition. At the time of this study, the

coalition government led by the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic

Front (EPRFD) was highly entrenched with little viable opposition and was

placing pressure on pro-democracy advocates (Reimer et al. 2014: 117). Thus,

the government faced little direct electoral pressure that might result in pre-

paredness initiatives. Yet, as shown in Section 2, Ethiopia is one of the higher-

performing countries in this study on disaster preparedness initiatives.

While electoral incentives from opposition competition are not a major factor

here, there is potential for public dissatisfaction due to a failure to prepare for

natural hazards. The most common and substantial natural hazard in Ethiopia

is drought, and the risks of food security and malnourishment associated with

drought have only increased in recent years. In addition, “Poor land and

environmental management and dramatic population growth in recent decades

have increased food insecurity and heightened demands for food aid and
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emergency relief during drought crises” (Reimer et al. 2014: 97). Even without

these recent changes, the fact that there are “many people living in high-risk

areas makes them highly vulnerable to natural hazards regardless of whether

shocks are frequent or not” (Reimer et al. 2014: 97).

This widespread exposure to past natural hazards across a significant portion

of the population increases the salience of such issues within the government.

As multiple interviewees noted, “Ethiopia has experienced natural hazards and

disasters in the past, so the government is currently investing in preparedness”

(Reimer et al. 2014: 117). That this response is due to concerns about broader

perceptions among the public, rather than electoral competition, was also made

clear in interviews. “The government does not rely on electoral success to stay

in power, so it is unlikely that they are improving DRM for electoral benefit. But

the government may be spending more on preparedness to improve their

legitimacy in the eyes of their people and the international community”

(Reimer et al. 2014: 117). In sum, the Ethiopian government is concerned

with the public perceptions of state engagement in preparedness efforts, rather

than any specific threat from other political parties, and this has implications for

its support of preparedness initiatives.

3.3.4 Low-Medium Political Incentives for Preparedness

In the third set of countries, Gambia, Ghana, Pakistan, and Togo, high levels of

potential threat from political opposition combined with lower historical levels

of exposure to natural hazards suggest lower incentives to promote policies

targeted toward disaster preparedness.

Ghana offers an interesting case in which observers note a government

interest in disaster preparedness alongside the public’s unwillingness to adjust

to natural hazard threats. A review of the country’s progress on disaster pre-

paredness during the five-year period noted that the national government had

“successfully strengthened human capacity through training volunteers, raising

awareness of DRR in the public sphere through the media, and establishing

regional DRR platforms” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 80, FN 295). At the same time,

the national disaster management agency, NADMO, faced resistance to more

substantial programs for individuals in high-risk areas, such that “when the

government attempts to relocate populations to less vulnerable locations, they

clash with government officials and often return to vulnerable areas” (DeCuir

et al. 2014: 80). This suggests that while the government perceives preparedness

programming to be politically relevant, individual citizens do not recognize

sufficient risk to make significant changes to their living environments, even

with government assistance.
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This contrast between policy aims and public perceptions of risk is consistent

with a context in which there is substantial electoral competition, but where

most citizens have not been directly affected by natural hazards in the past.

While Ghana’s electoral democracy is not without some issues (DeCuir et al.

2014: 79), it has experienced competitive elections for multiple decades, with

regular alternation in political power at the national level. Thus, there may

reasonably be an incentive for elected officials to demonstrate their effective-

ness to citizens. And in practice, observers note that “Ghanaians expect

NADMO and the government to care for affected communities after a natural

disaster” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 80). But these same individuals are not so directly

affected by these hazards that they are willing to support government invest-

ments in preparedness, making it difficult for the state to move forward effect-

ively with preparedness initiatives.

3.3.5 Low Political Incentives for Preparedness

The category for country cases with low electoral incentives to invest in

preparedness includes only Senegal. I expect to see relatively little evidence

of political efforts to promote disaster preparedness.

Senegal demonstrates how low levels of political incentives can result in

a focus on disaster response, rather than preparedness. In those cases where the

government has attempted to focus on preparedness, such as in efforts to move

residents from high-risk to low-risk neighborhoods, individuals tend not to be

ready to make substantial changes to reduce their risk profiles (Agnihotri et al.

2014: 46). On the other hand, the government seems to perceive that disaster

response is a clear area of voter interest and that this can be utilized to electoral

ends. “The Senegalese government appears to be responsive to the public’s

calls for disaster response when the failure to provide assistance affects the

government’s political capital” (Agnihotri et al. 2014: 46) and at the same time,

“Evidence from the interviews suggests that flooding has provided an oppor-

tunity for the ruling party to diminish the popularity of opposition members in

office by withholding or delaying resources after natural hazards” (Agnihotri

et al. 2014: 47). This latter strategy appeared to be the case in the flood-prone

city of Saint Louis, where flood assistance declined in the year after an oppos-

ition mayor took power in the city (Agnihotri et al. 2014: 45).

This evidence suggests that the preparedness efforts observed in Senegal are

only minimally driven by political incentives. To the extent that preparedness

goals are aligned with strategies to support disaster response, these efforts are

likely to gain political support, but broader, programmatic changes are unlikely

to emerge from direct political initiative in this environment.
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3.4 Conclusion

The analysis of political incentives in this section highlights the complicated

dynamics facing political elites when considering disaster preparedness. In

Table 13, I summarize my findings for whether observed political incentives

for, and thus political interest in, disaster preparedness in the study cases is in

line with the predictions of my argument. Countries and states that match well to

my expectations are shown in bold, while those exhibiting some variations from

the expectations are shown in italics. Overall, my argument provides strong

guidelines for examining what to expect in most cases, closely predicting not

only the conditions under which we should see strong government support for

preparedness, but also where this is less likely to be the case. Importantly, we

can see the varying interactions between past exposure and electoral conditions,

suggesting that past exposure can generate electoral incentives for engaging in

preparedness even where there are lower levels of electoral threat, but the

opposite is not the case for high levels of opposition threat in the absence of

past exposure.

Table 13 Performance of theoretical expectations for political incentives
in country and Indian state cases

Opposition Threat

Medium High

Past Natural
Hazard
Exposure
(Individuals
Affected)

Low “Low Incentives”

Senegal

“Low-Medium
Incentives”

Gambia
Ghana
Pakistan
Togo

Andhra Pradesh
Karnataka

High “Medium-High
Incentives”

Ethiopia
Mozambique
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Gujarat

“High Incentives”

Bangladesh
India
Kenya
Malawi

Odisha

Notes: Bold shows cases that match well to my expectations; italics indicates some
variations from expectations.
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4 Capacity to Prepare for Natural Hazards

What is necessary for the successful design and implementation of disaster

preparedness? What determines the governance model by which preparedness

efforts are implemented? I argue that high levels of preparedness are most

likely in those cases where the state has capacity to coordinate actors relevant

for preparedness efforts and those actors, either within or outside the state,

have the capacity to design and implement preparedness initiatives. This

implies the presence, first, of basic organizational and implementation skills;

and second, the application of these skills to the task of disaster preparedness.

Importantly, I argue that a country must have the first, in some form, to achieve

the second.

These skills may exist in the public sector, private sector, or both. In consider-

ing whether countries exhibit the potential capacity to engage in disaster pre-

paredness, I ask both whether the government exhibits a stable, functioning

bureaucracy in general and whether there exist private actors – nongovernmental

organizations – to potentially complement government efforts. This dual

approach accounts for the substantial evidence that actors within the state can

play an important role in administration and stability (Hassan 2020) while at the

same time those outside the state can also be significant enablers of development

in the Global South (Hammett and MacLean 2011; Brass 2012, 2016). The dual

role of these actors at the time of natural hazards has been noted in considering the

role of social capital in disaster response (Aldrich 2012). The presence of capacity

provides the potential for developing and implementing specific programs for

disaster preparedness – there are individuals and groups in the country who can

design plans for these activities and the skills to manage implementation effect-

ively. Without this latent capacity, even the most motivated political actors will

struggle to introduce a successful preparedness initiative.

At the same time, I argue that the state’s capacity plays the dominant role in

determining how, and how well, disaster preparedness efforts are governed.

Effective disaster preparedness is most likely in those places where the state has

sufficient capacity to implement reforms. These reforms may be improved by

the presence of a viable nonprofit sector that is available to partner with the

state, but this is not necessary. Where the state is sufficiently capable, a strong

disaster preparedness program can emerge in the absence of non-state actor

participation. In contrast, where state institutions are weak and the nongovern-

mental sector is strong, it may be feasible for disaster preparedness activities to

emerge, but these efforts will reflect a reliance of the state on non-state actors for

implementation. Finally, where both the state and civil society lack substantial

capacity, there should be minimal evidence of effective disaster preparedness,
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even in the context of a formal disaster management policy. These predictions

are summarized as four likely capacity profiles in Table 3.

4.1 Measuring Capacity

To measure capacity, defined here as the ability of organizations to implement

their goals, I develop a general framework for evaluating combined state and

non-state capacity and then apply that framework to my country and subnational

cases. Measuring capacity is a highly contested area of social science, and

I draw on multiple existing resources to triangulate measures of both state and

civil society capacity. This allows me to establish a baseline for general capacity

of the state and private actors before investigating how that capacity plays out

regarding specific programs for disaster preparedness.

It is important to note that capacity is not static but can change over time and

differ across parts of an organization. In particular, and as my argument in

general implies, capacity, especially within the state, often changes because of

political will to strengthen the government apparatus.30 For current purposes,

I want to evaluate the capacity of the state and social actors at a moment in time

to gauge existing capacity at the beginning of the study. Empirically, my

expectation is that effective disaster preparedness efforts will build capacity

within the state and/or society, but those changes in capacity are a part of the

outcomes I seek to explain, rather than causes of those outcomes.

4.1.1 State Capacity

My country-level measure of state capacity draws from the O’Reilly and

Murphy (2022) Index of State Capacity, which is an index of measures from

the V-Dem dataset. The baseline measure includes V-Dem scores for “the rule

of law, the authority of the state over its territory, the rigorousness and imparti-

ality of public administration, whether public expenditures are on particularistic

or public goods, the modernity of the state’s source of its revenue, and the

universality of the provision of education” (O’Reilly and Murphy 2022: 713).

I begin with the baseline capacity measure for the five years prior to the start of

the study in each region, 2007–2011 for African countries and 2010–2014 for

South Asian countries. I then generate an average capacity measure for each

country across the five-year window. The Index of State Capacity baseline

measure ranges from −4 to 4 and the average scores for countries included in

this study range from −1 to 1. I classify those countries receiving a capacity

score of −1 or 0 as lower capacity and those scoring a 1 as higher capacity, as

30 For a general treatment of this dynamic see Centeno et al. (2017) and specifically with regard to
natural hazards Hossain (2017).
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shown in Table 14A. That said, these groupings indicate capacity levels relative

to each other, not the global set of countries, given that these countries all sit at

the middle of the range of scores and none are toward the extremes.

For the Indian states, there are no established measures of subnational

capacity in the literature. Here, I use an alternative measure of corruption in

the delivery of public services. This measure is intended to capture the quality of

the bureaucracy via the degree to which the state apparatus can direct the

behavior of its individual bureaucrats toward the successful and efficient imple-

mentation of government programs.31 The measure comes from a citizen survey

conducted in 2004–2005 by Transparency International India and the Centre for

Table 14A Domestic government capacity – country cases
(five-year average score)

Lower Capacity Higher Capacity

Bangladesh (0)
Ethiopia (0)
Gambia, The (0)
Kenya ((0)
Mozambique (0)
Togo (0)
Pakistan (-1)
Zimbabwe (-1)

Ghana (1)
India (1)
Malawi (1)
Senegal (1)
Zambia (1)

Table 14B Subnational government capacity – Indian states
(capacity score)

Lower Capacity Higher Capacity

Odisha (4)
Haryana (4)
Jharkhand (4)
Tamil Nadu (4)
Uttarakhand (4)
Uttar Pradesh (4)
Assam (3)
Karnataka (3)
Rajasthan (3)
Madhya Pradesh (2)
Bihar (0)

Kerala (10)
Andhra Pradesh (6)
Gujarat (6)
Maharashtra (6)
Chhattisgarh (5)
Punjab (5)
West Bengal (5)

31 This operationalization is consistent with related work such as Evans and Rauch (1999) and
Centeno et al. (2017).
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Media Studies. Respondents were asked about their experiences with eleven

different citizen-facing departments and an overall corruption score was gener-

ated for each state (Transparency International India 2005).

Among the eighteen major Indian states, the corruption scores range from

240 (lowest corruption) in Kerala to 695 (highest corruption) in Bihar.

Because there is no clear “break” between higher- and lower-corruption states,

I normalized the scores on a scale from 0 to 10 and reversed the order, so that the

lowest scoring on the corruption index have the highest capacity scores. I then

coded those states scoring 5 or higher on the indicator as high capacity and those

scoring below 5 as lower capacity. I use this measure to estimate the levels of

state capacity in these states.

4.1.2 Civil Society Capacity

Measurement of civil society capacity is not as well established in the existing

literature as state capacity. I aim to generate a measure that considers both the

presence of non-state organizations and the ability of these organizations to

operate within a given country context. In addition, I consider historical meas-

ures of international aid.

I first generate a measure of local nongovernmental organization presence based

on data from the World Organization of Non-Governmental Organizations

(WANGO). WANGO tracks currently active NGOs, so these data are more recent

than the other measures used here, but are the most comprehensive available across

countries. The per capita measure is based on the total number of domestic NGOs

listed for each country and current (2022) population data. The case countries fell

into three general categories, which I categorize as having an NGO presence that is

Low (<4/million people), Medium (>4 and <8/million people), or High (>8/million

people), as shown in Table 15.

The second measure of non-state capacity is based on the presence of

international aid in a country. While some aid typically goes directly to

Table 15 Domestic NGO presence (NGOs per million people)

Low Medium High

Malawi (2.2)
Bangladesh (2.1)
India (1.7)
Ethiopia (0.5)
Mozambique (0.4)

Zimbabwe (6.3)
Togo (6.2)
Zambia (4.7)
Senegal (4.2)
Pakistan (4.1)

Ghana (23.1)
The Gambia (13.7)
Kenya (8.0)
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governments, the ability of domestic NGOs to operate also often rests on

financial and other inputs from international actors.32 Here, I use measures

from AidData of overall bilateral and multilateral commitments to each country

in 2009, which was the most recent year for which there was data for all

countries in the study. I then generated a per capita measure based on popula-

tions in 2009. Again, I subsequently place the countries into three groups,

following a general sorting in the data that uses the following rubric: Low

(<$40/person), Medium (>$40 and <$90/person), and High (>$90/person),

shown in Table 16.

In theory, I would prefer a measure of domestic non-state capacity that

accounts for the status of civic freedoms in each country. This would help to

ensure that any NGOs that are listed as being active are actually able to work

successfully. In practice, inconsistent availability of data on civic freedom

across the study countries means that it is not possible to develop a measure

that takes this into account in a consistent manner.33

My alternative, to combine measures of domestic NGO presence and inter-

national aid, while limited in its direct measurement of civic freedom, also has

benefits. The presence of domestic NGOs may be not only a direct measure of

NGO presence, but also an indirect measure of civic freedom, as implied by the

ability of individuals to form and maintain these organizations. This measure-

ment strategy also, as noted earlier, accounts for the frequent relationship

between international aid and domestic NGOs.

To facilitate a more general discussion, it is useful to collapse the capacity

measures into two categories. I collapse the multifaceted civil society capacity

Table 16 Per capita aid commitment levels in 2009, recipient
countries (US$)

Low Medium High

Pakistan (33)
India (15)
Bangladesh (11)

Zambia (89)
Ghana (87)
Gambia (81)
Kenya (78)
Malawi (53)
Ethiopia (50)

Togo (118)
Mozambique (110)
Senegal (110)
Zimbabwe (106)

32 See, for example, Brass (2016) in which the first paragraph describes a meeting to interview
a local Kenyan NGO that is an implementing partner for a US-based nonprofit active in thirty
countries.

33 There is missing data for multiple study countries in the frequently used sources, including the
World Values Survey, Afrobarometer, and the Ibrahim Index of African Governance.
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measure into a single dimension by grouping those countries that received

a “high” on either measure with those receiving a “medium” on both measures

as higher capacity and the remaining countries as lower capacity, shown in

Table 17.

For India, I use the same world database of NGOs as for the cross-national

comparison. These data include the statewhere anNGO is based and so can account

for state-level presence of NGOs. I then generate a normalized measure based on

the number of NGOs per million people in the state, as shown in Table 18. While

there is some NGO presence in all states, a few states have a substantially higher

presence than the others. I do not have a comparable measure of international aid

commitments at the subnational level in India; thus, I rely here solely on the

measure of NGO presence.

Table 17 Combined civil society country
capacity profiles

Lower Capacity Higher Capacity

Bangladesh
Ethiopia
India
Malawi
Pakistan
Zambia

Gambia
Ghana
Kenya
Mozambique
Senegal
Togo
Zimbabwe

Table 18 Civil society Indian state capacity
profiles (NGOs per million people)

Lower Capacity Higher Capacity

Jharkhand (1.9)
Haryana (1.8)
Karnataka (1.8)
Tamil Nadu (1.8)
West Bengal (1.7)
Maharashtra (1.5)
Gujarat (1.4)
Kerala (1.4)
Rajasthan (1.2)
Bihar (0.7)
Madhya Pradesh (0.6)
Chhattisgarh (0.5)
Uttar Pradesh (0.5)

Punjab (16.1)
Uttarakhand (3.3)
Andhra Pradesh (2.5)
Assam (2.1)
Odisha (2.0)
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4.1.3 Overall Capacity Profiles

The set of government and civil society capacity measures enables an overall

categorization of countries into two-dimensional capacity profiles, with predictions

in each category for the likely governance style of disaster preparedness manage-

ment, shown in Tables 19A and 19B.

Table 19A Overall country capacity profiles

State Capacity

Lower Higher

Civil Society
Capacity

Lower “Uncoordinated”

Bangladesh
Ethiopia
Pakistan

“State-Dominant”

India
Malawi
Zambia

Higher “Society-Reliant”

Gambia
Kenya
Mozambique
Togo
Zimbabwe

“State-Led”

Ghana
Senegal

Table 19B Overall Indian state capacity profiles

State Capacity

Lower Higher

Civil Society
Capacity

Lower “Uncoordinated”

Bihar
Haryana
Jharkhand
Karnataka
Madhya Pradesh
Rajasthan
Tamil Nadu
Uttar Pradesh

“State-Dominant”

Chhattisgarh
Gujarat
Kerala
Maharashtra
West Bengal

Higher “Society-Reliant”

Assam
Odisha
Uttarakhand

“State-Led”

Andhra Pradesh
Punjab

Note: State cases in bold.
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What are the implications of these profiles for an argument about the relevance of

latent capacity to disaster preparedness? My primary supposition is that latent

capacities should set the stage for particular models of disaster preparedness.

Specifically, I expect differing alignments of state and non-state capacity to result

in differing governance strategies for preparedness, where preparedness exists at all.

In other words, latent capacity does not on its own determine whether a country will

exhibit disaster preparedness. Rather, capacity serves as a foundation for prepared-

ness efforts and shapes the character of that preparedness where it occurs. In the

context of disaster preparedness, it also matters who has the capacity. I anticipate

that the most comprehensive disaster preparedness initiatives will appear in those

contexts where the state is high capacity and has an electoral incentive to apply this

capacity to preparedness efforts, as elaborated in the previous section.

4.2 Capacity and Models of Preparedness

Having established general capacity profiles for the countries and states included

in this study, I now evaluate whether there is a clear relationship between these

profiles and the character of approaches taken toward disaster preparedness.

Specifically, what, if any, is the relationship between a country’s (or state’s) latent

capacity for disaster preparedness and how it approaches disaster preparedness?

I organize the empirical discussion based on the predicted patterns noted

earlier. I begin, as in previous sections, with the case of India, considering both

the national level and the states of Gujarat, Andhra Pradesh, Odisha, and

Karnataka, before providing additional examples from other countries.34

4.2.1 India – a High-Capacity State, with Subnational Variation

In India overall, my capacity measures suggest an outsized role for the state in

preparedness, with a minimal and subsidiary role for non-state actors. It is

useful to provide additional background on the Indian administrative set-up as

context for the specifics of the case discussion. The Indian government operates

through multiple layers of administrative hierarchy, with leadership resting

in the central services. These administrative groups include the Indian

Administrative Services (IAS), a generalist branch that runs most departments;

the Indian Police Service (IPS); Indian Foreign Service (IFS), and others.

Officers in these services are hired through a highly competitive, country-

wide merit-based process, and after joining a service are typically posted to

a specific state cadre for their career. Once an individual reaches a certain level

of tenure and experience, they may be eligible for positions in central

34 Discussion of all countries is provided in the Online Appendix.
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government departments, such as the Department of Road Transport and

Highways, the Central Bureau of Investigation, or the National Disaster

Management Authority. State governments also have their own administrative

services, to fill positions at lower levels within government departments.

Though not without critique, these bodies provide the foundation upon and

through which all government programs are implemented in India.

In practice, for disaster management, there is a clearly delineated set of central

government organizations with responsibility for leading disaster-related efforts,

as well as delegation of responsibilities to related bodies at the subnational level.

Three departments – the National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA),

National Disaster Response Force (NDRF), and National Institute for Disaster

Management (NIDM) – are responsible for, respectively, policy guidelines

related to disaster preparedness and response, active response to natural hazards,

and providing disaster training programs.

The functioning of these organizations reflects the substantial administrative

capacity of the central Indian state. Take, for example, the NDMA. In most

high-level bureaucratic positions in India, members of the administrative ser-

vices are placed in positions based on their generalist training, not due to

specific areas of expertise. In the NDMA, however, all senior officials in the

secretariat have previous experience with disaster-related issues, such as having

previously worked in a disaster-prone area (NDMA Official, March 24, 2014).

At the same time, the generalist training of senior bureaucrats can be particu-

larly useful in a cross-cutting issue area such as disaster preparedness. A key

role for the NDMA is to generate guidelines for mainstreaming disaster pre-

paredness in both cross-departmental and regular activities of line departments.

Having administrative leadership with experience across multiple departments

should enable these activities.

The NIDM, charged with capacity building, takes an active role in devel-

oping overall training programs and specialized initiatives to respond to new

hazards. When unanticipated landslides and floods hit the state of Uttarakhand

in 2014, the institute sent a team to conduct site visits and interviews as the

basis of a report on the disaster (NIDM Official, March 25, 2014). Reports of

this kind are then used to disseminate information and contribute to future

training programs. The training programs themselves are implemented based

on requests from states and other organizations, including NGOs. But the

programming is offered by the NIDM itself, not through partnerships with

other organizations.

In these ways, the disaster management and preparedness efforts of the

Indian government are conducted largely without the support of, or coordin-

ation with, civil society actors. While local NGOs might participate in specific
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training activities or assist in response, these efforts are clearly designed and

implemented by the state in line with plans and procedures set out in govern-

ment policy. Thus, India offers strong support for a state-dominant model in

a case where state capacity outweighs that of the non-state sector.

Within the state cases, there should be slight variations on this model. In

Gujarat, high state capacity with low presence of civil society suggests

a dominant role for the government in disaster preparedness initiatives, with

minimal engagement of non-state actors in implementation of state policies.

Odisha, in contrast with Gujarat, ranks relatively lower on state capacity –

scoring near the midpoint of the states – but has a higher presence of non-state

actors to potentially participate in preparedness initiatives. Thus, state-led

initiatives that actively engage with local nongovernmental organizations are

more likely there. Andhra Pradesh is a high-government capacity state, scoring

nearly the same as Gujarat on this indicator. In contrast with the other cases,

however, Andhra also has a relatively high presence of NGOs. To the extent that

there are disaster preparedness programs in place, they should be state-led

initiatives that leverage the availability of non-state actors. The final case,

Karnataka, represents low levels of both state and civil society capacity.

Given these institutional conditions, there should be more haphazard manage-

ment of any existing preparedness activities.

In Gujarat, there is a highly state-driven preparedness model, as anticipated

by my argument. The introduction of the state disaster management authority

was done in a manner that focused explicitly on leadership of, and execution by,

the state. Indeed, as one expert notes, at the level of state policy, “Gujarat

seemed to have dispensed with an institutionalized role for NGOs during non-

disaster times” (Erramilli 2008: 88). This approach also prevailed locally, such

that Erramilli observed, in Gujarat’s village-level preparedness and response

activities, “unlike in Tamil Nadu or Orissa [Odisha], NGOs did not play a major

role” (Erramilli 2008: 84).

In contrast with Gujarat, Odisha’s preparedness model reflects a state-driven

approach with greater reliance on non-state partners. Development of the state

disaster management agency was done with substantial input from the UNDP

and local non-state actors were a focus of training initiatives (Odisha

Government Official, March 28, 2014). Recounting interviews with Odisha

state officials, Erramilli also noted that “respondents, by and large, repeated

the official policy position that underscored the value of non-official participa-

tion. They appeared to have recognized the severe limitations of state abilities,

which was evident in their cooptation of NGOs” (Erramilli 2008: 81).

The Andhra Pradesh government has also played a leading role in its pre-

paredness efforts. At the same time, it has drawn on multiple academic
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partnerships, including inputs from the Central Research Institute for Dryland

Agriculture (ICAR-CRIDA) for its drought forecasting efforts (Tejaswi and

Kumar 2011: 447). There is less direct evidence of NGO activity in disaster

preparedness efforts, and fewer preparedness activities in general than in

Gujarat or Odisha. Nonetheless, what programs exist are clearly led by the

state, in line with my expectations for a high-capacity state.

Finally, in Karnataka, one of the most successful preparedness initiatives has

been implemented by an autonomous government body, the Karnataka State

National Disaster Monitoring Centre (KSNDMC). This administrative setup

allows the organization to hire specialized individuals from outside the trad-

itional administrative hierarchy. The team is made up of scientists and support

staff, rather than bureaucrats from Karnataka’s lower-capacity administration

(Chakrabarti 2019: 137). Thus, here there is an effort to draw from alternative

non-state sources, academic rather than NGO, to build new disaster-specific

capacity within the state. This is consistent with expectations for a state with

lower levels of both government and NGO capacity.

Overall, these state cases reflect both the general tendency for Indian pre-

paredness efforts to privilege state actors in developing and implementing

programs with outside participation only where there are gaps in state capacity

and available resources in the non-state arena.

4.2.2 State-Dominant Capacity

Similar to India, in case countries where the state has significant capacity

relative to civil society, such as in Malawi and Zambia, I expect to see disaster

preparedness efforts driven almost entirely by government, with little obvious

presence of civil society participation.

Malawi is a useful example of a high-capacity state. Overall, interviews

support the general perspective that bureaucratic capacity is relatively high in

Malawi and particularly regarding levels of corruption, which are seen to be

“vastly improved over many other African countries” (Bussell and Malcomb

2014: 155). This suggests the potential for a strong state role in disaster

preparedness.

In practice, the development of disaster preparedness programs in Malawi

has been tightly tied to the efforts of international donors and nongovernmental

organizations. First, regarding donors, interviews highlighted that “Much of the

recent efforts by donors have been concentrated on building capacity of

Malawi’s government to better respond to natural disasters, climate change,

and other risk factors” (Bussell and Malcomb 2014: 115). Second, while the

overall presence of domestic civil society organizations is relatively low, those
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that exist “are becoming increasingly connected and more influential in the

stakeholder process on disaster planning” (Bussell and Malcomb 2014: 156).

Thus, external groups have been actively working to support the government in

its disaster preparedness efforts and “most government organizations appeared

to be working with select donor organizations in an effective and cooperative

manner that benefits vulnerable populations and results in increased invest-

ment” (Bussell and Malcomb 2014: 156). This offers a nice illustration of the

ways in which effective state capacity can be used to leverage even seemingly

minimal non-state capacity to improve preparedness. While the government is

a primary actor in preparedness efforts, rather than rely only on government

institutions, Malawi’s bureaucracy has engaged with civil society actors to

enable them to play a more prominent role in Malawian preparedness efforts

than otherwise expected, in concert with the government.

4.2.3 State-Led Capacity

Among the thirteen country cases, two exhibit high levels of both state and civil

society capacity: Ghana and Senegal. I highlight here the approach taken in

Ghana as an example of outcomes in this category.

Administratively, Ghana’s national disasters-related body, NADMO, is pri-

marily responsible for coordinating both state and nongovernmental actors in

preparedness and response efforts, as expected by my argument. However, the

effectiveness of NADMO is limited by its institutional development and rela-

tive place in the government hierarchy. For example, “NADMO was unable to

forecast and provide early warnings to affected areas so that stakeholders could

prepare and respond to the emergency early. In addition, NADMO lacks an

emergency operations center where all NGOs and stakeholders can meet and

receive updated and accurate disaster assessments” (De Cuir et al. 2014: 70).

Government policies on disaster preparedness and disaster risk reduction have

also given a primary planning role to district authorities, rather than NADMO.

“The district assemblies are the ultimate planning authorities and NADMO is

not party to their deliberations or plans. Thus, the agency lacks the authority

to force these assemblies to implement their DRR plans” (DeCuir et al 2014:

80–81).

Given these constraints, NADMO officials have leveraged their coordination

role to push preparedness efforts. As one interviewee noted, “local civil society

actors, in coordination with NADMO, have organized themselves into Disaster

Volunteer Groups that focus on DRR and preparedness efforts through sustain-

able farming and agricultural practices to combat potential natural disasters

such as flooding. In addition, these groups are trained by NADMO officials on
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preparedness measures to reduce the effects felt when natural disasters occur”

(DeCuir et al. 2014: 82). NADMO officials are also known to participate in

training activities offered within civil society (DeCuir et al. 2014: 82).

In addition, civil society actors are pushing forward preparedness on their

own. Smaller NGOs have become particularly active in this regard. “Rural

Integrated Relief Services, for example, records natural disaster shocks, devel-

ops assessments of these shocks, educates individuals on issues concerning

climate change, and offers training programs for disaster management.

ABANTU for Development, another local NGO, raises awareness of gender

issues in complex emergencies by bringing women into the mainstream of

disaster prevention in Ghana” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 83). Large organizations

are playing their own role, with “UNDP, United Nations Children’s Fund

(UNICEF), and other organizations . . . pushing the preparedness agenda and

helping NADMO and other government institutions to focus their efforts on

these types of activities” (DeCuir et al. 2014: 81).

Ghana thus offers a model of state–society coordination in a country where

national government policy has not effectively supported a fully state-led

model. Decentralization of responsibilities to the district level makes it more

difficult for a national-level body to coordinate state activities. Instead,

NADMO relies on its ability to coordinate civil society actors to push forward

the disaster preparedness agenda, while also allowing for outside efforts by

other civil society actors.

4.2.4 Society-Reliant Capacity

Where the state has lower capacity, but civil society is relatively strong, I expect

to see programs that are heavily reliant on the participation of these non-state

actors. The countries falling into this category are the Gambia, Kenya,

Mozambique, Togo, and Zimbabwe. In these contexts, a lack of internal state

bureaucratic capacity leads the government to rely on non-state actors for the

provision of even very basic public services (Brass 2012). This model may take

multiple forms, depending on historical dynamics affecting the character of

government institutions and the nature of civil society’s strengths and weak-

nesses. Nonetheless, the anticipated result is a distribution of preparedness

efforts that lies primarily within civil society organizations, not within the state.

Mozambique offers a particularly nice example for how such a capacity

dynamic can lead to relatively successful preparedness outcomes in the context

of a motivated state. Here, a state disaster management agency – the INGC –

governs and directs all activities, of both government and civil society actors,

across each country. Thismodelmay often involve collaboration in the planning of
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disaster preparedness programs, but the final say on what programs are imple-

mented, how, and by whom, remains with the state, not with civil society actors.

The INGC plays the role of convener, having set up the CTGC (the disaster

management technical council), which serves to guide all disaster preparedness

and management activities. As a part of this, NGOs are incorporated into

disaster management activities in multiple ways.

One NGO representative noted that, “we have representatives from the
disaster management department who go to the meetings that happen with
the INGC, especially in times like now [during cyclone season] when they are
worried about potential disasters and there are daily meetings, and they come
back and then we have a meeting to decide on what to do . . .Wework closely
with the government in general.” (Bussell and Malcomb 2014: 162)

As a result, the general sense among NGO representatives interviewed for this

project was that disaster preparedness and response were both much better than

they had been before the development of the INGC. As this NGO representative

noted,

NGOs have to be a part of the CTGC because the INGC is the coordin-
ating body for all of the things that go on related to disasters and they
need to know who is putting supplies where. They [the government]
know all of the organizations acting in this area. In disasters, organiza-
tions can’t act on their own. This makes the response much stronger. It
is not like 2000 anymore, when it was really just chaos. (Bussell and
Malcomb 2014: 162)

When there are specific preparedness programs that require activities on the

ground in the periods between cyclone seasons, the government also leads the

efforts to select and coordinate civil society actors to achieve these goals. This

strategy serves to alleviate the capacity and human resources constraints of

the government itself, by substituting NGO representatives for government

employees in the field. “When an NGO starts working in Mozambique, they go

to the government and tell them that they want to do work here and then the

government helps allocate the NGO to areas of need. This is done through

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs – they check with other ministries and look at

the needs of the country and the skills of the NGO and then tell them where they

can be of most use,” noted the director of an international NGO operating in

Mozambique (Bussell and Malcomb 2014: 162). What this looks like in practice,

for example, is evident in the implementation of village disaster preparedness

committees, which are used to train and mobilize leaders in rural communities:

NGOs have been assigned particular areas of the country where they are in
charge of working with local actors to train and implement committees.
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This is in part because neither the government nor any individual NGO has
sufficient capacity to work in all regions of the country. But these organ-
izations are also able to draw on their unique skills to facilitate develop-
ment in capacity-constrained local environments. (Bussell and Malcomb
2014: 162)

Thus, this society-reliant model for disaster preparedness allows theMozambique

government to take advantage of civil society where it exists, particularly in areas

where the state’s own capacities may be lacking. While bureaucrats within the

INGC have reasonable freedom from political involvement in their daily

activities,

the lack of trained bureaucrats in local areas does seem to limit preparedness
and response in ways not directly related to politics. One observer noted
that, “There are local level capacity gaps, but these are capacity gaps, not
gaps in political will. DRR is still a relatively new field and there is not a lot
of technical expertise available in DRR and DM.” (Bussell & Malcomb
2014: 161)

4.2.5 Uncoordinated Capacity

In the final set of cases, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, and Pakistan, neither the govern-

ment nor civil society has high levels of latent capacity upon which to draw for

developing a disaster preparedness program. This is not to say that there will be

no preparedness programs present, but where they do exist, I expect them again

to reflect these similar (low) levels of capacity. I examine in greater detail an

example of clearly uncoordinated activities in Bangladesh.

The dynamics of absence have clear implications in Bangladesh. Here, there

is a centralized Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief that “also organ-

izes the National Disaster Management Council that has representatives from

the various institutions at national and local levels to tackle natural disasters in

the country” (Shabhanaz and Bussell 2017: 16). In addition, “The National

Disaster Management Regulatory Framework (NDMRF) provides a set of

guidelines for disaster preparedness, risk reduction, and response.” The frame-

work was developed with the intent to mainstream risk reduction efforts within

government, NGO, and private sector activities (Shabhanaz and Bussell

2017: 17).

However, this strategy does not effectively “account for government bodies

outside of the traditional hierarchy of institutions. For example, almost all

cyclone shelters in Bangladesh are primary schools built on raised ground,

[which] effectively makes the shelters as much a budgetary concern for

Ministry of Education as they are for Ministry of Disaster Management and
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Relief” (Shabhanaz and Bussell 2017: 19). This has led to significant problems

in disaster response, let alone preparedness, such as “when 48,000 families were

displaced after Cyclone Aila, and spent over 14 months on the streets. This was

because of lag time between constructing new houses, roads, and schools as

each project falls under a different ministry in the government” (Shabhanaz and

Bussell 2017: 20).

This lack of coordination extends to the government’s relationship with civil

society actors.

In principle, the government, supported by the World Bank and Asian
Development Bank, leads infrastructural projects, the UN leads development
initiatives, and local NGOs take charge of voluntary efforts. In reality,
though, the UN, given its history in assisting Bangladesh immediately after
independence, plays an authoritative role in shaping disaster management
policies with the central government. The government in turn, and as a result
of being heavily politicized, fails to engage local elected public officials,
NGOs, and civil society organizations in the process. The participation of
NGOs and civil society organizations in policymaking has not been institu-
tionalized. (Shabhanaz & Bussell 2017: 20)

Yet, as has been the case more generally since the aftermath of the 1974

drought (Hossain 2017), the “government relies on local NGOs, civil society

organizations, and international agencies in building capacity of communities

and providing emergency relief” (Shabhanaz & Bussell 2017: 25). This may

take the form of relatively small NGOs – such as Muslim Aid – who “build

capacity at the lowest level – in villages and urban wards – on cyclone and flood

preparedness using locally sourced and trained volunteers” (Shabhanaz &

Bussell 2017: 25). In contrast, substantially larger NGOs – such as BRAC –

“provide disaster preparedness training through their numerous education pro-

grams and village-level meetings” (Shabhanaz & Bussell 2017: 25). In some

cases, the government – via the Department of Disaster Management – has been

able to partner with these larger organizations. This has resulted in “the devel-

opment and implementation of several training modules to educate and prepare

local communities against floods, cyclones and major natural disasters”

(Shabhanaz & Bussell 2017: 25) Nonetheless, these efforts can only go so far

given the limited resources available to state disaster staff at the local level.

These dynamics suggest that a lack of capacity in the government led

Bangladesh to mobilize and organize its disaster-related activities insufficiently.

Civil society actors themselves have mobilized related to natural disasters, but

often after the fact, as a part of response efforts and in efforts to pressure the

government to improve its disaster preparedness efforts (Shabhanaz and Bussell

2017: 32).
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4.3 Conclusion

Basedon this discussion, there is substantial evidence to suggest that the character of

disaster preparedness efforts reflects the latent capacity of state and non-state actors,

as summarized in Table 20. As in Section 3, countries and states closely matching

my expectations are shown in bold, while those displaying some variations from the

expectations are highlighted in italics. Exceptions to my expectations tend to occur

in places where civil society is expected to be more dominant, but these actors are

constrained by broader restrictions on the independent activities of non-state actors.

In the concluding section, I consider how the character of these approaches to

disaster preparedness, combinedwith the political incentives described in Section 3,

results in specific overall outcomes for disaster preparedness.

5 Assessing Outcomes and Conclusion

In this concluding section, I consider how well a combined consideration of

political incentives and capacity helps us to understand disaster preparedness

outcomes in the thirteen country case studies and Indian state cases. While the

previous two sections looked specifically at the incentives of governments to

engage in preparedness and the institutional shape of such programs, here I return

Table 20 Performance of theoretical expectations for country and Indian state
capacity models

State Capacity

Lower Higher

Civil Society
Capacity

Lower “Uncoordinated”

Bangladesh
Ethiopia
Pakistan

Karnataka

“State-Dominant”

India
Malawi
Zambia

Gujarat

Higher “Society-Reliant”

Gambia
Kenya
Mozambique
Togo
Zimbabwe

Odisha

“State-Led”

Ghana
Senegal
Andhra Pradesh

Note:Cases in bold match the expectations of my argument; those in italics display some
variations from expectations.
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to the overall outcomes relative to the international standards presented in

Section 2 and ask whether my argument improves our ability to predict these

outcomes in each case. I then consider the broader implications of this study for

our understanding of government approaches to disaster preparedness and, more

ambitiously, disaster risk reduction in the face of climate change.

5.1 Comparing Expectations to Outcomes

For this discussion, I organize the countries according to their expected disaster

preparedness outcomes, based on the level of political incentives and character of

overall capacity. These predicted outcomes are shown in Table 21. Countries and

states shown in bold displayed disaster preparedness outcomes that strongly match

the expectations of my argument. The countries in italics displayed preparedness

performance that varied in certain ways frommy expectations, but without a strong

divergence. In no caseswere outcomes significantly different frommy expectations.

I now consider the details of this assessment for each case.

5.1.1 Disaster Preparedness Performance in India

As in previous sections, I discuss India first, and it is the case that offers perhaps

the best overall example of how political incentives combined with state capacity

Table 21 Match of theoretical expectations to empirical outcomes in disaster
preparedness – country and Indian state cases

Electoral Incentives

Lower Higher

Capacity

Lower “Minimal Performance”

Gambia
Pakistan
Togo
Karnataka

“Substantial Effort”

Bangladesh
Ethiopia
Kenya
Mozambique
Zimbabwe
Odisha

Higher “Window Dressing”

Ghana
Senegal

Andhra Pradesh

“Strong Performance”

India
Malawi
Zambia

Gujarat

Note: Countries in bold match the expectations of my argument; those in italics display
some variations from expectations.
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can produce strong outcomes. At the same time, I also draw attention to how the

subnational cases reflect differing expectations and outcomes according to my

argument.

Within India’s states, there are clear variations in the relationship between

electoral incentives, capacity, and preparedness outcomes. The strongest per-

former on preparedness overall is Gujarat, and the character of its performance

is directly in line with the expectations of my argument. While Gujarat is also

a relatively wealthy state, it did not invest substantially in preparedness policies

until electoral conditions combined with repeated serious disasters to generate

a political incentive to do so. Once this came to be, the state was able to move

quickly and substantially toward a robust preparedness model due to significant

internal bureaucratic capacity. In the context of relatively low civil society

capacity, the state itself took charge of preparedness efforts and has been recog-

nized for the substantial reductions in human and capital losses these improve-

ments have produced during recent hazards (Rawat 2019).

Odisha is a lower-capacity state, but in a context where electoral incentives

and leveraging of civil society could potentially result in considerable efforts to

prepare. This is precisely the observed outcome, as a devastating cyclone

combined with a highly competitive electoral environment to motivate the

state government toward a radically different model for disaster preparedness.

In implementing this model, however, the state has faced limitations due to

somewhat lower levels of state capacity than in the cases of Andhra Pradesh and

Gujarat.

In Andhra Pradesh, the state seems poised to engage in substantial efforts to

prepare for natural disasters, particularly given its high levels of state capacity,

but has underperformed relative to states such as Gujarat and Odisha. While the

state introduced a disaster management authority in line with national policy

and has made progress in areas such as risk assessment and monitoring, it has

not made preparedness a political priority in the same way as some other states.

This is in line with the expectations of my argument for a state that has lower

electoral incentives to prepare. It has engaged in the minimum activities that

increase basic preparedness, but not in ways that dramatically reduce the risk of

disasters in the state.

Karnataka displays the lowest preparedness of the Indian cases considered in

detail here. While it has implemented programs in a few areas, such as hazard

monitoring, the overall preparedness model is uneven and lacks considerable

government attention. This is consistent with my expectations in a state that

faces minimal electoral incentives to invest in preparedness and is not equipped

with substantial state or civil society capacity to mobilize preparedness efforts

otherwise.
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In India as a whole, there is a substantial central government effort to invest in

institutions of preparedness, intended to support state efforts. Yet, despite high

levels of wealth relative to the other country cases, these efforts did not emerge

in a comprehensive manner until a substantial disaster, in the form of the 2004

tsunami, imposed significant damages across multiple electorally important

states. It was only then that the central government began to leverage its

substantial bureaucratic capacity to develop resources that could not only assist

in hazard response, but also supply the policy guidelines and training needed for

states to improve their performance. This resulted in an overall strong model for

disaster preparedness that, while not without areas for improvement, provides

a substantial foundation for minimizing disaster risk, even in the absence of

substantial participation from civil society actors.

5.1.2 Anticipated Strong Performance

I continue the evaluation with the other countries exhibiting both high levels of

electoral incentives and high capacity, where I would expect to see the strongest

performance on disaster preparedness. These countries are Malawi and Zambia,

in addition to India.

In Malawi, outcomes are in line with my expectations. The country does

well on the disaster preparedness measures overall but is still somewhat

limited in its performance relative to places like India. While it was

difficult to assess political incentives in this case, the high capacity of

state actors, combined with a small number of highly active donor agencies

and NGOs, has allowed the state to push forward on its preparedness

efforts in a substantial way.

For Zambia, we see medium level performance on the components of disaster

preparedness. The state clearly coordinates disaster preparedness activities by

both the bureaucracy and civil society actors and these efforts are directly

motivated by past exposure to natural hazards. At the same time, there is little

evidence that politicians themselves take seriously disaster preparedness as

a core element of their political agenda. In this context, I would expect perform-

ance on preparedness and related efforts to continue to improve alongside

increased electoral competition.

5.1.3 Anticipated Substantial Effort

In a second set of cases, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Kenya, Mozambique, and

Zimbabwe, my argument anticipates medium levels of disaster preparedness,

which reflect political incentives to prepare crossed with limitations from lower

levels of capacity, often within the state. Thus, there should be efforts to invest
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in preparedness, even if the goals of these efforts are difficult to meet in the

context of lower capacity.

Bangladesh exhibits strong political incentives to invest in preparedness and

these dynamics are clearly evident in overall preparedness programming.

Interestingly, the degree to which Bangladesh outperforms my expectations

seems to be due to the role of civil society actors, despite limitations on the

state’s ability to coordinate these activities effectively. Here, it is worth noting

that my overall strategy for measuring non-state capacity may not fully account

for the predominance of natural hazard-related civil society activity, relative to

other non-state actors. Thus, there is a more substantial level of preparedness

programming than anticipated. The risk over time, however, is that if the

government is unable to coordinate ongoing activities effectively, there may

be considerable duplication of effort and confusion in response at the time of

hazard events.

In Ethiopia, preparedness efforts reflect political incentives combined with an

empowered, if lower capacity, bureaucracy. The long history of past exposure in

this case means that politicians are well-acquainted with the risks of natural

hazards. These state actors have enabled a disaster management body to design

and implement its programs and given it the power to coordinate efforts with

civil society actors in a highly structured manner. Thus, while there are still gaps

in Ethiopia’s overall preparedness profile, the country has displayed consider-

able effort to overcome limitations to capacity both inside and outside the state,

enabling it to achieve relatively strong preparedness outcomes.

Mozambique also demonstrates the relatively long-term effects of high

impact disasters. High intensity cyclones in Mozambique have increased the

political salience of natural hazards for Mozambique’s politicians, motivating

investments in preparedness even multiple years after these events. As in

Ethiopia, Mozambique has a highly empowered disaster management body

with the purview to coordinate activities with civil society actors. The effect

of substantial natural hazards has been to incentivize politicians to support

development of a strong disaster management agency, again serving to demon-

strate an increase in disaster-specific capacity within the state. This body is then

able to mobilize civil society actors in ways that increase overall capacity. There

are still issues in the Mozambiquan model, but the outcomes observed here

are largely consistent with an argument that emphasizes the importance of

political incentives and capacity in generating substantial efforts to increase

preparedness.

Kenya, in contrast, somewhat under performs my expectations, due in large

part to the lack of significant direct government efforts toward disaster pre-

paredness. Voter interest in issues other than past exposure has affected the
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perceptions of politicians that disaster preparedness can be used to build polit-

ical advantage in Kenya’s competitive electoral environment. In addition, the

low levels of state capacity in Kenya mean that there is little opportunity for

internal program development without substantial political interest. As a result,

the efforts that do exist are left largely to civil society, which is limited in its

capacity to pursue the range of initiatives laid out in standards for disaster

preparedness.

The final case in this category is Zimbabwe. Here, there are some prepared-

ness initiatives in place, but the state is limited in its capacity and places its own

constraints on the activities of civil society, in ways that curb more substantial

progress. This means that even while there are long-term incentives to invest

due to past exposure, capacity is so limited as to place barriers on any major

political efforts. While I would expect to see more effort in this case, these

outcomes are generally consistent with the argument.

5.1.4 Anticipated “Window Dressing”

In two countries, Ghana and Senegal, the alignment of political incentives and

capacity is such that I expect to see some evidence of disaster preparedness

efforts, but in ways that reflect limited political incentives to prepare. In other

words, these are states that have the capacity to prepare, but lack the political

incentive to do so.

For Ghana, the overall outcomes are in line with the predictions of my

argument. A disaster management agency was put in place, but it was situated

institutionally in a manner that gives it limited authority to act relative to other

government institutions. State bureaucrats demonstrate their capacity to coord-

inate with civil society actors to push forward preparedness efforts but must act

within the constraints of the national disaster management agency’s placement

within the government. And, whereas politicians are acting in a competitive

electoral environment, the general lack of exposure within the population limits

citizen support for preparedness efforts. Thus, there is a medium level of

performance that is in line with more limited electoral incentives in a higher-

capacity state.

In the Senegalese case, there is substantial activity in disaster preparedness

by state actors, but these actions are spread across a variety of politicized

agencies and not well coordinated. This reflects a lack of overall electoral

incentives to coordinate government actors within a preparedness program.

There are also many preparedness efforts among civil society actors, but

again, without coordination by a central agency that could ensure combined

benefits of this work and minimize risks of duplicative effort. As a result, while
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preparedness activities are clearly visible, their character reflects my expect-

ations in that they lack the political oversight and organization that could lead to

substantial preparedness.

5.1.5 Anticipated Low Performance

The remaining country cases – the Gambia, Pakistan, and Togo – exhibit levels

of electoral incentives and capacity suggesting relatively low outcomes on

preparedness.

The Gambia’s overall performance on preparedness is in line with my

theoretical expectations. Low levels of past exposure in the population and

constraints on the opposition limit political incentives to prepare. Even so, the

government has implemented a viable disaster management body with the

potential to push forward preparedness initiatives. Where these efforts fail is

in the government’s lack of coordination, and even competition, with civil

society actors in the preparedness space. While civil society actors have rela-

tively higher capacity in Gambia than the state, the government’s failure to

coordinate has resulted in substantially limited progress on preparedness.

Pakistan’s disaster preparedness performance is somewhat better than

I would expect, but the character of these efforts is in line with the expectations

of my argument. Political actors face electoral concerns but are not highly

motivated by past exposure. In addition, complicated institutional dynamics

related to authority over disaster preparedness programming mean that national,

more than local, politicians can claim credit for preparedness outcomes. As

a result, preparedness initiatives are primarily the purview of local bureaucrats

who are highly resource constrained. Thus, much of what is observed in practice

are high-level program initiatives with variable implementation at the local

level.

For Togo, disaster preparedness is minimal, at best. In this case, it seems that

even where there was some knowledge of needs for general disaster prepared-

ness, the lack of substantial past exposure to direct these efforts and lack of

funds to support general development, let alone preparedness efforts, stymied

whatever motivations existed for developing a preparedness agenda. This is

a clear example where the combination of limited electoral incentives and

limited capacity results in highly limited preparedness outcomes.

Overall, with some interesting nuances, this discussion suggests that the

argument laid out in this volume performs remarkably well in predicting three

core dynamics of disaster preparedness: the character of elite motivation for

preparedness, the governance of preparedness initiatives, and overall levels of

success in achieving preparedness, as measured by international standards. At
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a minimum, this argument provides a substantially stronger explanation for

these outcomes than those laid out in previous research.

5.2 Implications and Conclusion

What does this argument imply for how to approach evaluations of disaster

preparedness in other contexts and, perhaps most importantly, ongoing and

future work in broader areas of disaster risk reduction and climate change?

5.2.1 Generalizability

The case studies evaluated here constitute a significant portion of countries in

Africa and South Asia. As noted in Section 1, I expect the argument to hold in

many other countries in these regions and, quite plausibly, other areas of the

Global South. In addition, the dynamics of political incentives and capacity are

likely to be just as relevant in the Global North, where much research on natural

hazards has focused. In these countries, generally higher levels of capacity

should mean that the dominant factor is political incentives, as highlighted in

existing work. What must be considered to understand preparedness, then, is

whether past exposure and electoral competition generate conditions in which

previously exposed voters play a dominant role in political decision-making.

This is likely to become even more relevant as shifts in climate conditions result

in changing patterns of hazards around the world.

5.2.2 Disaster Preparedness and Climate Change

The hydro-meteorological character of the primary hazards considered in this

study is particularly important when evaluating how to apply these lessons to

our expectations about climate change-related hazards. I earlier provided evidence

that natural hazards are increasing in their frequency globally and this is occurring

alongside, and is plausibly related to, changes in global air andwater temperatures.

This suggests not only that there will be more hazards, but that they are likely to

occur with differing intensities and in different places than in the past. What does

this mean for how governments are likely to respond to such hazards in the future?

One possible descriptive outcome would be the merging of government

efforts to prepare for, and reduce the risks of, disasters with climate change-

related initiatives. Over the course of this study, it became clear that govern-

ments were beginning to consider links between disaster-related programming

and climate change adaptation, for both substantive and financial reasons.

While in some cases this led to difficulties with coordination across depart-

ments, the general sense was that a unified approach could maximize overall

resources, particularly around risk reduction.
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Yet, which countries should be successful in these types of coordinated

efforts? I anticipate that whether countries can move forward on a climate

change-informed natural hazards policy agenda depends on quite similar factors

to those considered here. Political elites will evaluate the relative implications

of climate adaptations and the strength of their political position. The factors

that affect these dynamics may differ from those central to disaster prepared-

ness, however, given significant and often more visible investments associated

with strategies such as decarbonization (Guy ND).

In practice, this could also mean that countries with the capacity to prepare for

hazards – states with stronger internal bureaucracies – may lag in their respon-

siveness due to a lack of prior exposure. For example, countries with moderate

average temperatures, for which small changes do not have as drastic of conse-

quences as in higher average temperature countries, may fail to address the risks

of these temperature changes despite having the capacity to do so. These political

actors are only likely to engage in significant efforts when the threats of these

changes become obvious to the voting population through direct exposure to

a hazard. As a result, it may require experience with significant new climate-

induced hazard events to motivate political actors to prepare appropriately.

In contrast, governments in areas with a history of past exposure, where

hazards may change but are unlikely to disappear, could be better poised to

prepare for such events than might be expected based on economic resources.

External actors with an interest in supporting climate change adaptation could

benefit from approaching these policy actors from the perspective of reducing

risks with which governments are already familiar, rather than developing

entirely new frameworks for fundamentally related policy areas. This would

enable motivated actors to act, by providing additional resources and external

capacity to effectively compliment ongoing internal efforts.

Overall, these dynamics suggest that substantial climate change adaptation,

and the implications of these policies for natural disaster risks, is not necessarily

going to appear in the richest countries first. Countries facing repeated, and

potentially worsening, threats from climate-induced hazards may instead be at

the forefront of techniques and strategies to reduce these risks. Yet, these

countries will not all have the capacity to implement substantial programs and

they may also face increased risks due to failures of richer nations to invest in

climate change-minimizing reforms. Our global interest may then be best

served by efforts to support risk-reducing climate change adaptation in the

Global South. Insights and innovations from these efforts can then be leveraged

to inform policies in the Global North as political incentives inevitably evolve in

the wake of changing hazard profiles.
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