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ABSTRACT

Occurrences of extreme weather events are increasing due to the ongoing climate

change driven by human actions. In parallel, this triggers a growing need for

humanitarian action in the future to help those impacted by disasters. Disaster risk

reduction and management has hereby become a central element of today's national

and global governance in the aim of preventing and reducing humanitarian crises

and minimizing economic loss often resulting from the impacts of natural hazards.

The now more global effects from these events has resulted in a collective vision that

is constantly concerned with the future and how to reduce the disaster risks it

withholds. Due to climate change and a great number of other risks to our societies

having been generated through humanity’s own actions, the possible indication of

the global society attempting to gain control over uncontrollable risks through

collective disaster risk reduction strategies between countries draws attention.

This thesis provides a qualitative content analysis of the Sendai Framework for

Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, which is the most current international disaster

risk reduction policy adopted by the United Nations. The risk society theory by

German sociologist Ulrich Beck is applied to this study to examine how the Sendai

Framework can be seen as an outcome of a risk society that attempts to gain control

over risks from the natural environment, which can be perceived as uncontrollable.

The results of this study uncover that the Sendai Framework can be regarded as a

product of a risk society through several different aspects, and that it generates an

illusion of gaining control over uncontrollable risks.

Key words: Disaster risk reduction, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk

Reduction 2015-2030, natural hazards, the United Nations, climate change, control,

resilience, uncertainty, humanitarian aid
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1. INTRODUCTION

The rise in frequency and intensity of extreme weather events – such as droughts,

floods, heavy storms, and extreme temperatures – is considered a consequence of the

currently reported human-driven climate change, which has resulted in considerable

reformations in societies organizational structures to prevent disasters caused by

them (Linnenluecke, Griffiths & Winn 2012; Lavell et. al. 2012:39ff, Mann & Kump

2015:112ff). Disaster governance, encompassing all institutional actions to manage

and reduce disaster risks, has hereby expeditiously developed in efforts and

capacities for attenuating disaster impacts and coping with social disruption (Tierney

2012:342ff). A disaster is stated to occur when a society is unable to cope with the

impact of an event, giving rise to humanitarian crises where people’s safety,

livelihoods and health become threatened (Oliver-Smith 1996:303; Leaning &

Guha-Sapir 2013:1836; Lavell et. al. 2012:42). However, the severity of a disaster is

not solely determined by the force of the hazard but also by the exposure and

vulnerability towards them, which vary to a drastic extent depending on the amount

of resources people and societies obtain (Aitsi-Selmi et al. 2015:164; Kelman et. al

2016:130; Lavell et. al. 2012:44; Twigg 2015:2). This interpretation of a disaster

implies that societies have specific capacities to either maintain or lose control over

the impacts from hazards (Cook & Zurita 2016:266f). An occurring disaster hereby

illustrates a loss of control by society, while the management of disasters is seen as

means to claim back control (Cook & Zurita 2016:266f).

German sociologist Ulrich Beck developed the theory of the risk society from the

1980’s onward to describe the evolution of risks and the conditions that challenge the

confrontation of them in society. Beck’s hypothesis relies on society becoming

obsessed with managing the future and the risks it withholds, which are a direct

result from society’s own success through modernization (Beck 1992). Herewith, the

risk society struggles with organizing itself to create security from its self-inflicted

dangers that eventually evolved into unpreventable global risks, such as climate

change (Beck 1992; Beck 2009). This theory is further presented later on in this

thesis and analyzed in relation to the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk

Reduction 2015-2030 – a present-day approach for disaster risk reduction –, to

grasp an understanding of how contemporary society’s attempt to manage future

disaster risks can be seen as an outcome of the society being a risk society.

5/41



Ida Lindberg Uppsala University

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 is the international

policy that has been drawn up by the United Nations (UN) in the aim of developing

the prevention and reduction of impacts from current and future disasters. The

policy has today been adopted by 187 out of 193 of UN’s member states and contains

crucial objectives and goals for the development and implementation of disaster risk

reduction. Since the 1990’s disaster risk reduction has progressed to become a major

part of societies development and governance, being generally defined as “the

development and application of policies, strategies and practices to reduce

vulnerabilities and disaster risks throughout societies” (Twigg 2015:6; (Wisner et. al.

2004:20,167). The increase of climate-related disasters is detectable through the

rising losses in both human lives and economic assets within the past two decades

(CRED & UNDRR 2020), which has significantly raised the relevance of disaster risk

reduction and management. The UN reports that the global cost of disasters related

to natural hazards between the years 2000-2019 laid at 1.23 million total deaths and

2.97 trillion US dollars in economic losses (CRED & UNDRR 2020). Additionally,

4.03 billion people were affected by disasters caused by natural hazards worldwide

through injuries and disruption of livelihoods, which demonstrates a 24% increase

within this particular timeframe (CRED & UNDRR 2020). This notable increase is

considered in parallel to the current climate change as a result of the merging of

poverty, urbanization and loss of biodiversity (CRED & UNDRR 2020; Gaillard

2007:522; Linnenluecke, Griffiths & Winn 2012:20). To constructively reduce

vulnerabilities and exposure towards risks and disasters from natural hazards, the

planning of disaster risk reduction and its management has come to immensely

revolve around building resilience to enhance the durability of societal systems and

institutions, to recover after enduring notable stress (Gaillard 2007:522f; Aitsi-Selmi

et al. 2015:164, Klein et. al 2003:35).

The Sendai Framework culminates the global pre- and post-2015 disaster risk

reduction dialogue and steers all efforts of disaster risk management by nations until

2030 (Guadagno 2016:30). It has furthermore ensured a complete policy reform

regarding disaster governance on a global scale (Guadagno 2016:30). The Sendai

Framework builds on strategic aims to improve the understanding of risks and

disasters through more accurately identifying potential risk factors and developing

the capacities of disaster risk management (UNDRR 2015). It refers to disaster risk
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reduction measures towards both natural and man-made hazards, while its

implementation is promoted and monitored by the United Nations Office for

Disaster Risk Reduction
1

(UNDRR). Being the current plan of action for disaster risk

reduction, the Sendai Framework holds the latest perception by the UN regarding

disaster risk reduction and its management. Specifically, it exposes a distinct notion

of the future and the potential disaster risks in that particular space and time, that

are tried to be scaled down through the policy’s declared measures. These particular

aspects of the Sendai Framework will be examined more closely in this study.

1.1. Aim, research questions and limitations

This thesis analyzes the UN’s Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction

2015-2030 in relation to Ulrich Beck’s risk society theory. This study aims for an

understanding of how the currently adopted disaster risk reduction policy can be

seen as an outcome of a risk society that attempts to gain control over risks from the

natural environment, which can be perceived as uncontrollable. To examine this aim,

this study seeks to answer the following research questions:

- How can the Sendai Framework be regarded as a product of a risk society?

- How can the Sendai Framework be considered to attempt gaining control

over natural hazards as uncontrollable events in view of the risk society

theory?

While the Sendai Framework refers to a global policy for disaster risk reduction

against disasters caused by both man-made and natural hazards, this study

specifically focuses on disaster risk reduction in relation to disasters caused as an

effect by natural hazards. This study does not focus on assessments or reports

regarding implementations of the Sendai Framework, but rather limits its material

of analysis only to the official policy that introduces its original aims and objectives.

These limitations allow the study to be kept within its reasonable parameters.

1.2. Relevance to the humanitarian field

The analysis of the UN’s Sendai Framework is crucial for acquiring a nuanced

understanding of the contemporary essence of the humanitarian field. While the

1
Formerly known as the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR)
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humanitarian aid and development sectors have gradually merged over time to be

highly integrated with each other, a change in course towards a more politicized

environment is considered a consequence and challenge for traditional humanitarian

aid (Davey, Borthon & Foley 2013; Walker & Maxwell 2009:136ff). Disaster risk

reduction and its management showcases this particular junction as it relies on both

structural changes for underlying issues to minimize risks and the development of

better disaster preparations, as well as more effective responses of relief aid to

disasters (Walker & Maxwell 2009:136ff).

The Sendai Framework, likewise to other international policies, determine the way

communities, nations and regions collectively operate and organize themselves in

regards to issues concerning humanitarian aid and development. Thus, what is stated

in the Sendai Framework shapes the discourse of both global, regional and local

relief and development aid, as well as the way these measures are standardized and

systematically pursued.

1.3. Methods

The material for this study consists of the international policy of the Sendai

Framework by the UN. The policy has been publicly accessed for this study directly

through the official website of the UNDRR.

The empirical data has been gathered through qualitative content analysis as a

research method. Qualitative content analysis refers to the inductive nature of

research, which indicates that this study’s research questions have retained flexibility

through the process of data collection and analysis (Schreier 2012:24f). The use of

this method further implies that the gathered material is highly interpretive and

analyzed through a particularly context-specific standpoint where a meaning and

social reality is established and communicated (Schreier 2012:2, 22ff). This choice of

method hereby allows the Sendai Framework to be examined in an orderly way to

interpret a social reality of how it perceives the future.

The material of this study being an official UN policy therefore comprises highly

formal information. Despite this, the Sendai Framework still sheds light on a

specific perceived reality that the UN has towards the management of disasters in

current and future time, which they communicate forward through the stated policy.
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By using qualitative content analysis, the focus lies on interpreting what is being said

and how it is being expressed to reveal an underlying meaning of a social reality

through a constructed text (Schreier 2012:19; Bergström & Boréus 2012:21,50;

Neuendorf 2017:72). This method has been applied by examining the occurrence of

words, expressions, headlines and statements that the Sendai Framework presents,

as well as interpreting how they associate with one another. These associations have

further been examined to find patterns that relate to a specific meaning and reality

projected by the Sendai Framework regarding disaster risk reduction. The content of

the Sendai Framework has been sorted by identifying different themes in relation to

this study's research questions by highlighting keywords, phrases, expressions and

statements that correlate to this study’s research questions. A coding frame was

made during the data gathering process as part of the systematic essence of

qualitative content analysis, which operates to structure the material and

differentiates its key aspects in different dimensions (Schreier 2012:59ff). This has

been adopted in a flexible shape according to the identified themes, by color coding

specific aspects found in the data in order to process the material in a more effective

and clear manner. The main identified themes of data were found to be the structure

of the Sendai Framework, urgency of action, multi-dimensional collaboration and

culture of prevention. These themes and their identified particularities are

introduced more thoroughly in the empirical chapter, which is structurally based on

them.

1.4. Previous research

The Sendai Framework has been researched by a variety of academic disciplines, of

which a large number have focused on reviewing the developments made from the

previous global disaster risk reduction policies. These have been conducted in

accordance with different themes – such as health (Aitsi-Selmi et. al. 2015), the

Sendai Framework’s structure and features (Murao & Sakaba 2016), the value of

local actors (Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin 2015), and governance and

accountability (Raju & da Costa 2018). The policy’s implementations have

furthermore been researched with the help of case studies from different countries

and regions that show a more particular view of the Sendai Framework’s

achievements and down-falls (i.e. van Niekerk et. al. 2020; Goniewicz & Burkle 2019;
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Aslam Saja et. al 2020). Further research includes assessments regarding the policy’s

remarks on people with disabilities (Bennett 2020), as well as gender and women

(Zaidi & Fordham 2021), which provide in contrast a more people-centered approach

towards analyzing the Sendai Framework.

The Sendai Framework’s positioning towards climate change and increasing natural

hazards has also been analyzed by disaster researcher Ilan Kelman (2015), who

reviews the Sendai Framework with regards to how it addresses climate change and

hazards, as well as how it pursues to deal with the implications of climate change

within disaster risk reduction. His study shows that the Sendai Framework gives

special attention to climate change while treating other hazard-increasing factors in a

much more contained way (Kelman 2015:124ff).

While these above-mentioned studies cover wide-ranging perspectives and important

contributions towards the content and implementation of the Sendai Framework,

they also mark a notable gap. Direct interpretations of how the policy can be

recognized as a product of the consequences of the global society’s success by

reflecting it to Ulrich Beck’s risk society theory, adds an angle to already existing

research by disclosing a perception of constructed collective social reality about

disaster risk reduction. Previous research regarding qualitative content analysis of

the Sendai Framework has in addition been harder to come by in comparison to

quantitative. Therefore, this thesis further contributes to that additional gap in its

methodological approach to the material.

1.5. Thesis outline

This thesis is divided into four main chapters. The first chapter introduces the

concepts and theory chosen for this study. The second chapter presents the empirical

findings made from the Sendai Framework in four different subchapters, each of

which focus on identified main features. The third chapter consists of a three-part

analysis, where the chosen theory is applied on the empirical findings. The first part

of the analysis focuses on the policy’s vision towards the future, while the second part

centers around the Sendai Framework’s identified political consequences in a risk

society. The third part examines more closely how the policy can be seen to reflect

the attempt of gaining control over natural hazards that can be considered
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uncontrollable. To summarize the analysis, the final chapter therefore presents the

main conclusions of this study.

11/41



Ida Lindberg Uppsala University

2. CONCEPTS AND THEORY

In the means of analyzing the Sendai Framework through the aim of this thesis, a

conceptual and theoretical framework has been developed to direct the course of this

study and give a more profound understanding of its context.

2.1. Conceptual framework

Three different components have been identified to comprise this study’s conceptual

framework, them being risk, uncertainty and resilience. The chosen concepts help to

grasp the circumstances regarding disaster risk reduction in the context of this

study’s empirical data and analysis.

2.1.1.  Risk

The concept of risk sets the base for this study, as disaster risk reduction in its core

relies on the understanding of it. The concept has been defined by numerous

researchers throughout time in many different contexts. One of the definitions best

suitable for this study has been provided by environmental sociologist Rosa Eugene,

describing risk as “a situation or event where something of human value (including

humans themselves) has been put at stake and the outcome is uncertain” (1998:28).

Eugene further claims that “[r]isk is relative to culture or social position” and is

hereby socially constructed (1998:21). This definition is relevant for the aim of this

study, given its considerable emphasis on social aspects. However, according to

anthropologist Åsa Boholm (2003:160) risk is often also defined in terms of a high

probability of causing a costly outcome that grounds itself in mathematical terms

referring to money, deaths or negative health. As this thesis aims to analyze a global

policy, such a definition of risk is also important to acknowledge in order to better

comprehend how different measurements of risk are constructed in regards to

disaster risk reduction.

2.1.2. Uncertainty

In the context of risks, uncertainty is closely related due to probabilities regarding

hazardous events. Åsa Boholm expresses in her interpretation of risk that

“uncertainty is a fundamental dimension of risk and without uncertainty there is no

risk” (2003:167). She continues to claim that “[u]ncertainty implies recognition of
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change and awareness that states of affairs are not static; they can alter drastically,

for better or for worse” (2003:167). Hereby, risks imply a state of uncertainty that

entails both unpredictability and expectancy considering future occurrences (ibid).

As the Sendai Framework’s policy is drafted for implementation of disaster risk

reduction forward in time and space until the year of 2030, the aspect of uncertainty

comes into play. This particular concept becomes essential to consider, as it helps to

grasp an understanding of the UN’s perception of disaster risk reduction and

positioning against a progressively high risk future due to climate change that is

trying to be managed.

2.1.3. Resilience

In the context of disaster risk reduction and its management, the concept of

resilience has been widely applied since the 1970’s (Klein et. al 2003:35; Siambabala

Bernard 2006:438). It has specifically been used in order to interpret vulnerability

and to reference both individual and systemic recovery, as well as adaptability, in a

quick manner from disasters that consequently cause distress or hardship (Klein et.

al 2003:35; Siambabala Bernard 2006:438). While the concept can be defined in

numerous ways, resilience has brought about a new direction of approaching the

fields of disaster risk reduction and its management as it in general terms “suggests

[...] on building something up rather than just reducing” (Siambabala Bernard

2006:435). This viewpoint in particular catches a forward-looking agenda and a

developmental idea of the concept, which makes it applicable to the context of this

particular study.

Crisis management researchers Normandin and Therrien (2016) identify resilience

through Edgar Morin’s (2005) definitions of negentropy (order, stability) and

entropy (disorder, change) as antagonistic forces. According to them the creation of

resilience interacts with these two factors in either favorable or unfavorable

dynamics, as “a certain level of disorder is necessary to renew the system”, but at the

same time “from a systematic point of view, too much order [can be] just as

detrimental as too much disorder” (Normandin & Therrien 2016:110). Hereby, it is

crucial for resilience to be challenged by allowing its durability to remain, because

“[a] resilient system is one that can adapt, be creative and flexible, but also is able to

self-regulate and have processes and routines capable of handling complexity
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without oversimplifying” (Normandin & Therrien 2016:110). Using this concept in

the context of this study is crucial to analyze how the Sendai Framework envisions a

risk prone future to be managed. Additionally, using this particular interpretation of

resilience offers a perspective to the analysis that captures the idea of managing

disasters in a self-regulatory way without being able to directly influence the force of

an event that creates a disaster.

2.2. Risk society theory

The risk society theory by German sociologist Ulrich Beck draws on implications of

how humanity’s own actions have shaped the risks in contemporary and future

society through its triumphs of progression, causing society to become preoccupied

with managing the future. This theory has been selected for this study due to its

relevance in describing the circumstances and the reasoning to how and why the

global collective chooses to operate towards disaster risk reduction through the

Sendai Framework.

Beck presents the risk society theory in his work Risk Society: Towards a New

Modernity (1992 [1986]). He claims that society itself has generated risks through

the process of modernization and is characterized by its systematic nature to both

intensify and manage risks. Thus, risks have, according to Beck, unfolded as

“hazardous side effects” distinguished as pollution and ecological problems that have

evolved through the technological, economic and scientific progression (Beck

1994:11ff). Beck’s term reflexive modernization, later jointly developed with British

sociologist Anthony Giddens (1994), lays the foundation for the theory as it describes

an emergence of critical reflection and recognition of risks, alongside the realization

of nature and society’s interdependence (Beck 1992:19ff). Along these lines, the focus

within a risk society moves from the utilization of nature to the management of risks

that modernization has brought about (Beck 1992:22ff). Beck notes that this

particular transition in focus and the risk society’s reflexivity challenges the political

status quo as “the exceptional condition threatens to become the norm” (Beck

1992:24). Hereby, the risk society is simultaneously considered a catastrophic society

due to socioeconomic consequences, which are provoked by risks and become

political, therefore, extending the premises of the political sphere and causing

changes in regards to power and authority (Beck 1992:24).
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Through reflexive modernization, Beck argues that the understanding of risks

indicates the acknowledging of nature and society as integrated constituents, which

justifies his claim of pure natural occurrences in hazardous forms being proposed as

risks for humanity (2009:58). In contrast to old, traditional and more local risks

which are classified as unexpected, sudden, and caused by an external force, new

risks within the risk society are identified as manufactured in parallel with societal

progression that emerge both in a slow and large manner by destroying the

environment (Giddens 1999:3f). Beck categorizes new risks according to three

features – delocalization, incalculability and non-compensatability [sic] – that

describe their colossal impacts on the global sphere where they affect a much larger

space, causing consequences beyond national borders and the societal abilities to

being compensated for (Beck 2009:50ff). Risks in the risk society are further

distinguished by their ability to “rock the foundations of modern societies” (Beck

2009:19f, 52). Therefore, the anticipation of a risk or catastrophe is extended to a

global scale, threatening the all-encompassing international system that has been

prompted by globalization (Beck 1992; Beck 2009). According to Beck “[t]he

situation of every nation, every people, every religion, every class and every

individual is also the result and cause of the human situation”, which he claims is the

reasoning for global risks that force us to confront the marginalized and “excluded

others” in our societies (2009:15ff). As a result of the substantial consequences

within the risk society, the management of new risks depends to a great extent on

what Beck calls “the staging of the reality of global risk” (2009:10). This phrase

indicates the assumption of an anticipated catastrophe from a known risk to become

an objective reality in the future by staging it as a present risk (Beck 2009:10ff). The

staging of risks drives us to make decisions regarding precautionary measures

against it in the current time in the hopes of guaranteeing safety from them in the

future (Beck 2009:10ff). A risk society henceforth becomes to modify the world and

the future by organizing itself politically against risks that create uncertainties, since

the society now more depends on science rather than superior powers or other

faith-based beliefs (Beck 2009:4ff).

Due to the risk society being a direct result of scientific progression, particularly the

increase in knowledge, it therefore cannot be conquered by striving towards gaining

more of it (Beck 2009:115). This argument grounds itself back to Beck’s term

15/41



Ida Lindberg Uppsala University

reflexive modernization, as the striving for more knowledge of risks consequently

generates more of them. Hereby, the distinction between knowledge and what Beck

calls the “non-knowing” of risks has become unclear and made the understanding of

probabilities of risks to be distorted as the distinction becomes hard to rely on (Beck

2009:5,115). Acquiring more understanding about non-knowledge also indicates the

“seeking [of] unknown answers to questions that nobody can clearly formulate”

(Beck 2009:5,115). This further generates what Beck calls a “wisdom of uncertainty”,

which he refers to as a growing knowledge of risks and probabilities while

simultaneously extending the inability-to-know of certain risks (ibid.).

An additional characteristic of the risk society is an increasing influence of arrogance

that a risk can cause (Beck 2009:5ff). This arrogance comes to express itself

according to Beck in the sense of creating an assumption of gaining control over

dangers, insecurities, and unpredictabilities that humanity itself has caused (Beck

2009:5ff). However, the risks within a risk society have become immense enough to

no longer be within reach for control, but instead feed on the idea of security that has

come to be institutionalized to a consumer good as a fear business that profits off of

staging future risks as an objective reality on to present time (Beck 2009:8ff).

The risk society theory provides a comprehension of the current nature of risks that

the contemporary society faces and tries to approach. While the theory’s focus relies

on manufactured risks and leaves natural hazards as traditional risks more to the

outlines of its parameters, as they have occurred throughout time, the proven

increase of them due to the human driven climate change prove that natural hazards

can be considered as a direct result from modernization, rather than purely arbitrary.

The risk society theory further conceptualizes how these new risks are

organizationally and systematically operated against, which gives a valuable

perspective through which to examine the Sendai Framework. Hereby, the theory

provides a convenient analytical angle that acknowledges the interrelation of risks

and society and the consequences of their changing natures.
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3. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

This chapter presents the empirical findings from the Sendai Framework that have

been reached with the help of the previously presented methodological approach.

The results are divided into four subchapters, each of which focusing on the

identified main themes that emerged through the data collection process. They

uncover specific elements from the Sendai Framework that will later be analyzed

with the help of the risk society theory presented in the previous chapter.

3.1. The form of the Sendai Framework

On 18th of March 2015 the third United Nations World Conference on Disaster Risk

Reduction (WCDRR) was held in Sendai, Japan. This event was dedicated to initiate

the policy of the Sendai Framework cooperatively with representatives from 187

member states of the UN. It promotes the newest global policy committed to

reducing existing risks, the prevention of new ones, and the reduction of impacts

from both man-made disasters and those caused by natural hazards (UNDRR

2015:5ff). In its core, the Sendai Framework officially aims towards a goal that

advocates for:

Prevent[ing] new and reduc[ing] existing disaster risk[s] through the implementation of

integrated and inclusive economic, structural, legal, social, health, cultural, educational,

environmental, technological, political and institutional measures that prevent and reduce

hazard exposure and vulnerability to disaster, increase preparedness for response and

recovery, and thus strengthen resilience. (UNDRR 2015:12)

The Sendai Framework builds on its predecessor, the Hyogo Framework for Action:

Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disaster (HFA), which was

implemented by the UN for the years 2005-2015 (UNDRR 2015:5). The Sendai

Framework is to “ensure continuity with the work done by States and other

stakeholders under the HFA”, and also adhere to previous disaster risk reduction

plans by the UN
2

(UNDRR 2015:5). The continuity of implementing long-term

national and transnational disaster risk reduction policies, signals that the UN values

the perception and commitment to pursuing more secure conditions for humanity,

2
Including International Framework for Action for the International Decade for Natural Disaster

Reduction (1989), the Yokohama Strategy for a Safer World: Guidelines for Natural Disaster

Prevention, Preparedness and Mitigation and the Plan for Action (1994), as well as the International

Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction (1999).
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where fewer disastrous events take place. As the above-mentioned goal of the Sendai

Framework states, the prevention of new rising risks is of concern within the policy

it drives forward, while it simultaneously aims to reduce existing risks rather than

focusing on avoiding them. What this particular statement reveals, is the UN’s

understanding that the risk of avoiding or completely eliminating any damaging

effects on individuals or assets as a consequence from a hazard is not attainable.

The Sendai Framework is established based on learned lessons from its forerunners,

including both identified gaps and future challenges (UNDRR 2015:9ff). Hereby, the

Sendai Framework promotes four key priorities for action: (1) “Understanding

disaster risk”; (2) “Strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk”;

(3) “Investing in disaster risk reduction for resilience”; (4) “Enhancing disaster

preparedness for effective response and to ‘Build Back Better’ in recovery,

rehabilitation and reconstruction” (UNDRR 2015:14ff). These priorities are set to

tackle dimensions which include making more accurate assessments and

developments for disaster preparedness, raising the importance of integrating

disaster risk reduction measures to governmental and different sectoral levels for

effective implementation of measures, as well as for the essential importance of

necessary investments for disaster risk prevention and reduction to develop the field

(UNDRR 2015:14ff). The mentioned four key priorities for action are at the core of

the Sendai Framework. Through their dimensional efforts the UN elevates

awareness for the significance of making both more durable pre-hazard preparations

and developing more functional disaster response units, in order to decrease the

impacts which a hazard can have on societies.

Because of the UN’s substantial positioning in the world’s political domain, the

Sendai Framework’s priorities for action immensely shape the discourse of disaster

risk reduction. It hereby possesses immense significance within the multiplex of

governance on international, regional and state levels.

3.2. Urgency of action

The Sendai Framework considers the current climate change to be a motive for the

importance of reaching its expected outcomes and goals. It states that “addressing

climate change as one of the drivers of disaster risk [...] represents an opportunity to

reduce disaster risk in a meaningful and coherent manner” (UNDRR 2015:11). The
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policy also recalls being in consideration towards the UN Conference on Sustainable

Development’s outcome
3
, as it also further declares that the “building of resilience to

disasters [is] to be addressed with a renewed sense of urgency” (UNDRR 2015:11).

The UN defines the concept of resilience in the Sendai Framework as:

The ability of a system, community or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb,

accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner,

including through the preservation and restoration of its essential basic structures and

functions. (UNDRR 2015:9)

Communicating resilience as an urgent matter in relation to the context of climate

change and sustainable development, signals an acknowledged power dynamic

between humanity and the changing natural environment that disaster risk reduction

adheres to. Constructing quicker and more elastic ways to recover from disasters by

building resilience, indicates a procedure to deal with an increasing amount of

unmanageable forces of nature that are not directly capable of being influenced.

Reinforcing this statement, is the UN’s definition of resilience that refers to a manner

that enables to “resist (...) effects of a hazard” (UNDRR 2015:9). Through this the UN

clearly signals the fact that the hazard is inevitable to influence, while humanity’s

approach towards them and their effects can be managed in the aims of making

change.

The term resilience is frequently raised in the descriptions of the key priorities of

action as necessary in order to achieve them (UNDRR 2015:16ff). The aspect of

strengthening resilience is further mentioned within the official goal of the Sendai

Framework and adheres through the above mentioned reasoning to “[p]revent new

and reduce existing disaster risk” (UNDRR 2015:12). The policy further expresses

anticipation, planning for and the reduction of disaster risk as “urgent” and “critical”,

in order to “effectively protect persons, communities and countries, their livelihoods,

health, cultural heritage, socioeconomic assets and ecosystems”, which are therefore

expected to also “strengthen their resilience” (UNDRR 2015:10). This showcases

resilience as a pivotal measure and assessment within the Sendai Framework’s

disaster risk reduction policy and goal.

3
See: A/RES/66/288, annex. The Future We Want. Adopted by the United Nations General Assembly

27 July 2012.
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3.3. Cross-sectoral and global solidarity

The Sendai Framework clearly states to promote a specified unity between nation

states and actors across different sectors, as it requires “international cooperation

and global partnership” to enhance disaster risk reduction (UNDRR 2015:24ff). The

policy sets itself to regulate “states, regional and international organizations and

other relevant stakeholders” (UNDRR 2015:14). In adherence to the mentioned four

key priorities that the policy advocates for, promoting actions for reaching them

should be implemented according to the Sendai Framework “as appropriate” in

different sectors with consideration to “respective capacities and capabilities, in line

with national laws and regulations” (UNDRR 2015:14). The policy gives out in other

words a standardized guiding strategy for all its member states who signed the

Sendai Framework. It hereby lays the foundations for universal operative

implementations of disaster risk reduction that each state is expected to carry out in

respect to their own sociocultural, economic and political structure. The policy,

however, leaves a gap as the strategy refers to what needs to be done and by who to

achieve its goal and priorities, but does not address how to go forth in doing so.

The Sendai Framework furthermore expresses a determined solidarity in its aspired

cooperation between “governments”, “institutions”, “organizations” and

“corporations” on “state”, “subregional”, “regional” and “international” levels

(UNDRR 2015:9,10,25). Promoting solidarity between these various actors on

different planes signals an intention by the Sendai Framework that aspires towards

a unity against classified threats which have the potential to severely disrupt

contemporary societies.

The aspect of cooperation is further complemented and referred to in the Sendai

Framework as “triangular cooperation” (UNDRR 2015:25). The term denotes the

trade-off relationship between, what the UN defines in the policy as, “developed”,

“developing” and “least developed” countries, together with the “Global North” and

the “Global South” (UNDRR 2015:9,10,25). These relationships between states build

on informational knowledge, as well as technical and financial support for the

capacity-building of disaster risk reduction in a sustainable manner to harness

countries’ full potential in risk reduction (UNDRR 2015:9,10,25). Due to “different

capacities” of states, “disaster-prone developing countries” are within the Sendai
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Framework given affirmed attention due to having “higher vulnerability and risk

levels, which often greatly exceed their capacity to respond to and recover from

disasters” (UNDRR 2015:24). This further connotes the strong solidarity between

states that the Sendai Framework seeks to implement in order to jointly pursue a

decrease in disaster rates.

Through the enhancement of multi sectoral cooperation between different actors, the

Sendai Framework hopes to increase “global interdependence and concerted

international cooperation” that “stimulate[s] and contribute[s] to developing the

knowledge, capacities and motivation for disaster risk reduction at all levels”

(UNDRR 2015:14). The referred term “relevant stakeholders” in the Sendai

Framework is not only associated with the above mentioned actors that it adheres to,

but also considers marginalized groups within societies by referring to “women,

children and youth, persons with disabilities, poor people, migrants, indigenous

peoples, volunteers, the community of practitioners and older persons”, as well as

with “scientific and technological communities”, “business [and] international

financial institutions”, and “health authorities” (UNDRR 2015:10,15,20). Non-state

actors are addressed as pivotal as they also share the responsibility for disaster risk

reduction with governments to build more effective operational means (UNDRR

2015:23). However, it is mentioned that the latter has according to the policy “the

overall responsibility for reducing disaster risk” (UNDRR 2015:23). The agenda of

the referred “global interdependence and concerted international cooperation” is

furthermore evident in the Sendai Framework’s layout, as each section of the four

key priorities for action are divided into subheadings based on geographical

classifications labeled “national and local levels” and “global and regional levels”

(UNDRR 2015:14ff). With these subheadings specific measures are communicated to

the reader that the UN through the Sendai Framework perceives as essential on each

level to implement in order to achieve the attempted outcomes of the particular

priorities.

3.4. Culture of disaster prevention

Through many aspects of the Sendai Framework, the UN elevates the intention of

“promoting”, “stimulating” and “supporting” a “culture of disaster prevention”, as

well as “nurturing a culture of maintenance” (UNDRR 2015:16,19,23,24,26). The use

of the word culture remains undefined in the policy, but connotes an association with
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the creation of both a more particular and general extent of shared beliefs and moral

characteristics that build around norms of preventative measures against disasters,

rather than the response to the aftermath of its impact in order to reduce disaster

rates. As the policy is to be implemented in regards to specific national laws and

capacities that vary throughout nations, this perception of the “culture of prevention”

is hereby anticipated to differ on a particular level, but cherished as a universal

standard in today's globally organized society.

The Sendai Framework encourages “strong community involvement (...) at all

levels” by “developing effective global and regional campaigns as instruments for

public awareness and education” to “[generate] understanding of disaster risk

(UNDRR 2015:16,24). This indicates also the significance of civilians within disaster

risk reduction by providing information and education on the matter. The role of

science and informational flow is hereby strongly motivated. The Sendai Framework

expresses how strengthening the scientific capacity and knowledge of disaster risk

allows us to better understand and build strategies of education, awareness,

reduction and prevention against threatening hazards that can cause future disasters

(UNDRR 2015:15). It also repeatedly describes the aims of disaster risk reduction to

be achieved through “effective”, “efficient”, and “dedicated” ways to tackle the

urgencies of sustainable development, vulnerability and exposure to these events due

to socio-economic factors (UNDRR 2015:10, 13, 16ff, 24). Additionally, it states that

“a more people-centered preventive approach to disaster risk” is needed “in order

[for it] to be efficient and effective“ (UNDRR 2015:10). The understanding of risk

and disaster risk reduction is within the policy further raised through increased

advancement of knowledge and information, as well as through more close

cooperation with scientific, academic and research institutions (UNDRR

2015:9,10,14). The policy sets up the attempted baseline for disaster risk reduction,

but encourages and leaves a lot of open room from its guidelines to develop

innovative new measures of techniques that can be adopted to enhance the

implementation of the policy (UNDRR 2015:15,16,23).
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4. ANALYSIS

This chapter provides an analytical discussion of how the Sendai Framework can be

examined with the help of the risk society theory. The chapter is divided into three

subchapters, each of which focusing on specific aspects of the empirical findings

presented in the previous chapter and reflecting them on the features of the

theoretical framework.

4.1. Emphasis on the future

The empirical findings of this study reveal that the Sendai Framework is a

systematic way of managing current and future risks. The policy indicates active

decision making on political spheres by the global society in order to impact the

future for humanity’s advantage in regards to safety. By standardizing operational

measures based on reformed policies of disaster risk reduction, the Sendai

Framework represents systematic techniques that influence political, economic and

sociocultural aspects of governing and development.

The fact that the UN is the adaptor of the Sendai Framework indicates that the

policy is a far reaching, collective effort between nations to jointly tackle risks that

have the capacity to threaten the world-systems both today and in the future. This

can be regarded as the first aspect that connects the policy with the risk society

theory, as it can be argued to be a product of collective awareness of the nowmore

borderless nature of risks and disasters which have been prompted by humanity

itself, as well as the insecurities and uncertainties that these risks bring about. These

particular features make up the characteristics of the risk society and culminate in

the management and the perception of risk through a persistent vision towards the

future (Ekberg 2007:346, 353; Beck 1992:34). Hereby, these aspects can be argued to

further pinpoint the Sendai Framework’s connection to Beck’s risk society theory.

The policy evidently contains a perception where the perception of the future

determines the focus of our actions in the present time. The Sendai Framework’s

desired aim for improvements for the reduction of risks and disasters by the year

2030, implies effective actions in current time that shape the future into a space that

is associated with less threats and more security from humanitarian crises and losses

to society. Hereby, it can be argued that the Sendai Framework to an extent employs
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the aspect of staging the reality of global risks in order to accomplish its aim, which is

a typical technique utilized in the risk society. This is mainly done by the policy in

indirect ways. The Sendai Framework can be argued to confine in calculated,

therefore known, possible risks in the future, that are projected as current threats to

the public where acute action towards them is seen as necessary in order for them to

be avoided. Particularly the vital component of urgency of action that the Sendai

Framework states in relation to climate change and sustainable development, can be

argued to depend on presenting a specific high-risk perception of the future on to the

present day. However, the reality of risks is according to Beck (2009:12f,140ff) solely

acquired in collective judgements and anticipation, as they do not obtain objectively

measurable quantities that could make the reality of them factual. However, this does

not mean that these risks do not exist, but that they become accepted and recognized

through emerging global solidarity (Beck 2009:12f, 140ff). By these means the

staging can be argued to arise through the Sendai Framework from the unity of the

member states commitment towards risks and the anticipation of global catastrophes

from them. A falsification of reality by posing hypothetical risk scenarios of the

future into present time attracts motivation to mobilize people for action against

these risks in the present time (Beck 2009:10ff; Mythen 2021:541). The Sendai

Framework, as well as its predecessors in their time, can be seen as an outcome of

contemporary perception of the future and the known risks it holds, based on current

knowledge that direct the operational measures currently taken for disaster risk

reduction. The policy can be said to roughly imply an ultimatum of a more disastrous

future if its aim of creating significant resilience towards them is not successfully

adhered to or achieved, which is reflected to the present time based on current

knowledge and information that society acquires about risks. This ultimatum can be

argued to expect a future after the year 2030 where our self-imposed risks cause

more destruction, humanitarian loss and suffering.

By aiming towards reducing risks in the future, the Sendai Framework strives

particularly towards building safety. In the risk society, safety is designed to be

reached towards both known and unknown hazards in spite of being uncertain if they

even take place during the lifespan of current individuals (Beck 1992:27). This

particular feature further connects the Sendai Framework to the risk society, as the

policy arguably promotes the construction of safety for societies from the increasing
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potential for disasters that stretches into the both nearby and distant future.

Thereby, this safety can be said to be constructed for the benefit of societies from

their own self-inflicted risks, particularly referring in this context to that of climate

change. In parallel to staging the reality of future risks into current time, the policy

can further be argued to partake in a so-called fear business, by selling security

through the policies that are to be implemented in respective governments. This

feeds upon one of the contradictions of the risk society theory that connotes that we

live in a world where the probability of risk is lower, but the fear towards risks is

higher (Ekberg 2007:361). Due to the UN’s and the Sendai Framework’s significant

influence on the international political sphere, the policy can be comprehended as a

global method for proposing increased security. By steering the management of

disaster risk reduction through its policy that participates in staging future risks and

therefore catering for fear, the Sendai Framework molds and profits the industry

that relies on selling security through risk management services for the general

public and governments. As risks are impossible to be fully eliminated, it means that

the demand for security from these risks is continuous (Krahmann 2011:357). The

security business is within the risk society a political matter that proposes long-term

agreements of safety (Beck 2009:93). The Sendai Framework hereby plays a crucial

part in the demand and availability of these products, by pushing forward a vision

that requires long-term agreements of safety for the future.

4.2. Challenging political status quo

As seen in the presented empirical data, the Sendai Framework refers to necessary

actions being taken on different geographical scales, comprising local and national,

and regional and global levels. This indicates that the policy acknowledges that

improvements in disaster risk reduction measures are required to occur in a context

of a specific space (Marshall 2020:5). These geographical spaces can therefore be

stated to mark the tensions of potential political changes that the Sendai

Framework’s policy through its reformation of the previous disaster risk reduction

measures and its consequences can be seen to generate.

The systematic institutionalization of disaster risk reduction generally entails

integration of policies both horizontally and vertically, within and across a variety of

sectors (Jones, Manyena & Walsh 2015:51; Lafferty & Hovden 2003). This is
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something that the Sendai Framework particularly encourages, through aspiring for

multi-level and multi-sectoral cooperation between parties within the specific

above-mentioned geographical spheres. Inclusive cooperation between different

governments, sectors and actors can help to avoid tensions between interests on

intra- and interstate levels that might otherwise face the probability to escalate into

conflicts (Eliott & Caballero-Anthony 2012:11). While collaborations between a

variety of actors within disaster risk reduction may generate more sustainable

initiatives that bring about possibilities of more successful impacts, it also creates

challenges due to differences in goals, professional cultures, political control styles

and decision-making processes (Twigg 2015;67; Boin & McConnell 2007:53). The

Sendai Framework’s inclusion of a wide range of stakeholders in its aim reflects an

inclusive agenda where not only governments play a crucial role within disaster risk

reduction and its management. In particular, emphasizing the inclusion of

non-governmental actors raises their value upwards within the global political scale

in the context of disaster risk reduction (Jones, Manyena & Walsh 2015:52). These

aspects concerning collective collaboration in both horizontal and vertical directions,

can be argued to impact the political status quo in the contemporary political

domains within the particular geographical spaces, by how power and authority is

divided between these different actors. Governments’ power and authority in regard

to disaster risk reduction and its management becomes more distributed and

inclusive as other actors are involved. The inclusion of particularly non-state actors

on transnational spheres reflects the likelihood of national political institutions being

bypassed in transforming societies, therefore, changing the existing conditions

within politics (Beck 2009:95). While it can be considered that non-state actors may

gain power and influence as the policy recognizes their importance for effective

improvements and implementations of disaster risk reduction, their authority

however remains subordinate to that of governments. This is due to the policy’s

direct statement of governments still acquiring the overall initial responsibility for

the implementation of the Sendai Framework’s disaster risk reduction policy into

their respective systems. The prime authority that the member states regimes

withhold due to this particular statement, can be seen to relate to their position of

“becoming the targets of accusations” when disasters occur, “while at the same time

gaining new leeway for action” (Beck 2009:8).
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The partnership between the UN member states, and the policy’s endorsement to

include multi-level societal actors within disaster risk reduction, marks a political

organization towards threats that create uncertainties for the global society. This is

also a fundamental aspect of the risk society, where the tension within politics

becomes occupied with conflicts regarding the distribution of consequences from

considered risks (Bulkeley 2001:433; Beck 1992:19; Beck 2009:4ff). As the Sendai

Framework aspires towards reducing risks through inclusive partnerships between

diverse actors, it can therefore simultaneously be said to contribute to the

minimizing of potential conflicts between respective parties by striving for

progressive alliances against common threats.

Further altering the political circumstances is how the Sendai Framework

significantly suggests the confrontation of the marginalized and excluded others in

contemporary society. When the world is faced with global risks, the risk society

forces humans to confront each other for union regardless of different nationalities,

cultures, beliefs, understandings and relations to social and societal aspects (Beck

2009:15f). Within the context of the Sendai Framework, this feature can be argued

to illustrate a much larger perspective – that of geographical spaces – when

considering the disproportionality in resources and wealth that countries in the

world acquire. The trade-off relationship which the policy advocates for, enforces

states to rely on each other in solidarity in order to manage risks that have global

impacts no matter where the hazard takes place. This means that included actors in

the Sendai Framework are expected to maintain partnerships with each other

through disaster risk reduction, which in other words requires them to confront each

other regardless of their contradictions regarding political, economic and

socio-cultural circumstances. As the empirical data implies, wealthier nations with

higher GDPs – referred to by the Sendai Framework as developed countries – are all

required through the policy’s intentions to assist through financial, informational

and technological means countries with less resources to manage their disaster risk

reduction operations – referred to as developing or least developed countries in the

Sendai Framework. This type of inclusive cooperation that the policy pursues can be

argued to take into consideration the economically marginalized and their scarcer

abilities to build and aim for adaptive strategies. This inclusivity further showcases

how the Sendai Framework can be considered as a product of a risk society. Those
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nations with scarce resources for disaster risk reduction, consequently have a higher

probability of facing more extensive impacts from hazards (Elliot &

Caballero-Anthony 2013:8; Twigg 2015:5). This in turn reveals the reinforcement of

unequal distribution of risks that grounds itself in social class status, where wealthier

nations have the possibility to “purchase safety and freedom from risk” (Beck

1992:34f; Beck 2009:140ff). In the context of the Sendai Framework, this aspect of

inequality is projected through the mentioned assistance within disaster risk

reduction between the referred developing and developed countries, in a way where

wealthier nations assist the purchase of safety for the states with less resources to do

so who also face the higher probability of being targets for risks.

Through reflexive modernization in the risk society, self-criticism arises and becomes

pivotal for questioning current disaster risk reduction measures and for aiming

towards their improvement (di Floristella 2015:290). This statement concerns the

mentioned culture of prevention that the Sendai Framework promotes. Pushing for

standardizing disaster risk reduction within societies through the preservation of a

collective culture of prevention, can be argued to be constantly dependent on the

development of new circumstances. Due to a risk society’s reflexive nature, this

aspect can be argued to specifically rely on the development of scientific knowledge

and information that further challenges the political status quo as the specific

parameters for the culture of prevention is in constant change. As risks become more

inherited in a risk society, the society remains on constant high alert for disasters. At

the same time, threats to known identities are generated as new risks generally

emerge from the collapse of inherited norms, values, customs and traditions (Ekberg

2007:345f; Beck 1992:183ff). Hereby, the Sendai Framework’s culture of prevention

can be argued to reflect the risk society by promoting ideas, standards and behavior

that identify the contemporary society, although it is constantly being faced by the

collapse of its norms, values, customs and traditions as new development is made.

4.3. Gaining control?

As the risk society theory proclaims, a specific assumption of control over dangers

and uncertainties can arise through expressed arrogance (Beck 2009:5ff). The above

analyzed attributes of the Sendai Framework in regards to the risk society theory

raises questions regarding the reasoning behind them. Needless to say, the moral
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obligation for protecting human lives, preserving safety and dignity, as well as

alleviating suffering by reducing risks, can be argued to certainly drive forward the

creation and development of disaster risk reduction strategies. However, reflecting

on the assumption of control that can arise in the risk society, the belief of societies

acquiring influence over risks to overcome self-caused dangers through disaster risk

reduction measures – such as the Sendai Framework’s policy – for the sake of

humanity’s own benefit calls for attention within this particular context.

The globalized effects from disasters that inevitably occur in unknown situations

leading up to unanticipated results, challenge the idea of controllability over

self-inflicted risks and dangers (Beck 2009:7ff,15,48). While climate change is

regarded as a global threat and result from the triumphs of modernization, it has

therefore become an unavoidable and uncontrollable self-inflicted danger causing

further risks (Beck 2009:8). Climate change itself and its effects, referring to an

increased amount of natural hazards, can hereby be seen as unpreventable due to

their substantial size in frequency and consequences. The specific impacts from these

effects can however arguably be attempted to be managed through disaster risk

reduction, which is something that the Sendai Framework expresses to do as it aims

to build resilience towards risks. As mentioned in the empirical findings, the policy

unquestionably acknowledges the reality of not being able to directly avoid, prevent

or influence a hazard from taking place. By aiming towards building resilience the

policy rather centers its aim around decreasing the chances of a disaster from taking

place by minimizing the possible impacts of a hazard. However, by putting emphasis

on bettering the circumstances for people and societies to face the impact of a

hazard, the Sendai Framework can be argued to still generate a certain illusion of

attempting to assert control over risks.

Since disasters occur when a society’s capacities to respond are overburdened,

managing the circumstances regarding disasters denotes the intention of reasserting

control onto chaos that is caused by uncontrollable events (Cook & Zurita

2016:266ff). Even though disasters can not be controlled, order is still desired which

is evident from the amount of societal efforts made to reduce experiences of societal

chaos (Cook & Zurita 2016:270). Being a guideline for the plan of action regarding

the reduction of disaster risks, the Sendai Framework exemplifies the previous

statements because it is made as an effort to reduce disasters from happening, by
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minimizing the factors that raise the probability of risks that can affect societies

negatively and therefore cause chaos through a disaster. In the light of exceptional

conditions facing to become the norm in a risk society, the policy can be said to

reflect the intention of the global society to constantly be prepared for responding to

a possible disaster from its own inflicted risks. The Sendai Framework can hereby be

considered as a product of managing the consequences from society’s own

progression, through not only avoiding humanitarian crises, but also political

consequences such as possible conflicts as a result from risks and dangers that cause

societal chaos.

The Sendai Framework’s aim to build resilience implies a specific societal

persistence of aiming towards stability by working with, rather than against, risks

that threaten safety. Simultaneously, the aim to ‘build back better’ by the Sendai

Framework can be argued to acknowledge the need for what researchers Normandin

and Therrien (2016:108ff) refer to as favorable disorder (entropy) against stability

(negentropy), in order to make renewable effective changes for a less vulnerable

future. The policy can by these means be argued to recognize the reality where

disorder is inevitable, as ‘build back better’ in its essence refers to essential action

that improves something after it has undergone destruction by an event. The policy

also aims towards building more flexible capacities for societies with the help of

resilience and ‘building back better’ in order to experience disorder in a more

favorable manner that does not overwhelm the system. Nonetheless, in a risk society

the standpoint of ‘acceptable risks’ that could imply tolerated and desirable risks on a

residual level is less prominent to risk avoidance (Ekberg 2007:362). Thus, the

Sendai Framework falls short in its relation to the risk society theory when

considering beneficial disorder for the societal system.

As Beck (2009:115) argues, the risk society cannot be overcome by gaining better

knowledge of risks because it leads to more recognized ones. The policy’s

acknowledgement of the importance of developing a better understanding of risks

through strengthening scientific capacity and knowledge, as well as academic

institutions' roles, can hereby be seen to create a contradiction as it arguably relies

on reflexive modernization. Developing disaster risk reduction plans that take into

consideration the complexity of present and new emerging risks that are both known

and unknown, can be seen as an impossible thing because of the changing nature of
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risks (Boin & McConnell 2007:53). The contradiction arises when knowledge is

needed to fathom matters regarding the future that in reality are impossible to

comprehend. In other words, the Sendai Framework’s strive for acquiring a better

understanding through scientific progression can be said to illustrate an

inconvenient attempt to overcome what Beck calls ‘non-knowing’. Not only does this

attempt by the Sendai Framework generate further risks, but it also pushes forward

the need to continually develop disaster risk reduction measures to tackle the new

risks that arise through developed scientific knowledge, making it more challenging

to vision control of and progression in the reduction of risks.

While previous experiences of disasters and learned lessons from the Sendai

Framework’s predecessors are raised as important features for the current policy

strategy, and can provide valuable information for developing disaster risk reduction,

Beck argues that past experiences “misleads us into measuring risks against

completely inappropriate standards and into treating them as calculable and

controllable” (2009:48). Furthermore, he argues that knowledge creates

expectations which leads to actions and therefore political changes (Beck 2009:9f,

115). Reflecting on Beck’s arguments, the scientific foundation and progression that

the Sendai Framework promotes for disaster risk reduction can hereby be argued to

ground itself in false expectations, as every circumstance for a disaster is different

from another.

The Sendai Framework’s aim to build further resilience to communities relies as well

on this particular above-mentioned attribute. Scientific knowledge and development

is also required in order to accurately decrease the vulnerabilities that weaken

societies' capacities of enduring impacts from hazards. Therefore, a further dilemma

can be argued to arise when the ongoing and already built resilience that was based

on currently acquired information conflicts with new scientific findings. Meaning

that the already built resilience by societies could turn out to expose us to even

further risks in the future, due to society’s further progression. By these means the

Sendai Framework’s policy can be seen to reflect the eternal struggle with constant

scientific expansion that the global society is faced by reflexivity, when reflecting it to

a risk society.
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Considering the above mentioned arguments, the Sendai Framework can be seen to

create only an illusion of acquiring control over risks from uncontrollable events,

while the reality is constantly challenged by the actions we make on decisions based

on present-day knowledge. Rather, the policy can be said to exemplify the collective

attempt to gain control over our own actions and decisions to be more accurate in

regards to risks, rather gaining control over risks from natural hazards that society

itself has generated being too substantial in size to be controlled. This can be argued

to transpire through the Sendai Framework’s predecessors indicating a regular

adaptation of policies in accordance to the constantly changing environment to avoid

disasters that in core are no fault but our own. However, the Sendai Framework can

be argued to produce a certain utopian idea of the future where risks and disasters

are far less likely to happen if the policy is adhered to, all the while risks continue to

grow only to be known later on. The specific illusion of control arises through these

aspects, as efforts through the Sendai Framework’s policy are being made but the

outcome of less risks and dangers remains highly uncertain and unavoidable because

of reflexivity. Nevertheless, the policy can be seen as a product of an active desire to

contribute to a more safe future, but falls short in achieving this as the sense of safety

that it has been argued to promote in reference to the risk society, becomes idealistic

at most in parallel to the illusion of control. The policy’s little regard to how the

measures it proposes should be integrated only enhances this reasoning.

Furthermore, given that the Sendai Framework in its entirety is a policy that offers a

global plan of action that varies within the implementation of the diverse collective,

its actual outcome can be said to remain very indefinite therefore retaining

uncertainty.
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5. CONCLUSION

This thesis examines the UN’s Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction

2015-2030 in relation to Ulrich Beck’s risk society theory. The aim of this study is to

understand how the currently adopted disaster risk reduction policy can be seen as

an outcome of a risk society that attempts to gain control over risks from the natural

environment, which can be perceived as uncontrollable. This study has sought to

answer two research questions, the first one being “How can the Sendai Framework

be regarded as a product of a risk society?” and the second “How can the Sendai

Framework be considered to attempt gaining control over natural hazards as

uncontrollable events in view of the risk society theory?”. This study is based on

empirical data gathered with the help of qualitative content analysis from the official

policy of the Sendai Framework.

The research has uncovered that the Sendai Framework can be regarded as a

product of a risk society on several different aspects. Firstly, this is seen in the

policy’s representation of a collective awareness that the UN member states have of

the borderless nature of current and future risks and disasters, as well as the

uncertainties they produce. The identified collective awareness that promotes action

through different geographical spaces acts as the unifier of the nations in question to

confront risks through a global disaster risk reduction plan as the risks are a threat

for the global societal system, indicating a particular remark of an outcome in a risk

society.

The Sendai Framework is further argued to utilize the staging of the reality of future

global risks into present time, by promoting the urgency of action towards distant

risks and implying an ultimatum of a considerably risky future, to bring about

effective disaster risk reduction achievements. Hence, the policy can be discovered to

be a global method for promoting the construction of safety for societies from risks

and disasters both in the near and distant future, by aiming for their reduction with a

long-term plan to build resilience. Staging the reality of global risks and constructing

safety are pinpointed as distinctive features of a risk society and can be argued to be

constructed by the Sendai Framework from society’s self-inflicted risks, referring to

that of climate change which has increased the frequency and intensity of natural

hazards.
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What this research has further detected to validate the Sendai Framework as a

product of a risk society is its aspiration towards reducing risks through inclusive,

multi-level partnerships that require the confrontation of considered marginalized

and excluded others in the global society. What this feature is argued to reflect is the

solidarity between developed and developing nations being the inequality of

resources, through the need for trade-off relationships to gain successful disaster risk

reduction.

A further key aspect that connects the Sendai Framework to be regarded as a

product of a risk society can be argued to be its reflexive essence. The policy’s

encouragement for scientific development to understand more about risks and

vulnerabilities for the sake of improving disaster risk reduction measures is argued to

create all the more risks and constantly change the promoted culture of prevention

through the collapse of norms, values, customs and traditions that takes place in a

risk society. The constant change in the existing conditions of society and risks due to

reflexivity displays the Sendai Framework in a repeated spiral, where the risks we

try to tackle with more knowledge cannot be overcome.

The research has further shown that the Sendai Framework signifies a need for

constant systematic preparedness for managing risks and responding to disasters for

avoiding chaos and maintaining stability in a society, reflecting the presence of

exceptional conditions that threaten to become the norm in a risk society. The risk of

climate change, and increased natural hazards as its effect, can be considered as

uncontrollable due to their substantial sizes and effects. However, what the research

has uncovered is that the strive to reduce risks from natural hazards by minimizing

their impacts with the help of building resilience and ‘building back better’ as

disaster risk reduction measures, rather creates an illusion of gaining control over

them as risks. The identified reflexive nature of the Sendai Framework is argued to

also prevent the collective attempt of gaining control over these risks in actuality, due

to new ones emerging simultaneously and as consequences from the decisions and

actions that have been made with the good intention of reducing current risks. The

illusion can be seen to arise since efforts are constantly being made towards reducing

risks, but the outcome of a less risky future remains highly uncertain due to

reflexivity. Herewith, apart from generating this illusion of control over risks, the

Sendai Framework is proposed to exemplify merely a collective attempt to gain
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control over our own actions and decisions to be more accurate in regards to risks, by

regularly adapting the policy to a constantly changing society and environment of

risks.

In this study it has been determined that there is a strong theoretical link between

the Sendai Framework and Ulrich Beck’s risk society theory on both general and

specific levels. As this study however limited its material to the official policy itself,

future research of the implementation of the Sendai Framework could provide a

more practical view into how the policy can be related to the risk society theory and

how it influences the humanitarian aid and development industry.
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