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Abstract
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Human-induced climate change is projected to increase the frequency and magnitude of natural
hazard events, posing a growing global threat to lives, livelihoods, and assets. Much past
research on disaster risk reduction (DRR) has focused on failures of disaster management, while
less attention has been devoted to how DRR has changed or improved over time.

This dissertation advances our understanding by empirically investigating under what
conditions countries can achieve progress in DRR, including measures and policies for
managing and reducing the risks of disasters. In that way, it contributes to efforts of sustainable
development and climate change adaptation.

Article I explores the variety of change and progress under the Hyogo Framework for
Action, the international regime for DRR from 2005 to 2015. In addition, the article assesses
the prospects of the effectiveness of international environmental regimes built on soft law
arrangements consisting of voluntary obligations and non-binding provisions while refraining
from sanctions.

Article II statistically investigates drivers of progress in DRR for understanding why some
countries exhibit positive change.

Article III complements the large-scale quantitative analyses of the previous studies with
an in-depth case study to unveil the development of DRR policy regimes in two vulnerable
countries. The article focuses on Fiji and Nepal as two cases of progress to advance our
understanding of how changes in DRR materialised over time.

The dissertation makes several contributions to disaster research, theories of institutional and
policy change, and development studies. First, this dissertation represents one of a few mixed-
methods approaches in DRR research, conducting a comprehensive analysis of progress in DRR.
Second, the dissertation systematically documents changes in DRR efforts, which confirms
a positive global trend, detects countries that deviate from this trend, and identifies cases of
outstanding progress. Third, the three studies highlight the importance of continued participation
in and compliance with international regimes, governance effectiveness and accountability
mechanisms, continuous leadership and knowledge diffusion, as well as large-scale hazard
events for the expansion of DRR. Fourth, the findings demonstrate how positive changes were
achieved even under adverse circumstances in developing countries.

The findings underscore the need for future research on positive change in DRR, particularly
on how accountability mechanisms and regime types may shape policies and policy-making.
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1. Introduction: From disasters to change and 
progress 

States have a duty to protect their citizens and residents from harm (Birkland, 
2016).  This goes back to social contract theory and the theory of the state. In 
light of global environmental change and social trends such as expanding ur-
banisation and growing interconnectedness, governments and policy regimes 
around the world are coming under greater and greater pressure to address 
increasing exposure and vulnerability (Di Baldassarre et al., 2018; Stern, 
2007; Wilkinson, 2012). 

As the latest report from the International Panel for Climate Change (IPCC, 
2021) on the physical science aspects points out, scientists have concluded 
with a high degree of confidence that human-induced climate change has in-
creased the likelihood of frequent and worsening extremes of weather across 
the globe. These include heat waves, droughts, monsoons, and heavy rainfalls. 
Lives and livelihoods in developed countries are also under threat, as wildfires 
in California and floods in Germany show. Likewise, major tropical cyclones 
are likely to become more frequent and sea-level rise will further continue 
causing more coastal flooding and erosion (IPCC, 2021), and affecting small 
island nations in particular. Developing countries are expected to bear the 
brunt (of the consequences) of climate change due to their geographic expo-
sure and high vulnerability (Adger, Barnett, et al., 2013; Heltberg et al., 2009; 
Liou & Kapucu, 2014; Parks & Roberts, 2010; Truelove et al., 2015; Zorn, 
2018). In general, economic losses caused by natural hazards are on the rise 
in many regions of the world (Di Baldassarre et al., 2018). 

If national efforts and systems for disaster risk reduction (DRR) are to pre-
vent hazard events from turning into disasters, they will often need to change 
and adapt. Advances may be needed both in DRR efforts – such as risk assess-
ments, early-warning systems, and educational efforts, – and in the overall 
DRR policy regime – i.e., the governing arrangements, which reflect the insti-
tutional arrangements, policies, actors, and underlying paradigms in the policy 
field (May & Jochim, 2013). Yet, despite the expansion of DRR research, we 
do not know how DRR efforts and their corresponding policy regimes de-
velop, and how change towards an improved state – what I call positive change 
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or progress – can be enabled. In this thesis, I aim to remedy these shortcomings 
by empirically investigating conditions for positive change that can facilitate 
future improvements in DRR to the benefit of sustainable development. 

In recent years, we have seen an increase in interest in studies of successful 
institutions and policies (e.g., Boin & Fahy, 2021; M. Compton et al., 2022; 
M. E. Compton & ‘t Hart, 2019; Luetjens et al., 2019; McConnell, 2010; 
Nemakonde & Van Niekerk, 2022). Within DRR, however, much attention 
has been paid to disasters and failures (Birkland, 2016; Di Baldassarre et al., 
2018), likely due to the visible impacts and devastating consequences of nat-
ural hazards and the existential dangers they pose to lives, livelihoods, and 
assets. DRR successes may be invisible, while numbers are put more easily 
on losses and on recovery efforts, providing perverse incentives to policymak-
ers (Healy & Malhotra, 2009). As a consequence, previous research in this 
area has mostly consisted of single-case studies of failure – failure of policy, 
of planning, of prevention, of mitigation. Learning from mistakes has been the 
key approach. A considerable amount of knowledge has thus been generated 
on what has caused failure, what has been lacking, and what is needed to pre-
vent disasters. 

What we also know is that there are many possible explanations and path-
ways for how change in DRR policy regimes can occur. For instance, interna-
tional regimes can pressure national actors to make stronger efforts and 
strengthen the national DRR policy regime, or citizens may demand action 
(Adger, Quinn, et al., 2013; Sen, 1999). Incrementalists like Charles Edward 
Lindblom (1959) argued that change is achieved slowly through iterative pro-
cesses of gradual improvements. Stephen D. Krasner (1984) stressed the trans-
formative potential of large-scale crises in contrast. Theories of punctuated 
equilibrium and of focusing events build heavily on Krasner’s approach, high-
lighting windows of opportunity for change that arise due to increased atten-
tion, disrupted systems, and revealed shortcomings (e.g., Baumgartner et al., 
2002; Birkland, 1997; Boin et al., 2008; B. D. Jones & Baumgartner, 2012). 
New institutional theorists, citing ‘critical junctures’, stress the combination 
of path dependency and exogenous shocks (Stark, 2018). Scholars have also 
looked at what impedes changes in DRR, and pointed out various barriers to 
adaptation (e.g., Eriksen et al., 2015).  

What we do not know, however, is how DRR efforts and policy regimes 
develop. Nor is it clear how the needed changes can be facilitated, especially 
under adverse circumstances So far, we have paid little attention to how wide-
spread positive changes in DRR may be. Similarly, we lack an understanding 
of the enabling factors – the drivers of change – in this policy area. The over-
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arching aim of this dissertation is accordingly to contribute to our understand-
ing of DRR, by taking lessons from positive changes – especially where we 
do not see or expect them. (Matt Andrews (2015) calls such cases ‘positive 
deviants’.) 

In Section 2, immediately below, I present the research questions and ob-
jectives I have chosen in view of this gap in our knowledge. These questions 
and objectives have guided this whole inquiry and the three included studies. 
Following, in Section 3, I set out the object of investigation – change in DRR 
and its regime – in greater detail. Section 4 presents my theoretical points of 
departure and specifies some potential enabling factors. In Section 5, I lay out 
the research design of my studies, including methods and data. Section 6 of-
fers brief summaries of the individual articles included in this overall research. 
In Section 7, I discuss the contributions of these articles and of the thesis as a 
whole. The concluding section, finally, explores the broader implications of 
the research endeavour for the study of DRR and change from a political sci-
ence perspective, and suggests several avenues that may be worthwhile to pur-
sue in future research in the attempt to make development more sustainable. 
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2. Research objectives and research questions 

Given my firm belief that as much can be learned from positive experience as 
from failure, and given the prevalent lack of attention to progress and change 
in DRR, the purpose of this collective research is to empirically investigate 
the conditions for positive change. This adds to past research that identified 
shortcomings and changes needed by providing insights into how positive 
changes could be brought about. NB: in the context of this dissertation, the 
term ‘change in DRR’ refers to changes in DRR efforts and in the DRR policy 
regime in general. Section 3 discusses change in DRR in more detail. 

With this work, I aim to contribute to the knowledge about the variation 
and understanding of change in DRR in the world with a comprehensive in-
vestigation of the phenomenon. To achieve this goal, this thesis encompasses 
three separate studies, which employ distinct approaches and methods to fulfil 
the three following research objectives.  

1. To map change and progress in DRR in the world. 
2. To identify driving factors of change. 
3. To identify potential pathways of substantial positive change. 

Each of these three objectives is investigated in one of the three included stud-
ies, guided by one specific research question each. The three questions can be 
summarised as what, why, and how.  

The what question lays the foundation for my comprehensive investigation 
of change in DRR. It aims at locating and identifying change and progress, 
thereby facilitating future studies. We can formulate the question as follows: 
what does change in DRR look like in the world? Or more specifically: how 
has DRR developed in the world? For this global assessment, it needs to be 
acknowledged that national DRR efforts and regimes are not independent of 
the international context. The international environmental regime established 
by the Hyogo Framework for Action1 (HFA) provided much guidance for na-
tional developments between 2005 and 2015, while employing a soft law ap-
proach – i.e., relying on voluntary action and non-binding commitments. At 

                               
1 Full title: ‘Hyogo Framework for Action 2005–2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and 
Communities to Disasters.’ Henceforth abbreviated as ‘Hyogo Framework’ or HFA. 
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the same time, in a global inventorying effort, the HFA collected data on na-
tional DRR measures. Some reviews of the state of DRR in the world have 
been produced – e.g., by the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion (UNDRR, formerly UNISDR) and by the Global Network of Civil Soci-
ety Organisations for Disaster Reduction (GNDR) – but there have been only 
limited research efforts to analyse change in DRR on a global scale.  

Addressing the what question through a large-N approach, Article I pro-
vides empirical data on global developments in DRR. It seeks as well to study 
the prospects of soft law for the effectiveness of international environmental 
regimes at the example of the HFA.  

After the identification of patterns of change, mapping and locating pro-
gress, we are able to investigate enabling factors by asking questions of why 
and how. To fulfil the second and third research objectives above, we should 
ask: why did the progress occur? Or: what explains the variation in progress 
and change in DRR that are seen in the world? As to the third objective: how 
did these changes unfold over time? Finding answers to these questions re-
quires distinct research designs and an understanding of theories of change, 
by which I mean theories that conceptualise processes relevant for change in 
DRR and which provide theoretical assumptions on potential factors that fa-
cilitate change. Section 4 lays out my theoretical points of departure for seek-
ing to understand change in DRR. 

The statistical analysis in Article II addresses the why. This article investi-
gates potential drivers of progress and seeks to explain variations in change in 
DRR across the world. Article III examines two instances of change, thereby 
complementing and enriching the quantitative approach. It sheds more light 
on the role of enabling factors within two countries that helped to overcome 
barriers to change. Addressing the question of how these changes came to be, 
it refines theoretical assumptions and explores developments within the two 
countries in an in-depth manner. 

However, the three articles do not each stand alone. Taken together, they 
tell of human advancement in the fight to make livelihoods and development 
sustainable – development here being understood in the broadest sense, mean-
ing that humankind is always developing and in flux, creating new ideas, 
knowledge, and technology, and changing the (socio-political) systems in 
which we live. The articles do not just examine progress in DRR that has been 
achieved around the world (that is the what question, addressed in Article I); 
it also tests hypotheses for explaining that progress (the why question, ad-
dressed in Article II), and it investigates how progress has unfolded in certain 
developing countries under adverse circumstances (the how question, ad-
dressed in Article III). Moreover, the articles employ distinct approaches and 
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methods: descriptive and conceptual (Article I); quantitative and explanatory 
(Article II); and qualitative and exploratory (Article III). In combination, I 
believe, the studies achieve the overarching aim of this thesis, which is to paint 
a rich picture of positive change in DRR that both scientists and practitioners 
in the field should find informative. 
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3. Change in disaster risk reduction and its 
regime(s) 

In this dissertation, I study change in DRR from several different perspectives, 
putting the spotlight on various aspects. The object under investigation thus 
varies, as do the methods and approaches employed. In this section, I discuss 
what I mean by change and DRR in this thesis, and I differentiate between 
layers of my investigation. 

To start with, “there is a continuum of significance for changes – some may 
be of little consequence, whereas others may redirect entire political regimes” 
(Birkmann et al., 2010, p. 641). Accordingly, it is of importance what kind of 
changes are relevant for this research endeavour. First, there is a need to sep-
arate impact from change. Impacts from natural hazards such as damage are 
considered passive consequences of such events. In contrast, changes are con-
sidered active, encompassing formal and informal responses to such impacts 
(Birkmann et al., 2010). However, impacts or even potential events can also 
lead to change (Birkmann et al., 2010), acting as triggers, accelerators, or en-
abling factors. Consequently, this thesis does not concern itself with the im-
pacts of disasters, but with active changes in DRR efforts and in the corre-
sponding DRR policy regime. In all the studies included, I am particularly 
interested in positive change, i.e., change toward an improved state of DRR, 
which I call progress. In addition, of interest are also changes against the odds 
– i.e., changes made under adverse circumstances, which I specifically inves-
tigate in Article III but which play a role in Article II as well. However, there 
is a need to point out that the separate articles investigate changes in different 
aspects of DRR. 

According to the UN Office for Disaster Risk Reduction, DRR includes 
everything “aimed at preventing new and reducing existing disaster risk and 
managing residual risk, all of which contribute to strengthening resilience and 
therefore to the achievement of sustainable development” (UNDRR, n.d.). I 
use the term ‘DRR efforts’ to refer to the sum of all measures and activities 
for achieving this policy objective. The variety that the term encompasses can 
be illustrated by the multitude of indicators and variety of priorities for action 
employed by the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) and its successor, the 
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Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction. In the HFA, DRR measures 
include: (1) institutional strengthening; (2) risk assessment and early warning 
systems; (3) education, information, and public awareness; (4) reducing un-
derlying risk factors by mainstreaming DRR into other policy domains; and 
(5) preparedness for effective response. These DRR efforts are the object of 
investigation in Article I and Article II, wherein I examine how the engage-
ment with these efforts changed in the world under the HFA (Article I) and 
test hypotheses on what may have facilitated the changes and variations iden-
tified (Article II). Here, change can be understood as a difference in engage-
ment with the suggested measures that materialises in different indicator 
scores. An increase in said indicator scores, then, demarcates progress in DRR 
measures, and, thus, in DRR efforts. 

However, these DRR efforts do not exist in a vacuum. They are dependent 
on policies, institutions, and arrangements that create frameworks for the im-
plementation of the aforementioned efforts. Actors and interests affect them 
with their ideas and beliefs giving rise to underlying paradigms and unfolding 
in processes of planning, decision-making, and implementation. Hence, when 
I refer to the DRR policy regime, I mean the governing arrangements that re-
flect “the constellations of ideas, institutional arrangements, and interests” 
(May & Jochim, 2013, p. 446) for addressing policy problems connected to 
the reduction of disaster risk. Article III sheds light on the development of 
such DRR policy regimes in the two instances of Fiji and Nepal. There, I ex-
plore the mechanisms that facilitated development and change in the DRR 
policy regimes time. Change in the DRR policy regime can materialise, for 
example, through the introduction of new laws and legal provisions, through 
modifications of disaster (risk) management structures and institutional ar-
rangements, and/or through changes in the underlying paradigms that deter-
mine the course of action (such as a shift from reactive response efforts to 
proactive risk mitigation). 

While DRR is situated in national contexts, there have been global frame-
works or international regimes that have guided national developments. Not 
to be confused with the aforementioned policy regimes under investigation in 
Article III, international DRR regimes do not create national policy; rather, 
they serve as guiding frames for the development of national policy regimes. 
On the international level, “regimes are social institutions governing the ac-
tions of those interested in specifiable activities (or meaningful sets of activi-
ties)… [that] may be more or less formally articulated” (Young, 1980, pp. 
332-333). In the policy domain of DRR, the International Decade of Natural 
Disaster Reduction (1990-2000), the Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action 
for a Safer World (adopted 1994), the Hyogo Framework for Action: Building 
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the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (2005-2015), and the 
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015-2030) are the most sig-
nificant international regimes. They have provided much impetus for national 
developments (Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin, 2015). All of these regimes 
have been under the UN umbrella, specifically under the UN Office for Dis-
aster Risk Reduction (UNDRR). Of these international frameworks, it was the 
Hyogo Framework that popularised the notion of DRR and shifted the focus 
from reactive response and post-disaster recovery to proactive risk reduction 
and preparedness (Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin, 2015). The HFA also 
served as an inventory of national DRR efforts across the globe, supplying us 
with comparable data for further analysis. The three articles all include this 
international perspective. 

Article I reviews the effectiveness of the Hyogo Framework and provides 
new interpretations of core concepts in the context of soft law designs of in-
ternational regimes. In contrast to hard law regimes, which include modest but 
binding commitments typically based on the lowest common denominator 
(Bernauer et al., 2013; Parker, 2011; Victor, 1997), soft law regimes utilise 
mechanisms such as voluntary action, wide-ranging provisions, non-binding 
commitments, and the absence of sanctions. In this study, I redefine two nec-
essary aspects of effectiveness, namely continued engagement and participa-
tion on the one hand and compliance, understood as change in behaviour in 
accordance with the goals, on the other. This study identifies patterns of 
change in DRR efforts and extraordinary cases of progress and decline. Arti-
cle II tests hypotheses in an attempt to explain patterns of change under the 
HFA that can be seen in the DRR measures and indicators reported. Article 
III explores further the role of international regimes and external actors in the 
development of national DRR policy regimes in two specific instances finding 
them of great importance for national developments. 

In sum, this thesis focuses on change in DRR. Different perspectives and 
aspects are investigated in the three articles. The first investigates whether and 
how DRR efforts changed, employing an international regime perspective. Ar-
ticle II tries to explain these changes by resorting to a diverse set of theories. 
The third article zooms in on two specific countries, allowing for an in-depth 
exploration of the national DRR policy regimes and the role of potentially 
enabling factors. I draw throughout on a variety of theories, which I present 
in the next section. 
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4. Theoretical framework 

To investigate change and progress in DRR empirically, I draw on several 
theories. The first subsection presents the most important theoretical streams 
on the change of relevance here, as discussed in the previous section. I put the 
emphasis on incrementalism and punctuated equilibrium theory (PET) in con-
nection with the theory of focusing events. Taken together, I refer to these as 
theories of change. The subsequent subsection lays out the theoretical back-
ground for my analysis in the three articles of specific conditions and enabling 
factors, starting with disasters as triggers for change. 

Theories of change 
The political science literature offers a variety of theories that try to explain 
change: change in institutions, in policies, and in policy regimes. Most theo-
ries of change can be considered in terms of a time dimension on a spectrum 
from slow, gradual, and incremental processes to rapid alterations and sudden 
transformations. At the two ends of the spectrum, we find theories of institu-
tional or policy change that are often presented as dominant: incrementalism 
and punctuated equilibrium theory (PET), both of which are of great relevance 
for this thesis. While these predominant theories have been reconciled to a 
large extent, they are potentially competing in explaining changes in specific 
instances. In the field of DRR, we have not yet systematically investigated the 
potential explanations on a larger scale, but rather focused on single-case stud-
ies explaining and learning from failure rather than from change. Here, we 
have gained insight into the transformative potential of disasters, but also 
gained much knowledge about barriers to and requirements for change (e.g., 
Eriksen et al., 2015), since not all disasters cause large-scale changes as the 
next subsection discusses. 

Incrementalism suggests that authorities may gradually adjust their DRR 
efforts and the corresponding policy regime to adapt to changing circum-
stances and/or to integrate lessons learned. Going back to Charles Edward 
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Lindblom (1959, 1965),2 change is seen as rather slow or “more or less con-
stant”  (Stark, 2018, p. 24). Back in the 1950s and 1960s, the predominant 
view on change in political orders and policy subsystems was that the deci-
sion-making processes are stable, that they follow heuristic rules, and that they 
only result in minor, incremental adjustments over time (B. D. Jones & 
Baumgartner, 2012). Historical institutionalism and the scholarship on path 
dependency and policy feedbacks emerged as important streams. If we com-
bine these approaches, we can think of change in terms of institutional evolu-
tion in response to changing environmental (i.e., contextual) conditions and 
ongoing political manoeuvring which is constrained by past trajectories 
(Thelen, 1999). Accordingly, change occurs in slow, gradual steps. 

In the case of DRR, these theories would assume that adaptation of 
measures and policy regimes takes place in response to frequent and possibly 
intensifying hazard events. Having experienced such reoccurring events, 
which increase in magnitude at most only slightly, actors learn to prepare for 
events yet to come in order to minimise future losses (see Nohrstedt & Nyberg, 
2015). Frequent hazards and recurring damages can raise awareness and in-
crease pressure on authorities (Brody, 2003; Brody et al., 2009; Muller & 
Schulte, 2011; Russell et al., 1995). As Amartya Sen noted concerning the 
logic of famines and democracy, citizens are unlikely to support authorities 
that do not act to minimise or at least to moderate damages and losses (Drèze 
& Sen, 2003; Sen, 1999). Instead, accountability mechanisms ensure that the 
electorate can hold the authorities responsible and vote politicians that act 
against the will of the citizens out of office (Adger, Quinn, et al., 2013). How-
ever, retroactive support and aid for the affected in the recovery and recon-
struction process can increase citizen support and, thus, provide perverse in-
centives to policymakers, placing aid over DRR efforts (Healy & Malhotra, 
2009; Rios et al., 2020). On the other hand, politicians have an interest in in-
vesting in some DRR efforts: namely, visible public goods such as hard infra-
structure (Dolšak & Prakash, 2018; Mani & Mukand, 2007).  

By investigating change over long periods of time, the three studies enable 
an assessment of whether changes have been implemented gradually and in-
crementally. Hereby, the timeframe varies between the articles. Articles I and 
II investigate change over a ten-year period, between 2005 and 2015 (the 
HFA’s period of operation); Article III extends the focus beyond the HFA, 
following the developments between 2005 and 2021, while at the same time 
looking back at previous developments since the establishment of DRR policy 

                               
2 For a comprehensive review of incrementalism see, for example, Michael Hayes contribution 
to the Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics on incrementalism and public policy-making 
(Hayes, 2017). 
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regimes in the respective countries. Articles II and III also take an incremen-
talist approach in their analysis of why and how changes are introduced into 
DRR efforts and the policy regime. The statistical analysis of the second arti-
cle investigates whether frequent events or accountability mechanisms can ex-
plain improvements in DRR efforts. Article III explores more explicitly how 
changes in DRR policy regimes materialised over time in the cases of Fiji and 
Nepal.  

At the other end of the spectrum are theories which assume that external 
shocks trigger rapid change. According to punctuated equilibrium theory 
(PET) and the theory of focusing events, such perturbations – which fall out-
side the range of normal and expected disturbances – disrupt periods of long 
stability drastically, so that the system opens up for far-reaching change 
(Baumgartner et al., 2002; Baumgartner & Jones, 1991; B. D. Jones & 
Baumgartner, 2012; Krasner, 1984). Large contingent events – including 
“seemingly random processes such as a natural disaster” (Mahoney, 2000, p. 
514) – have been theorised and acknowledged to have an agenda-setting po-
tential because of their scope, their suddenness, and the media attention they 
draw (Birkland, 1997, 2016). When they demarcate times of policy failure, 
such events can provoke major change in policies, instruments, and actions, 
as well as in underlying ideas and paradigms (Hall, 1993). They can thus serve 
as ‘focusing events’, opening up ‘windows of opportunity’ for policy change3 
(Birkland, 2016; Birkland & Warnement, 2014; Nohrstedt, 2005). The two 
concepts adopted by John Kingdon (1995)4 emphasise the attention-grabbing 
potential of sudden shocks that possibly reveal failure and “the necessity for 
rapid policy change to prevent the recurrence” (Birkland & Warnement, 2014, 
p. 41), as well as the importance and brevity of critical periods for policy 
change in critical times. Thomas A. Birkland (Birkland, 1997) defines a po-
tential focusing event as an event that is  

sudden, relatively rare, can be reasonably defined as harmful or revealing the 
possibility of potentially greater future harms, inflicts harms or suggests po-
tential harms that are or could be concentrated on a definable geographical area 
or community of interest, and that is known to policy makers and the public 
virtually simultaneously. (1997, p. 22) 

Here again, suddenness, rarity, potential impact, and attention are key to the 
transformational potential of the event. Birkland adds the feature of harm, in-
cluding specifically hazard events. Some scholars have found that environ-

                               
3 Also called ‘policy window’. 
4 The first edition appeared in 1984. 
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mental issues have indeed created openings for the development of new insti-
tutions (van Eijndhoven et al., 2001). Others agree that, in contrast to smaller 
crises, major disasters and large crises have the potential to “catalyse structural 
and irreversible change by creating new conditions and relationships within 
environmental, socioeconomic and political structures, institutions and organ-
isations” (Birkmann et al., 2010, p. 638) by enabling critical review and revi-
sion of dominant ways of thinking and acting. In particular, rapid-onset hazard 
events and disasters have the potential to induce policy change when institu-
tions are responsive (Birkland, 2001). However, despite the potentially trans-
formative power of extreme hazard events and large-scale disasters, it needs 
to be acknowledged that in most cases “learning [and, with that, policy 
change] is an iterative and accumulative process” (Birkland, 2016, p. 18). 
Such cases support incrementalist explanations. 

Scholars have argued that the two approaches are compatible, since both 
modes of change are likely to occur over longer timeframes. Kathleen Thelen 
(1999), for instance, acknowledges that times of major change disrupt periods 
of incremental change from time to time. This goes hand in hand with the 
notion of critical junctures, dating back to the study by Ruth and David Collier 
(Collier & Collier, 1991), which highlights the potential of ‘moments of con-
tingency’ in determining future trajectories of policy and institutional devel-
opment. The merit of the synthesis is also recognised in the analysis of post-
crisis situations, which open multiple potential critical junctures (Stark, 2018). 
As Stark points out, the outcome – even in this messy grab bag of forks in the 
road – may be a combination of outcomes from gradual and large-scale 
changes (or even no change at all) with regard to different parts of the dis-
aggregated policy space (subsystem).  

Thus, the argument persists that the different theories of change are com-
plementary. This is why they are explored and investigated in my articles at 
the same time. Articles II and III incorporate the notion of complementarity, 
by including aspects of both theoretical points of departure in their analysis. 
Neither of the two articles assumes that only one of the approaches is right; 
rather, change can occur in both ways. Taken together, the two articles con-
tribute to a nuanced understanding of the role of hazard events and their im-
pact on incremental adjustment, as well as to a refinement of the theories of 
change in the specific case of DRR. 

In sum, dominant theories assume that change can unfold incrementally 
over long periods, whereas disrupting events have the potential to trigger rapid 
changes (although the mechanisms involved are not yet fully understood, as 
the subsequent subsection shows). Where DRR is concerned, there have been 
few efforts so far to empirically explore, utilise, and test these theories of 
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change on a large scale and over extended periods (Birkland, 2016). My arti-
cles, with their long-term perspective, make a contribution here. Article II, for 
example – with its large-scale statistical analysis – offers some answers re-
garding which factors are of relevance for change. Article III explores two 
cases in search of explanations for change. 

Insights gained from positive change have remained limited, since the ma-
jority of research has been conducted on major disasters across the world 
(Birkland, 2016). Similarly, generalisability has remained low, due to the 
dominance of single-case studies in DRR research (Albrecht, 2017; Parker et 
al., 2020a). I attempt in this thesis to address these gaps, by utilising a mixture 
of large-N approaches and in-depth case-study design, and by focusing on the 
factors that enable positive change. I hope thereby to contribute to develop-
ment studies, the DRR literature, and the refinement of theories of change. In 
the following subsection, I take a look at some potential enabling factors. 

Conditions and enabling factors for change 

Reflecting these two complementary perspectives on how change can unfold, 
a fragmented but expanding body of literature focuses on factors that facilitate 
or obstruct change. Researchers have identified several different paths and 
processes of change, such as learning and updating through incremental ad-
justment on the basis of path dependency (Hall, 2009; Hall & Thelen, 2009; 
Mahoney & Thelen, 2009; Pierson, 2000; Thelen, 2009). Only rarely, how-
ever, have such processes been studied in connection with DRR. At the same 
time, it has long been acknowledged that many changes have been introduced 
after disasters had struck. In response to such events, new building codes may 
be drafted, new institutional arrangements put into place, or completely new 
institutions created (Moore, 1956). As noted earlier, disasters are extraordi-
nary disturbances that can serve as focusing events, because they expose vul-
nerabilities and disrupt established processes and systems (Baumgartner et al., 
2002; Birkland, 1997, 2016; Boin & ’t Hart, 2003; Dekker & Hansén, 2004; 
B. D. Jones & Baumgartner, 2012; Krasner, 1984).  

While many theories such as PET support the idea of disasters as triggers 
for change, the occurrence of a disaster – or of a disruptive crisis in general – 
is often not considered sufficient (Parker & Dekker, 2008; Sabatier, 2007). 
Researchers have pointed out that opportunities for reform may be smaller 
than is often thought (Boin & ’t Hart, 2003; Nohrstedt & Parker, 2014). There 
is a growing stream of literature focused on the conditions and requirements 
for policy windows to be used (Solecki & Michaels, 1994). Learning how to 
deal with future events from past experience is constrained by a variety of 
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social and political factors (Boin, 2009), such as processes of communication 
and organisational infrastructure (Nohrstedt & Parker, 2014). Specific circum-
stances may be needed if proposed changes are to be implemented success-
fully; otherwise, undesirable effects may occur.  

A shared perception among policymaking and policy-implementing actors 
that reform is necessary is one condition mentioned in the research (Boin & 
Otten, 1996). It matters, Birkland (2006) argues, whether or not the policy 
subsystem is characterised by ongoing controversies between competing coa-
litions. An absence of publics in the field of disaster risk reduction may also 
undermine prospects for change, by leaving decisions in the hands of elites 
(Birkland, 2016; May, 1991). In addition, we need to bear in mind that “not 
all changes to policies related to natural disaster are made in direct response 
to such events. Rather, other things also happen in the political realm that in-
fluence change in disaster policies” (Birkland, 2016, p. 2).  

However, anecdotal evidence (mostly from single-case studies) has pro-
vided much support for the transformative power of extreme events (e.g., 
Gawronski & Olson, 2013; Koivisto & Nohrstedt, 2017; Nohrstedt & Parker, 
2014; Walch, 2019). Longitudinal research such as Birkland’s (2016) study of 
change in disaster policy in the US between 1950 and 2015 shows that 
“change… is often, but not always driven by major disasters that act as focus-
ing events” (p. 1). A remaining question thus concerns when such windows of 
opportunities are used, and when incremental changes are implemented in-
stead. Yet, questions that are even more important to ask include: What makes 
change possible? How and why does it occur? Despite the many obstacles in 
this area, not all hope is lost! Scholars have namely identify a number of mech-
anisms and factors which – perhaps triggered by a hazard – can facilitate 
change. 

Severity and frequency of hazard events 

Some have held out the severity or magnitude of the shock as crucial for the 
impact of hazard events (Gawronski & Olson, 2013). Whether it is the death 
toll, the number of people injured (Zahran, Brody, Vedlitz, Grover, & Miller, 
2008), or the financial losses (Brody et al., 2009), there seems to be some 
consensus that the specific impact of hazard events plays a crucial role for the 
political aftermath and for the prospects that changes will be made in DRR 
efforts and the DRR policy regime. Others, by contrast, stress the importance 
of frequency. Relatively small hazard events that occur regularly can prompt 
adaptation and learning (Birkland, 2016); however, frequent low-impact inci-
dents can also decrease awareness (Mileti & Brien, 1992). High-impact events 
that occur frequently may overburden the system (Koivisto & Nohrstedt, 
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2017), leading to inertia and potential collapse (Smit & Wandel, 2006). Em-
ploying a diverse set of indicators in its statistical analysis, Article II seeks to 
explain the role played by the frequency and impact of disasters in the devel-
opment of DRR efforts. Article III adds to the discussion by exploring the role 
of hazard events in the development of DRR policy regimes in Fiji and Nepal, 
especially in connection with some of the most extreme hazard events in the 
history of those countries.  

Leadership 

The role of policy entrepreneurs is another factor that many observers consider 
to be relevant. Some contend it is necessary but not sufficient (Solecki & 
Michaels, 1994; Walch, 2019); others focus on the different forms of leader-
ship that can emerge (Eisenack et al., 2014). Leadership roles can be assumed 
by international organisations (Vij et al., 2018); by governmental departments 
or agencies (Smith et al., 2009); by NGOs or civil society actors (Gibson & 
Wisner, 2019; Moore, 1956); or by individuals such as elected officials, prime 
ministers, or interest group leaders (Birkland, 2016; S. Jones et al., 2014; 
Moore, 1956). Leadership can materialise in a variety of ways. Policy entre-
preneurs can help focus attention, generate consensus, and promote coordina-
tion, cooperation, and collaboration (Moore, 1956; Olsson et al., 2004). More-
over, changes in the locus of authority can be a critical component in further-
ing changes (Hall, 1993). In its qualitative analysis, Article III focuses on the 
role of leadership in enabling change in national DRR policy regimes, and 
highlights the part that a variety of actors played in the national developments.  

Diffusion 

Where international organisations are concerned, diffusion needs to be con-
sidered. The idea that knowledge and experience gained in one country can 
affect decision-makers elsewhere has been widely accepted (Gilardi, 2010). 
Often associated with heuristic processes of learning, the diffusion of public 
policy innovation is known to be a rather slow and gradual process, involving 
elements of emulation (Berry & Berry, 2007). The mechanism of greatest rel-
evance for DRR may be learning from earlier adopters (Shipan & Volden, 
2008). Events and experiences in one country can have a direct impact on 
policy on the other side of the world, as seen in 2011 in connection with nu-
clear meltdowns in Fukushima in the aftermath of the Tōhoku earthquake and 
the corresponding tsunami (Wittneben, 2012). Thus, by revealing either short-
comings or successes, exogenous shocks can spark immediate action and 
change (Boushey, 2012).  
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Other experiences are filtered through international arenas, such as regional 
and international DRR forums or international regimes like the Hyogo Frame-
work. Through the sharing of experiences and knowledge, ideas and beliefs 
about problems and solutions spread across borders. This propagates underly-
ing paradigms, general strategies, specific approaches, and policy solutions. 
Participation in such arenas can build pressure on national actors to adhere to 
global trends and to adopt best practices, in hope of attracting funding and 
spurring development in their countries (R. B. Mitchell, 2003; Vij et al., 2018). 
Exposure or pressure may prompt national actors to incorporate global trends 
– decentralisation, community-based participation, the integration of tradi-
tional knowledge, etc. – into their national strategies (Flórez Bossio et al., 
2019; Granderson, 2017; McMillen et al., 2017; Nakamura & Kanemasu, 
2020; Tierney, 2012).  

These considerations figure in all three of my articles. Article I focuses on 
changes made in DRR efforts according to suggestions offered by the appli-
cable international regime (i.e., the Hyogo Framework). Article II analyses 
engagement with the international regime as a potential driver for change in 
DRR efforts. Article III highlights the role of diffusion – especially in connec-
tion with international regimes – in the development of national DRR policy 
regimes. All three articles accordingly throw light on the role of the interna-
tional DRR regime in national DRR development. 

Politicisation and accountability 

Many scholars have focused on the attention-grabbing or agenda-setting po-
tential of disasters and external shocks, emphasising the political aftermath 
(Baumgartner & Jones, 1991; Boin et al., 2008, 2009; Olson, 2000). Major 
disruptions and system breakdowns can draw attention to shortcomings in 
management, preparedness, and risk reduction. The political aftermath of a 
disaster may include blame games, framing contests, and politicisation (Boin 
et al., 2017; Liechty, 2020; Olson, 2000). For good or ill, such attention to a 
crisis can be exploited in the political contest: leaders may try to defend their 
decisions, to consolidate their power, or to push for their preferred policies 
(Boin et al., 2009). Mark Liechty (2020) notes that governments may attempt 
to rally the nation around the flag, presenting the nation as a victim, generating 
a feeling of national unity, and seeking to defend the status quo against a pre-
sumed extraordinary threat to the nation. Such exploitation of crises by gov-
ernments can undermine the prospects for effective reform (Boin & ’t Hart, 
2003). Most of all, incumbents seek to avoid blame, because they may be pun-
ished by the electorate otherwise (Rubin, 2020). This reflects Amartya Sen’s 
contention (Sen, 1999) that incumbents can and will be held accountable for 
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large-scale disasters such as famines if mechanisms of accountability like free 
media and elections exist (Rubin, 2020). This effect has been supported by 
research findings regarding developments in Japan, among other places – on 
the importance of civic freedoms and mechanisms of accountability for the 
country’s reduced reliance on nuclear power after the Fukushima meltdowns 
(Aldrich et al., 2019).  

According to A. Cooper Drury and Richard Stuart Olson (1998), political 
unrest after a disaster tends to increase according to the number of people 
killed in the event. Disasters may foster social change and alter voter prefer-
ences (Cassar et al., 2017; Rubin, 2020), and citizens may hold authorities 
responsible for failing to protect them (Adger, Quinn, et al., 2013). Research-
ers have raised concerns, however, that voters in fact reward incumbent parties 
for relief spending, not for investing in disaster preparedness and risk reduc-
tion (Healy & Malhotra, 2009); or that they reward ruling groups for symbolic 
acts and empty rituals that do not actually contribute to lasting change (Rubin, 
2020). Studies on the political aftermath of disasters in Fiji and Russia have 
found that government spending did indeed positively affect citizens’ percep-
tion of government performance (Lazarev et al., 2014; Rios et al., 2020), 
providing support for the ‘attentive citizen theory in disaster contexts’. 

What is clear is that disasters unlock opportunities for change in public dis-
course, and that at times they even open up radically new epistemological 
fields (Liechty, 2020). However, knowledge of these conditions remains the-
oretical or anecdotal. This dissertation contributes additional insights into the 
effects of disasters on DRR efforts and their corresponding policy regimes. In 
particular, Article II investigates the role of voice and accountability mecha-
nisms while Article III looks closely at changes in the aftermath of disasters 
in Fiji and Nepal. 

Previous research, then, has identified a number of mechanisms and condi-
tions that may promote successful change in DRR efforts or DRR policy re-
gimes. However, it is only recently that large-scale global analyses or tests of 
theories have been conducted (e.g., Nohrstedt et al., 2021). Article II is one of 
these few. It analyses several enabling factors as triggers for change, including 
the frequency of hazards, the magnitude of shocks, and the existence of mech-
anisms of accountability. Article III emphasises the importance of leadership, 
the role of diffusion and of international pressure, and the transformative 
power of focusing events. The long-term perspective of this thesis also makes 
it possible to carry out a thorough investigation – to put changes in the after-
math of disasters in the context of long-term shifts in the DRR policy regime. 
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In the next section, I describe how I operationalise these theoretical consider-
ations in the three articles. I also explain certain features of my research design 
and case selection.  
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5. Research Design and Methods 

Each of the three articles sets out to answer one of the research questions pre-
sented in Section 2. I hope thereby to contribute to our understanding of the 
conditions for progress in DRR. The three articles use distinct methods and 
approaches, which I present in what follows. I expand on the specific research 
designs of the individual studies, including their theoretical starting points, 
their empirical approaches, and certain other methodological features. Subse-
quent subsections provide further information on the data and the case study. 
While each method and analysis makes a contribution on its own, it is only 
when combined that they suffice for achieving the overarching aims of this 
dissertation. 

Article I, which addresses the what question, can be considered descriptive 
and conceptual. It analyses descriptive statistics and adapts the concept of re-
gime effectiveness to soft law regimes. The Hyogo Framework for Action, 
which guided DRR development between 2005 and 2015, is examined as a 
specific case of such a regime. Reconceptualising the central aspects of par-
ticipation and compliance for the context of soft law, Article I analyses the 
international DRR regime from the standpoint of regime effectiveness. At the 
same time it offers a more nuanced evaluation of the HFA based on the em-
pirical evidence, using data from national reports submitted under the HFA on 
the state of DRR measures. It measures continued participation by the number 
of reports submitted, and assesses compliance by the indicator scores reported. 
Analysing changes in compliance and in DRR measures over time, it groups 
the 22 indicators according to the framework’s five priorities for action, 
thereby yielding insights into specific areas of progress. It furthermore ex-
pands on these findings, disaggregating the data so as to localise changes in 
space and time, thus identifying shifts in specific countries and periods. Ap-
plying a large-N approach, it assesses national developments over four report-
ing periods during the ten years of the international framework – identifying 
patterns of change, documenting variations on the country level, and detecting 
extraordinary outliers. 

In contrast, Article II can be classified as quantitative and explanatory. 
However, it still employs a large-N approach. Based on the findings of Article 
I, it tests hypotheses derived from theories of change in the field of DRR. The 
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article seeks thereby to answer the why question. The study investigates how 
specific factors such as magnitude and frequency of hazard events in relation 
to government effectiveness and voice and accountability mechanisms are as-
sociated with changes in DRR measures. The data employed are taken from 
the above-mentioned HFA reports, as well as from the Emergency Events Da-
tabase (EM-DAT)5, and the Quality of Government (QoG) database6. To in-
crease the number of observations and facilitate a more in-depth analysis of 
change over time, I use change between country-reporting periods as my unit 
of analysis. In the ideal case, this results in three different data points per coun-
try. I categorise changes as negative, negligible, or positive, with thresholds 
of one standard deviation from the mean. Straightforward regression models, 
such as standard ordinary least square (OLS) regressions, might have been 
preferable from the standpoint of readability, but I have refrained from using 
them, due to the ordinal nature of the scales in HFA reports. Instead I have 
used generalised ordered logit (gologit) models, so as to fit the ordinal logic 
of the data and accommodate the violation of parallel lines. Brant tests made 
identification of the latter possible, revealing that effects of the predictors may 
vary depending on the category of change. The article provides a detailed de-
scription of the intricacies of the statistical analysis involved. In sum, Article 
II offers novel insights into the association between enabling factors and 
change in DRR. However, further in-depth analysis is needed of how the cor-
relations between drivers and change play out in detail. 

Lastly, Article III, taking a qualitative and exploratory approach, investi-
gates two cases of progress in DRR policy regimes. I seek in this article to 
answer the how question, by providing in-depth descriptions and analyses of 
developments over time. I highlight mechanisms and factors that have enabled 
barriers to be overcome and changes to be introduced. In addition, drawing on 
secondary literature and research on the two countries in question, Article III 
covers national policies, frameworks, and policy documents such as acts, 
plans, policy statements, and strategy papers; as well as reports from relevant 
international actors such as UNDRR, the World Bank, and the Global Net-
work of Civil Society Organisations for Disaster Reduction (GNDR). The na-
tional reports submitted under the HFA serve as the starting point for identi-
fying relevant material. In the second subsection below, I present the design 
of my case study and the logic of my case selection in greater detail. 

These three articles, with their differing approaches and varying methods, 
have been key for providing answers to the research questions, and thus for 
                               
5 EM-Dat is provided by the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) 
hosted by the Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium (Guha-Sapir et al., 2020). 
6 QoG is provided by the Quality of Government Institute at the University of Gothenburg 
(Teorell et al., 2020). 
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achieving the overarching aim of this thesis. A large-N approach and a global 
analysis do not just make a valuable contribution to the field, due to the scar-
city of such studies; they are also needed if we are to gain a comprehensive 
picture of the development of DRR in the world. A qualitative analysis would 
not easily have afforded comparable insights into these matters from a global 
perspective. Article II, in order to answer to the why question, has had to take 
an explanatory approach. Its statistical analysis in turn has enabled large-scale 
testing of hypotheses that have been put forward in the literature. For a large-
N approach and a global analysis to be possible, however, information must 
be compressed and complexity reduced. The role of the qualitative case study 
in Article III, accordingly, is to provide enriching information, to illuminate 
the processes at play, and to make it possible to evaluate the assumptions and 
findings of previous studies. Article I, for its part, points to the extraordinary 
progress that Fiji has achieved, thereby setting the stage for the choice of that 
country as a case study for the third article. Without the exploratory and qual-
itative approach of Article III, however, insights into how this progress as un-
folded would not have been possible. 

A note on data 
The data connected to disasters, DRR, and adaptation is heterogeneous and 
contested. Perhaps that is one of the reasons why scholars time and again focus 
on case studies and go rather in-depth than broad. Comprehensive, complete, 
and comparable data are largely missing, which impedes large-N analyses. 
Even one of the most comprehensive databases on disaster impacts available, 
EM-DAT, lacks important information and contains contested numbers for the 
number of deaths, affected, and losses. Media, governments, and organisa-
tions involved may report different numbers either because of uncertain or 
incomplete information or to deflate or inflate the impacts for a variety of rea-
sons. However, in the absence of complete information, this is one of the best 
sources for comparative time-series data on disasters since 1900, which are 
defined as disastrous events that fulfil at least one of the following criteria: 10 
or more people dead; 100 or more people affected; the declaration of a state 
of emergency; a call for international assistance. 

Similar issues can be stated for data stemming from the national progress 
reports under the Hyogo Framework for Action. Here, on a voluntary basis, 
countries prepared and sent in documents and assessments over four reporting 
periods. These reports reflected the status of DRR in a barrage of 22 indicators 
grouped under the five priority areas of (1) institutional strengthening, (2) risk 
assessment and early warning systems, (3) education, information, and public 
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awareness, (4) reducing underlying risk factors by mainstreaming DRR into 
other policy domains and (5) preparedness for effective response. The indica-
tors follow an ordinal logic with scales from 1 (Minor progress with few signs 
of forward action in plans or policy) to 5 (Comprehensive achievement with 
sustained commitment and capacities at all levels). In addition, the reports in-
cluded valuable qualitative data such as evaluations leading to the indicator 
values, insights into country challenges, strategic goals, and outlooks into the 
future. The website PreventionWeb, hosted and managed by UNDRR, pro-
cessed and provided the data of the Hyogo Framework for Action. As Article 
I elaborates, the reports were expected to measure progress; however, the in-
dicators reflected more on the status of DRR at one point in time, necessitating 
at least two submitted reports to evaluate changes over time.  

In some cases, international organisations such as the World Bank or 
UNDRR may be (co-)authors, in others, they are authored solely by ministries 
or governmental agencies. There may be reason to believe that some of the 
data provided did not reflect the actual conditions. Countries may present 
themselves as paragons of progress attempting everything in their power to 
protect their citizens, so that donors support their efforts even further in the 
adverse circumstances the country has to face. Others may understate their 
progress depicting themselves as vulnerable and in need of international as-
sistance for safeguarding lives and livelihoods. However, as reflected upon in 
Article I, these two forces may also be negligible, since the most accurate 
presentation may be the most valuable for a country in order to obtain the 
needed support and maintain its reputation. Furthermore, there are no funds 
connected to the reporting and donors may conduct their own analyses and 
evaluations. Most aid and funding is usually rather provided in the aftermath 
of disasters. 

Even if we leave these considerations aside, we need to acknowledge that 
different actors around the world may have interpreted questions and indica-
tors in the reports differently, resulting in disparate scores. The addition of 
questions and indicators after the first reporting period may also be indicative 
for some adjustments. In general, there seems to have been some learning from 
one reporting period to the next, and it is of note that the HFA and UNDRR 
succeeded in recruiting more countries in later reporting periods. Because of 
this learning effect, later data may even have greater comparability than infor-
mation at the beginning of the HFA.  

In addition, the ordinal logic of the indicators needs further consideration. 
Distances between scores are difficult to interpret, leading to methodological 
challenges. Where misinterpretation by the authorities in different countries is 
concerned, it is an advantage that the dependent variable here is change in 
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DRR. Using quantitative data from the HFA reports, the first two articles fo-
cus on the change in DRR measures – i.e., the scores from one period minus 
the scores from the previous period. Taking changes in scores as the dependent 
variable may render differences in how to interpret the indicator scores less 
relevant. The different countries may have interpreted indicator scores simi-
larly over time, making only the changes (as opposed to the absolute scores) 
relevant. 

A last caveat that needs mentioning about the HFA data has to do with 
reporting periods. That is, data were not provided on a yearly basis. Reports 
from a country could be sent in at the end of one reporting period and the 
beginning of the next, with just a year in between. In other cases, there could 
be up to four years separating individual national reports, although the reports 
were attributed to the same periods. This, of course, makes comparability be-
tween specific years and timeframes difficult. However, since my aim is not 
to compare countries but to investigate global change, this may not be much 
of a problem. An issue more crucial for Article II and the explanatory value 
of its analysis is that it cannot be validated without close investigation of every 
single report whether a hazard event occurred before or after a report was sub-
mitted. Such validation was beyond the time and scope of this study. An in-
depth analysis could reveal important relationships between these two factors 
as Article III shows. 

Still, EM-DAT and HFA data are crucial for making preliminary assess-
ments of the status and development of DRR in the world. There need to be 
words of caution and strategies in place to reduce uncertainties and ambigui-
ties. In the absence of availability of perfect data, however, scientists need to 
make do to support decision-makers and societies around the world to the best 
of their knowledge, while acknowledging and trying to minimise the limita-
tions of themselves, the analysis, and the data. By utilising the best available 
data and fitting methods and approaches, useful insights can be gained, as the 
articles show. 

At the beginning of this research project, I considered using data from the 
Sendai Framework (the HFA’s successor). However, there were and still are 
two major problems that made it virtually impossible to do this. First, using 
data from the Sendai Framework would only have made sense if it could be 
integrated into the analysis of the Hyogo Framework. However, this is not 
possible, since – as many scholars have pointed out – the two frameworks 
differ largely regarding indicators and emphases (Aitsi-Selmi et al., 2016; 
Cutter & Gall, 2015; Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin, 2015; Zaidi, 2018). Sec-
ond, the data from the Sendai Framework, six years after its adoption, are still 
sketchy at best; impractical or even useless at worst. At the time of writing 
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(June 2022), more than 20 reports have not been validated for even one of the 
years since the inception of the Framework. Reports and data from the Frame-
work, in contrast with those the HFA produced, are not easily or intuitively 
accessible, despite the introduction of the Sendai Monitor. It remains to be 
seen how useful data from the Sendai Framework will be for future research. 

Complementary case study  
Large-N studies reveal patterns of covariation, and they hinge on theoretical 
assumptions about causation. This is why they are often combined with in-
depth longitudinal case studies that explore and provide evidence for causal 
mechanisms (Levy, 2008). Taking this latter approach, Article III comple-
ments the large-N analyses of the previous articles. It looks at two instances 
of change in DRR policy regimes, and investigates the enabling factors 
thereof. In this way, my case study throws light on such questions as how 
change unfolded in the two countries, and how the enabling factors came into 
play. It provides some evidence for the relationships theoretically assumed to 
apply between different factors, and it helps to refine those assumptions fur-
ther. Indeed, by testing the validity of these assumptions empirically, it iden-
tifies some other matters that call for future investigation. In what follows, I 
discuss the purpose and design of my case study, I explain my selection of 
cases, and I review my methods of data collection. 

Purpose and case selection 

Case studies can fulfil multiple purposes at the same time (George & Bennett, 
2005b; Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999). The one presented in Article III serves two. 
On the one hand, since it aims at exploring, describing, understanding, and 
explaining developments in the two cases at hand, it represents a theory-
guided idiographic case study (Levy, 2008). While focusing on the specific 
cases, it makes “explicit and structured use of theory to explain discrete cases 
[that can] often provide[…] better explanations and understandings of the key 
aspects” (Levy, 2008, p. 5). Due to the small number of cases I examine, my 
ability to generalise beyond them remains limited. My focus is rather on gain-
ing further insights into specific elements: in particular, the factors that enable 
change in DRR policy regimes.  

One might say that my examination of the two cases serves as a plausibility 
probe. Such an approach is common in exploratory studies, where relatively 
little is known empirically and theories remain largely untested (George & 
Bennett, 2005b; Kamkhaji & Radaelli, 2017). Using this method can help us 
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refine theories (Eckstein, 1975; Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999; Levy, 2008). As 
such, Article III calls attention to matters that warrant more intensive testing 
in future (Eckstein, 1975; George & Bennett, 2005b). Functioning as ‘induc-
tive feedback devices’, studies of this kind help determine “whether the pos-
ited relationship or relationships between and among variables are consistent 
with expectations” (Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999, p. 375). Thus, my examination 
of Fiji and Nepal is more than just an illustrative case study – i.e., a study that 
gives a feel for a theoretical argument (Levy, 2008). It presents, namely, a 
great many empirical details while it scrutinises theoretical assumptions.  

In pursuit of these purposes, then, I have chosen two specific cases. This 
case selection has involved two distinct logics. First, I have chosen the two 
cases because of the change in national DRR policy regimes that they exhibit. 
I fasten on Fiji as a case of extraordinary progress, judging from its quantita-
tive scores on DRR measures reported under the HFA. Qualitative data from 
Fiji’s reports also pointed to substantial change and expansion in the DRR 
policy regime in that country, as furthermore corroborated by additional ma-
terial reviewed in Article III. Nepal, for its part, stands out as an instance of 
paradigm change in DRR. Earlier research has highlighted the advances that 
Nepal’s policy regime made in that regard (Vij et al., 2020). Moreover, further 
investigation – as noted in Article III – has confirmed the substantial changes 
made in that instance. 

It has been noted that there is a ‘problem of selecting on the dependent 
variable’, especially in cases with extreme values (King et al., 1994, p. 128-
139). While both of the countries examined here made changes in their DRR 
policy regime, said changes were qualitatively different. Whereas a wide-
ranging and comprehensive expansion of the DRR policy regime took place 
in Fiji, the changes in Nepal were less comprehensive (although they did sub-
stantially alter the foundations as well as specific parts of the DRR policy re-
gime, with important implications for implementation). Furthermore, “selec-
tion on the dependent variable can serve the heuristic purpose of identifying 
the potential causal paths and variables leading to the dependent variable of 
interest” (George & Bennett, 2005a, p. 23). This approach is justified because 
the enabling factors investigated are not necessary conditions for change; ra-
ther, they open up potential pathways to change (George & Bennett, 2005a; 
Levy, 2008).   

Future studies beyond this theory-guided idiographic plausibility probe 
may include a larger variation on the dependent variable. For instance, the 
inclusion of negative cases, i.e., cases that do not exhibit a change in the DRR 
policy regimes, could yield further important insights (Levy, 2008). Such an 
approach will make it possible to investigate whether the factors identified are 
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sufficient or even necessary conditions for change in DRR policy regimes. 
While the values of the dependent variable were quite evident before the 
study, little was known a priori about the independent variables – i.e., about 
the role played by enabling factors in the development of the DRR policy re-
gime in the two countries.  

The second logic behind the case selection involved the important contex-
tual similarities the cases exhibit. This increases the comparability of cases 
and potentially enables lesson-drawing (Levy, 2008). At the same time, sub-
stantial barriers to change were present in both cases. Indeed, due to the bar-
riers that Fiji and Nepal faced, reviewed below, the two countries can be said 
to qualify as least likely cases: unexpected changes materialised under adverse 
conditions. 

While there are differences in the portfolio of natural hazards that Fiji and 
Nepal face, both countries are among the most vulnerable in the world – char-
acterised by high level of exposure and vulnerability to multiple natural haz-
ards and an eventful history of devastating occurrences (Guha-Sapir et al., 
2020; Petzold, 2016; UNDP, n.d.; Vaidya, 2017). The two countries are quite 
different in their level of development, but neither belongs to the group of 
developed countries. Fiji is classified as a small island developing state 
(SIDS), while Nepal is considered one of the least developed countries in the 
world. As a SIDS and a landlocked least-developed country respectively, Fiji 
and Nepal are both heavily dependent on international aid for dealing with 
large-scale disasters. Both countries also face challenges in reaching remote 
areas with aid, and in spreading knowledge and information among their citi-
zens.  

Furthermore, both are highly divided societies that struggle to uphold civil 
liberties and democracy (Anthony, 2021; Coppedge et al., 2020; Nightingale, 
2017). According to the Democracy Index7, the two countries classify hybrid 
regimes – both established in the aftermath of violent turmoil in the 2000s – 
located somewhere on the spectrum between flawed democracy and authori-
tarianism. Article III examines the development of the DRR policy regime in 
the two countries after these events, when the situation in both states was 
somewhat similar, and both were subject to the same external stimuli such as 
the international regimes in place. I do consider the history of the DRR policy 
regimes before the above-mentioned turmoil; however, the most significant 
changes in the DRR policy regimes have taken place in the last two decades. 
It is also important to note that Fiji and Nepal both experienced their most 
extreme hazard events in their history during the 2010s: the tropical cyclones 

                               
7 The Democracy Index is published by the Economist Intelligence Unit (Economist 
Intelligence Unit, 2020). 



 

 40 

(TC) Evan and Winston swept over Fiji in 2012 and 2016 respectively; and 
the Gorkha earthquake shook Nepal in 2015. We can thus examine changes in 
the two countries in the aftermath of severe events. 

Change in DRR in developing countries 

Focusing on these two countries allows me to apply the theories of change to 
a wider context. The theories in question have been developed “almost entirely 
in high-income countries, and with their contexts in mind” (Bertelli et al., 
2020, p. 741). Developing countries, for their part, are said to possess traits 
which make it hard to apply these theories, even as they offer “opportunities 
to extend and enrich these theories for the benefit of the field as a whole” 
(Bertelli et al., 2020, p. 741). Two questions are therefore in order: Given that 
the theories were largely developed in and for other contexts, what do we know 
about change in the context of developing countries? And what do we need to 
keep in mind when using these theories outside the context where they were 
developed? 

According to a common perception in the 2000s, institutional reforms in 
developing countries rarely work: despite international funding and the intro-
duction of best practices, many governments in such countries remain deeply 
dysfunctional, so that institutional reforms fail or are not carried out 
(Andrews, 2013c). In his interdisciplinary research, Matt Andrews (2013d) 
has brought institutional theory to the study of developing countries, with the 
aim of enriching the dialogue on development issues through an investigation 
of why institutional reforms fair so poorly in many developing countries. He 
finds that “reforms are limited when governments adopt them as signals to 
garner short-term support” (Andrews, 2013c, p. xi) – i.e., when they print laws 
on paper for show, without properly implementing them. By contrast, in cases 
marked by ‘problem-driven iterative adaptation’ – where reforms are crafted 
to fit the context and “emerge through a gradual process of step-by-step ex-
perimentation” (Andrews, 2013a, p. 3) – functional solutions were actually 
implemented (Andrews, 2015). As Bacharach, Bamberger, and Mundell 
(1993) note, substantial change seems to take place most readily when large-
scale disruptions occur in a context marked by a weak institutional order at 
the same time that alternative logics are readily available and are supported 
by change agents (Andrews, 2013b). Hence, Andrews provides evidence both 
for the incrementalist perspective and for the transformative potential of 
shocks. 

Researchers in DRR have called for attention to be paid to the specific con-
text of developing countries. As Kathleen Tierney puts it, “problems associ-
ated with disaster vulnerability and governance are inextricably linked to 
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broader development challenges” (Tierney, 2012, p. 347). An expanding body 
of literature has established that change is impeded by a variety of barriers, 
challenges, obstacles, constraints, and hurdles – including but not limited to 
the role of power, conflicts of interest, and political dynamics such as bureau-
cratic politics, institutional capacities (or lack thereof) (Biesbroek et al., 2013; 
Dolšak & Prakash, 2018; Eisenack et al., 2014; A. Kenis & Mathijs, 2014; 
Mikulewicz, 2019; Scoville-Simonds et al., 2020). Researchers are cautioned 
to take into account the need for data collection, the role that international and 
non-governmental organisations play, and the necessity for both qualitative 
information and mixed-methods approaches due to the heterogeneity of vari-
ables (Bertelli et al., 2020; Green, 2017). Particularly in fragile and conflict-
ridden settings, it is said, the dynamics of change are marked by critical junc-
tures driven by a combination of ideas, interests, and institutions (Green, 
2017). Scholars have paid less attention to endogenous processes of change in 
developing countries; opportunities are missed to investigate critical junc-
tures, positive deviation, political economy, the role of power, or the im-
portance of non-state actors (Green, 2017). Green (2017) further acknowl-
edges both the role of gradual changes (which according to him only happen 
rarely in such contexts) and sudden transformations (which are created 
through steady built-up of social pressure and triggered by a shock) in fragile 
and conflict-ridden settings. 

Thus, scholars have already applied theories of change to developing coun-
tries, about which they have drawn conclusions similar to those they have 
drawn about developed countries, while at the same time highlighting barriers 
to change. Yet, due to the strong focus on barriers, disasters, and failures, re-
search remains limited on endogenous elements and on factors that enable 
change in DRR policy regimes, particularly in the context of developing coun-
tries. This dissertation forms part of the effort for which scholars have called 
to extend our understanding of processes of change beyond the developed 
world. In particular, Article I and Article III highlight the positive develop-
ments which, without attracting much attention, can unfold even in contexts 
where they are least expected.  

In accordance with the recommendation of Bertelli and his co-authors 
(Bertelli et al., 2020), I use mixed methods and in-depth descriptions in this 
dissertation. In order to gather as much information as possible and to enrich 
my analysis with the necessary details, I have collected, processed, and exam-
ined a variety of materials and data. The role of non-state actors, which I high-
light throughout this thesis, is one focus of my analysis, especially in connec-
tion with international influences. With my focus on progress in DRR in de-
veloping countries, moreover, I follow the example of Matt Andrews (2015), 
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who investigated ‘positive deviants’ – i.e., successful cases of public sector 
reform in places where we do not see them or where we least expect to find 
them. 

Materials 

In my third article, it would have been interesting to look as well at public 
discourse and parliamentary debates. Similarly, correspondence between gov-
ernment authorities, ministries, and agencies might have enriched the material 
still further. Interviews with experts and with actors involved would have af-
forded much insight. That, however, would have gone beyond the scope of the 
article, especially since access and language barriers may have been unsur-
mountable within the allotted time. In view of the pandemic, for instance, 
fieldwork has been problematic.  

I discarded the idea of online interviews, for several reasons. First, the min-
istries, agencies, and organisations involved in DRR were often engaged in 
responding to the pandemic, and so had other priorities at the time. Second, 
scholars studying the countries under investigation argue that close contact – 
preferably over an extended period of time – is needed to build up the trust 
between researchers and practitioners that is required for gaining valuable in-
sights, (e.g., Johnston, 2015; Nagoda & Nightingale, 2017; Nightingale, 
2017). This was not possible to arrange for this study, and, thus, my prospects 
of significant insights as an untrusted outsider were small. Nor could I have 
acquired the same understanding that renowned researchers have done who 
have spent decades building up networks and trust with locals and other actors, 
and gaining experience in penetrating the intricacies of the cultural contexts 
in question. Thus, while I have not been able to formulate and ask questions 
myself, I have benefitted greatly from the far-reaching research on Fiji and 
Nepal that such scholars have carried out. Their profound understanding of 
the two countries has been invaluable for this study, and provided insights that 
would not have been attainable otherwise. 

In addition, I have specifically searched for information and materials not 
authored or provided by government agencies or officials. These include re-
ports and studies put out by the media and by international organisations such 
as the World Bank and GNDR. These materials complement the policies, 
frameworks, and policy documents produced by the national governments in 
question, such as acts, plans, policy statements, and strategy papers. In sum, I 
have relied on an extensive body of materials from multiple sources – in order 
to triangulate and to impart nuance to my analysis of national policy regimes 
(Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999). 
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6. Summary of the articles  

In this thesis, I set out to find, investigate, and understand change and progress 
in disaster risk reduction. The three articles each contribute with an answer to 
one of the questions of what, why, and how. The first article sets out to map 
changes around the world and to throw light on progress from a rather con-
ceptual perspective, with a focus on regime effectiveness in light of the soft 
law approach of the Hyogo Framework for Action. By analysing participation 
in and compliance with the international regime, Article I identifies patterns 
of change and localise these changes in countries and periods. Article II con-
siders explanations for differences in these patterns of change, testing a num-
ber of hypotheses connected with various theories of change. Lastly, Article 
III zooms in on how changes in the DRR policy regime unfolded in two coun-
tries, and provides detailed descriptions and qualitative analysis. Thus, while 
it refines theoretical assumptions, it expands on the data from the HFA’s re-
ports by including policy declarations, legal provisions, international reports, 
scientific papers, and government documents setting out national strategies 
and plans. With their distinct approaches and methods, the three articles each 
help to achieve the overarching aim of this thesis: to paint a comprehensive 
picture of the global development of DRR. 

Article I: The effectiveness of soft law in international 
environmental regimes: Participation and compliance in the 
Hyogo Framework for Action 

The first article lays the foundation for the dissertation as a whole, by situating 
disaster risk reduction within its global regime and investigating global 
changes empirically. It examines the prospects for effectiveness of an interna-
tional environmental regime that takes a soft law approach – i.e., that features 
voluntary action, non-binding commitments, and a wide spectrum of sug-
gested measures for participants. As the concept of regime effectiveness stems 
from the evaluation of hard law regimes that rely on sanctions to enforce com-
pliance, the article offers a new interpretation of key concepts. Regime effec-
tiveness may be understood in terms of participation and compliance; such 
elements are namely crucial for the effectiveness of a regime. In the absence 
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of either, a regime cannot be considered effective. These two concepts need 
in turn to be adapted to the soft law approach of the regime. A more demand-
ing interpretation of participation – focused on continued participation instead 
of simple ratification – is needed. Compliance needs closer attention, and it 
must be understood as a change in behaviour along lines called for by the 
regime. In this thesis, I examine the Hyogo Framework as illustrative of a soft 
law regime connected to sustainable development. Other such soft law re-
gimes include the Paris Agreement, the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs), and the Sendai Framework. On the basis of data collected from na-
tional HFA reports, I find that the soft law regime inspired compliance and 
continued participation, as seen in the increase in submissions and the overall 
increase in scores, especially when it came to mainstreaming DRR into other 
policy domains. However, various aspects of compliance were more multifac-
eted and ambiguous, which can be seen in the differing nature of change across 
countries. Negative change took place in a few countries – Armenia, Brazil, 
Kenya, Mexico, and Togo – but positive change was prevalent. Some coun-
tries, in fact, showed extraordinary progress in DRR, including – in descend-
ing order – Fiji, Ecuador, Morocco, Senegal, the Dominican Republic, and 
Guatemala.  

Hence, Article I documents variations at the country level. At the same 
time, it strengthens the empirical usefulness of the concept of regime effec-
tiveness, by adapting it in a novel way in light of changing characteristics of 
international regimes. The article also serves as a guide to interesting cases, 
by identifying countries that report remarkably positive and negative changes 
respectively. 

In sum, Article I describes variations in change and progress in DRR efforts 
around the world. It highlights cases not previously mentioned in the litera-
ture, and it answers the what question about change in DRR. Progress in na-
tional DRR efforts is linked to the international regime that guides these de-
velopments. The effectiveness of said regime can translate into national pro-
gress, but such progress is contingent on continued participation and changes 
in behaviour in accordance with suggested measures. 

Article II: Drivers of change in national disaster governance 
under the Hyogo Framework for Action 

Building on the findings of Article I and the theories of change, this statistical 
study investigates what motivates countries to expand their measures for dis-
aster risk reduction. It uses HFA, EM-DAT, and QoG data; and it utilises gen-
eralised ordered logistic regression (gologit) models. The results – which are 
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important for policymakers, governments, and scientists – point to the im-
portance of effective governance and accountability mechanisms More effec-
tive governance increases the probability of a country’s being in the neutral or 
positive change categories, while a high frequency of hazard events reduces 
the effect. In turn, the diminishing effect of hazard events is offset by greater 
government effectiveness. Interestingly, the analysis also points to a strong 
positive association between positive change and the number of people af-
fected, in particular when mechanisms of voice and accountability exist. This 
suggests the population holds the incumbent government responsible for the 
impact caused by the hazard event; or that, contrary to previous research find-
ings, governments in more responsive systems take stronger DRR measures. 
In this regard, the larger the proportion of the population that is affected, the 
stronger the effect is likely to be. Furthermore, the results suggest that 
measures of a hazard event’s impact, such as death tolls and financial dam-
ages, are not interchangeable. Death tolls have a negative effect on such 
measures; financial damages are associated with positive change. However, 
in-depth studies that look into the temporal sequence are needed to prove the 
direction of the effect. Development aid too seems to conduce to positive 
change, suggesting that aid is used to enhance DRR efforts.  

Article II brings in a variety of theoretical assumptions about enabling fac-
tors and drivers of change, and it tests these hypotheses on a global scale. 
While caution is advised in reading the results (in particular because of the 
nature of the data), the article does provide some support for several theories 
about the mechanisms at play. Change may be stimulated by disasters if they 
cause extensive financial losses, by effective governance in low-impact con-
texts, or by mechanisms of accountability when large parts of the population 
are affected. There is evidence, then, to support both incrementalism and the 
punctuated equilibrium theory. Integrating the two theoretical perspectives 
into my research design has thus proved to be valuable. 

Article III: Change in policy regimes for disaster risk reduction 
in Fiji and Nepal 

Article II concludes with some words advising caution and stressing the need 
for qualitative in-depth analyses of cases of change. Article III then looks at 
how changes have unfolded, and at how mechanisms have facilitated change 
in national DRR policy regimes (even in adverse circumstances). The article 
thus serves as a theory-guided idiographic plausibility probe, exploring and 
refining theoretical assumptions through a detailed analysis of changes in na-
tional DRR policy regimes over time. In particular, it investigates changes in 
two hybrid regimes in a developing context, namely those in Fiji and Nepal. 
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It analyses document analysis and provides detailed descriptions of how fac-
tors such as leadership, diffusion, and focusing events help to overcome bar-
riers to change. The materials examined include policy declarations, legal pro-
visions, international reports, journalistic sources, scientific papers, and gov-
ernment documents setting out national strategies and plans.  

The article highlights the importance of continuous political leadership in 
the case of Fiji, and of global trends and international pressures in the case of 
Nepal. The narratives of change in the two cases differ, which may stem from 
the distinct regime types in the two countries. In both cases, however, my 
findings offer evidence for the theory of focusing events in the case of devel-
oping countries. 

Unlike the other two articles, this one zooms in on two countries. One of 
its main contributions is to highlight the connection with the three mechanisms 
examined in the cases of Fiji and Nepal. It finds that, notwithstanding the 
grave challenges they faced, the two developing countries – chosen on the 
basis of their progress, their high degree of exposure and vulnerability, their 
struggle to uphold liberal democracy, and their history of (violent) turmoil in 
the 2000s – made considerable progress. In the case of Fiji, the improvements 
can be credited to continuous leadership and political support, along the lines 
suggested by incrementalism. In the case of Nepal, external pressures brought 
about repeated changes in the DRR policy regime. In both cases, finally, large 
disasters accelerated the changes, supporting the idea that exogenous shocks 
can cause rapid change. 
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7. Contributions 

The empirical point of departure for this thesis was the observation that we 
know most of what we know about DRR from failure. So far, however, we 
know little about change in DRR, and even less about progress in it. We do 
not know where, why, and how progress occurs.  

The three articles in this thesis bring theories of change from a political 
science perspective to the table. They shed light on important processes of 
positive change in measures, paradigms, policies, and institutions in the DRR 
field. Taken as a whole, this dissertation fills an important empirical gap in 
the literature, contributing to the fields of DRR research, development studies, 
and political science.  

Articles I and II offer, with their large-N approach, important insights into 
global developments in DRR. In this they contrast with past research efforts, 
which have been dominated by single and small-N case studies (Albrecht, 
2017; Parker et al., 2020b). Article I makes empirical contributions to DRR 
research, mapping changes in DRR measures, detecting interesting patterns of 
progress, and singling out countries that are outliers in terms of the extraordi-
nary changes they have seen (both positive and negative). The article thus an-
swers the what question, and its findings can serve as a guide and a point of 
departure for future studies.  

Building on the findings of Article I, Article II offers explanations at the 
country level. Addressing the why question, it tests hypotheses on the impact 
of such factors as past experiences, government effectiveness, mechanisms of 
voice and of accountability, and the severity and frequency of disasters. The 
findings suggest that certain theoretical assumptions need refinement. 

First, death tolls from hazard events may not be interchangeable with dam-
ages incurred as a measurement of severity. Only the latter is associated with 
an expansion of DRR efforts; death tolls, by contrast, appear in fact to have a 
negative impact. Future researchers may want to investigate the reasons for 
the difference; however, scholars and practitioners alike should be aware of it, 
and take care to be specific when using measures of disaster severity. As to 
governance effectiveness, Article II supports the established idea that it con-
duces to positive change in DRR, while a high frequency of hazard events 
reduces the effect. It will be important to investigate the limits of government 
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effectiveness further, and to identify which aspects of it are key for change in 
DRR. In addition, the article provides evidence that mechanisms of voice and 
of accountability are important for the implementation of DRR measures when 
a large proportion of the population has been affected by a hazard event. This 
implies that, all else being equal, democratic regimes are more responsive to 
disasters. That would mean, that the strengthening democratic institutions 
might support DRR reforms in disaster-ridden contexts. Furthermore, the 
small but expanding literature on voter preferences in the wake of natural haz-
ards can benefit from this finding, taking the proportion of the population af-
fected as a specific factor of relevance.  

In contrast to the first two articles, Article III takes a small-N approach. It 
takes a close look at two cases of change in DRR policy regimes, thereby 
shedding light on the crucial question of how change-inducing processes work 
– research urgently needed (Birkmann et al., 2010). We have learned much 
about barriers to change (Eisenack et al., 2014), but we know little about the 
mechanisms that help overcome them. Investigating how change took place 
in Fiji and Nepal does not just contribute to filling this empirical gap; it also 
offers answers to the wider how question. How did changes came to be over 
time despite adverse circumstances? My findings identify that continuous do-
mestic leadership drives such processes forward, and that external influences 
like international regimes and organisations infuse the national sphere with 
ideas and solutions. The two cases examined suggest that the former (sup-
ported by the latter) is sufficient for change, whereas the latter is not. The 
evidence in both cases, however, bolsters the theory of focusing events – that 
extreme hazard events can catalyse or accelerate change if certain ideas are 
prevalent. Thus, Article III lays out potential pathways for change in more 
detail and with greater nuance.  

These findings are of particular interest for development studies, since de-
veloping countries are often considered the least likely to adapt to disasters, 
due to the barriers and adverse circumstances they face (Berrang-Ford et al., 
2011; Burton, 2009; Fankhauser & McDermott, 2014). While Article I could 
identify mixed results concerning compliance (i.e., advancements in DRR 
measures) in particular in developing countries, Article III shows how two 
developing countries overcame challenges and made substantial changes in 
their DRR policy regime against the odds. The article focuses on the role of 
enabling factors such as leadership and focusing events. Also through pressure 
and mechanisms of diffusion can international regimes and organisations pro-
vide important spurs for change in national DRR regimes. The nature of the 
political regime might also be significant for the processes and should be in-
vestigated further in future. It bears stressing that several developing countries 
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expanded their DRR efforts under the HFA. The factors identified in Article 
II and Article III can serve as the point of departure for further investigations. 

Article I also makes an important theoretical contribution to political sci-
ence, especially regarding international relations and international environ-
mental regimes (IERs). Due to a shift in the institutional characteristics of said 
regimes, central concepts of regime effectiveness need redefining. While IERs 
of the past took hard law approaches – i.e., strong regulation based on the 
lowest common denominator, and with sanctions in case of non-compliance – 
recent IERs afford substantially greater leeway with regard to precision, obli-
gation, and delegation. In light of the emergence of these environmental soft 
law regimes (including the Paris Agreement, the Hyogo Framework, the Sen-
dai Framework, and Agenda 2030 with its Sustainable Development Goals), 
Article I offers a timely redefinition of past concepts for a changing context.  

While participation and compliance are still essential for the effectiveness 
of an IER, these concepts have been adapted to the new institutional design. 
Soft law IERs no longer need ratification, so participation should be thought 
of as continued engagement with said regime. The previous understanding of 
compliance as rule-following behaviour becomes obsolete in a context of vol-
untary action; it can now be seen as change in behaviour aligned in line with 
and guided by the goals and targets of the IER. How far these reconceptuali-
sations can travel beyond the context of IERs will be for future research to 
determine. However, they may serve as a basis for assessing all kinds of re-
gimes and agreements when legal arrangements are weakened along one or 
more of the aforementioned dimensions of precision, obligation, and delega-
tion. 

The three articles do not just contribute to the literature separately; they 
also enable and complement each other. Article I sets the foundation for Arti-
cle II, and it identifies one of the cases investigated in Article III. Article III 
shows that progress in Fiji did indeed materialise during this period, thereby 
confirming the reliability of the HFA’s data, even in the case of extreme out-
liers. 

Taken together, the articles paint a rich picture of human development in 
the area of disaster risk reduction, particularly between 2005 and 2015. With 
their distinct approaches – descriptive and conceptual (Article I), quantitative 
and explanatory (Article II), and qualitative and exploratory (Article III) – the 
three articles complement each other, providing valuable insights and contrib-
uting theoretically and empirically to the field. With its combined- or mixed-
methods approach, moreover, this dissertation imparts methodological nuance 
to the research, by showing how these distinct approaches can complement 
each other and generate more holistic DRR studies. Article I and Article II 
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demonstrate that DRR research can indeed make use of global and large-N 
analyses. Article II and Article III illustrate how the different theories of 
change can be integrated, yielding valuable insights thereby. 

In sum, without this threefold approach, it would not have been possible to 
provide such a comprehensive analysis of change and progress in DRR, or to 
answer the questions of what, why, and how. It is thanks to its variety of ap-
proaches and methods that this dissertation has been able to identify, investi-
gate, and understand change and progress in this public policy area. 
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8. Conclusions 

In an effort to support sustainable development, I have sought in the three 
articles to identify, understand, and learn from the progress – i.e., positive 
change – that has been achieved around the world in respect of DRR. Taken 
together, the articles do not just answer the what, why, and how questions re-
garding change and progress in DRR; they also provide a comprehensive anal-
ysis of the phenomenon and its development over time. They also suggest 
some wider implications and some avenues for future research.  

Especially now, in light of the findings of the latest IPCC reports that we 
are not on track to limit climate change to recommended levels (IPCC, 2021, 
2022) – although we may be able to limit warming to 2° C (Meinshausen et 
al., 2022) – research on adaptation to changing circumstances is essential. The 
collective action problem persists. Climate-mitigation efforts lag behind what 
is necessary and has been promised, and humankind continues on its way into 
an uncertain future. Scientists warn that we will reach and transgress tipping 
points in the near future – not all of which we fully understand – and irreversi-
ble consequences will follow (Lenton et al., 2019). In this scenario, our sur-
vival will depend on human ingenuity in adapting to changing circumstances. 
While (political) leaders will have to make crucial decisions in order to protect 
lives and livelihoods, researchers and scientists can help by giving advice and 
identifying possible ways forward. These include not just technical solutions, 
but also adaptations of socio-political structures and systems. 

I believe our prospects for finding solutions will be best if we bring together 
perspectives, approaches, and theories from a wide range of disciplines and 
fields. Many scholars have called attention to the potential synergies resulting 
from combining sustainable development, climate change adaptation, and dis-
aster risk reduction (e.g., Kelman, 2015; Lemos et al., 2016; Schipper & 
Pelling, 2006; Solecki et al., 2011). DRR is not just technical. It is also – based 
as it is on human and political decisions (Albrecht, 2017) – inherently social.  

There is much to learn from applying theories beyond the context in which 
they were developed and for which they were devised. It can lead to major 
refinements of theories, and to the development of comprehensive ones. Care-
ful attention must be paid to existing scholarship on similar phenomena in a 



 

 52 

different context. Bringing theories together can enhance both our theoretical 
understanding and our empirical analysis.  

For political science, there is a need to get rid of the artificial divide along 
ambiguous socioeconomic faultlines. Developing countries should figure 
more prominently in theory-building, beyond development studies and ideas 
of good governance. All societies are in constant flux and development, and 
some developing countries have been catching up (Assa & Kvangraven, 2021; 
Popov & Jomo, 2018). In future research, other characteristics than socioeco-
nomic level – e.g., regime types – may be revealed as more important factors 
than GDP. Moreover, by increasing the number of cases and reconceptualising 
selection criteria, we may be able to refine theories and to adapt them to a 
wider spectrum of cases. That will bring us closer to a holistic and compre-
hensive theory of change – change in behaviour, processes, policies, institu-
tions, and systems. Similarly, separate theories that emerge from the study of 
developing countries might be broadened, and more comprehensive theories 
formulated. DRR is just one of many areas where political theories can help 
make development more sustainable, and lives and livelihoods safer. 

Continuing the work on reconceptualising adaptation (Wise et al., 2014), 
we can apply a variety of theories of change. This will enable us to see change 
in a different light, and to find ways to facilitate needed developments. For 
instance, marrying insights from the literature on adaptation with theories of 
change (these essentially look at similar processes) can provide much-needed 
synergies for both empirical analysis and theoretical advancement. 

Whereas adaptation has long been understood in biological, anthropologi-
cal, or technical terms as change in certain environmental conditions, its social 
aspects have recently come under scrutiny. Given changing climate condi-
tions, increasing vulnerability, and the consequent need to adapt, this focus 
has become more and more pronounced. Scholars have pointed out many im-
portant elements and mechanisms that merit inclusion in the study of institu-
tional development and change. These range from barriers to change (Adger 
et al., 2009; Birkmann & von Teichman, 2010; de Leon & Pittock, 2017; 
Dolšak & Prakash, 2018; Eriksen et al., 2015; Forino et al., 2015, 2017; 
Grothmann & Patt, 2005; A. Kenis & Mathijs, 2014; Mikulewicz, 2019; T. 
Mitchell & Van Aalst, 2008; Rivera, 2014; Rivera & Wamsler, 2014; E. L. F. 
Schipper et al., 2016; Scoville-Simonds et al., 2020) to adaptive capacity 
(Adger & Vincent, 2005; Wamsler & Brink, 2014). In particular, the concept 
of adaptive capacity may prove highly useful in the study of policy regime 
change, as indeed it already has in the study of collaborative governance 
(Emerson et al., 2012; Nabatchi et al., 2015). Scholars may thus be able to 
make more effective use of the theoretical literature on causal and constitutive 
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explanations, which provides us with a more universal vocabulary to talk 
about these changes in a variety of contexts (e.g., Ylikoski, 2013). The litera-
ture on adaptation, which has portrayed adaptation as a highly political matter 
(e.g., Eriksen et al., 2015), may in turn profit from paying greater attention to 
the political processes that shape development (e.g., Leftwich, 1995).  

The empirical contribution of this thesis lies in its large-scale analysis. Its 
focus on the positive, moreover, has been rare in previous research, particu-
larly where DRR and developing countries are concerned. We have learned 
much about shortcomings and barriers in this area, but we need to know more 
about how needed changes can be brought about. This dissertation shows that 
countries can achieve progress even in adverse circumstances. This finding 
can serve as a point of departure for future efforts at highlighting stories of 
success in the developing world. There is much we can learn about how these 
successes came about, and how they might be emulated elsewhere.  

For DRR research, there is a need to zoom in on the implementation of 
changes. How do these actually materialise on the ground? The Global Net-
work of Civil Society Organizations for Disaster Reduction (GNDR) has pro-
vided us with Views from the Frontline, with numerous reports, and with a 
database that can be used more in comparative or large-scale research in future 
(GNDR, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2019). Sendai data too will hopefully be useful at 
some point, thereby providing insights on developments in DRR beyond the 
HFA. Evidence suggests that leadership is key to achieving change, but we 
need more empirical data. What type of leadership is needed, for example, and 
from which actor?  

What has become clear, once more, is that reducing disaster risk is not a 
singular effort. Many different actors fill the stage. DRR offers an important 
field in which to test theories of networks, collaborative governance, and the 
relationship between central and subnational units (White, 2011). Some re-
search has started on how coalitions and networks affect DRR outcomes (e.g., 
Bodin et al., 2019; Bodin & Nohrstedt, 2016; Gazley, 2012). An unexplored 
ocean lies ahead of us for investigation. Modes and forms of network govern-
ance may figure centrally in future DRR research (P. Kenis & Provan, 2009; 
Nabatchi et al., 2015; Powell, 1990; Provan & Kenis, 2007). How do such 
networks operate under different regimes? What are their outcomes? How 
might they be of benefit for sustainable development and disaster risk reduc-
tion? Adaptive capacity is important to consider here, and it may need to be 
reconceptualised. 

Research in this area is highly relevant, then, for achieving progress in hu-
man development. Efforts to make lives and livelihoods more sustainable may 
profit from insights into the drivers and mechanisms of change, into soft law 
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and international environmental regimes, and into possible ways to overcome 
barriers. Leadership and the diffusion of knowledge on the global level will 
doubtless be central.  

However, while opportunities for future research are vast, time is limited. 
We need to learn from our strengths, our successes, and our best practices. 
Innovations will be needed to make development more sustainable, and lives 
and livelihoods safer. We must not hesitate, moreover, to utilise theories that 
have been developed for analysing similar but not identical processes. There 
is no need to reinvent the wheel! Borrowing and adapting such theories can 
generate synergies for both empirical investigation and theoretical advance-
ment. Future researchers will do well to heed the call to study ‘positive devi-
ants’ (Andrews, 2015) – i.e., cases of progress and success, where we do not 
see it or least expect to find them. 
  



 

 55

References 

Adger, W. N., Barnett, J., Brown, K., Marshall, N., & O’Brien, K. (2013). Cultural 
dimensions of climate change impacts and adaptation. Nature Climate Change, 
3(2), 112–117. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1666 

Adger, W. N., Dessai, S., Goulden, M., Hulme, M., Lorenzoni, I., Nelson, D. R., 
Naess, L. O., Wolf, J., & Wreford, A. (2009). Are there social limits to 
adaptation to climate change? Climatic Change, 93(3–4), 335–354. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-008-9520-z 

Adger, W. N., Quinn, T., Lorenzoni, I., Murphy, C., & Sweeney, J. (2013). Changing 
social contracts in climate-change adaptation. Nature Climate Change, 3(4), 
330–333. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1751 

Adger, W. N., & Vincent, K. (2005). Uncertainty in adaptive capacity. Comptes Rendus 
- Geoscience, 337(4), 399–410. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crte.2004.11.004 

Aitsi-Selmi, A., Blanchard, K., & Murray, V. (2016). Ensuring science is useful, 
usable and used in global disaster risk reduction and sustainable development: 
a view through the Sendai framework lens. Palgrave Communications, 2(May), 
16016. https://doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.16 

Albrecht, F. (2017). The Social and Political Impact of Natural Disasters: 
Investigating Attitudes and Media Coverage in the Wake of Disasters. In Digital 
Comprehensive Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations from the Faculty of Social 
Sciences (pp. 1–61).  
https://uu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1090236/FULLTEXT01.pdf 

Aldrich, D. P., Forester, S., Horhager, E., & Aldrich, D. P. (2019). Triggers for policy 
change: the 3.11 Fukushima meltdowns and nuclear policy continuity. 
Environmental Politics, 28(7), 1214–1235.  

 https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2018.1510216 
Andrews, M. (2013a). Change rules, change governments, and develop? In The Limits 

of Institutional Reform in Development (pp. 1–17). Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139060974.002 

Andrews, M. (2013b). Overlooking the change context. In The Limits of Institutional 
Reform in Development (pp. 35–64). Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139060974.004 

Andrews, M. (2013c). Preface. In The Limits of Institutional Reform in Development. 
Cambridge University Press. 

Andrews, M. (2013d). The Limits of Institutional Reform in Development. Cambridge 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139060974 

Andrews, M. (2015). Explaining positive deviance in public sector reforms in 
development. World Development, 74, 197–208. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.04.017 



 

 56 

Anthony, K. (2021). Fiji’s political turmoil: everything you need to know. The 
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/aug/04/fijis-political-
turmoil-everything-you-need-to-know 

Assa, J., & Kvangraven, I. H. (2021). Imputing away the ladder: Implications of 
changes in GDP measurement for convergence debates and the political 
economy of development. New Political Economy, 26(6), 985–1014. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2020.1865899 

Bacharach, S. B., Bamberger, P. A., & Mundell, B. (1993). Status inconsistency in 
organizations : From social hierarchy to stress. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 14(1), 21–36. 

Baumgartner, F. R., & Jones, B. D. (1991). Agenda dynamics and policy subsystems. 
Journal of Politics, 53(4), 1044–1074. 

Baumgartner, F. R., Jones, B. D., & Wilkerson, J. D. (2002). Studying policy 
dynamics. In F. R. Baumgartner & B. D. Jones (Eds.), Policy Dynamics (pp. 
29–46). University of Chicago Press. 

Bernauer, T., Kalbhenn, A., Koubi, V., & Spilker, G. (2013). Is there a “Depth versus 
Participation” dilemma in international cooperation? The Review of 
International Organizations, 8(4), 477–497. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-
013-9165-1 

Berrang-Ford, L., Ford, J. D., & Paterson, J. (2011). Are we adapting to climate 
change? Global Environmental Change, 21(1), 25–33.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2010.09.012 
Berry, F. S., & Berry, W. D. (2007). Innovation and diffusion models in policy 

research. In P. A. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the Policy Process (pp. 223–260). 
Westview Press. 

Bertelli, A. M., Hassan, M., Honig, D., Rogger, D., & Williams, M. J. (2020). An 
agenda for the study of public administration in developing countries. In 
Governance (Vol. 33, Issue 4, pp. 735–748). https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12520 

Biesbroek, G. R., Klostermann, J. E. M., Termeer, C. J. A. M., & Kabat, P. (2013). 
On the nature of barriers to climate change adaptation. Regional Environmental 
Change, 13(5), 1119–1129. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-013-0421-y 

Birkland, T. A. (1997). After disaster: Agenda setting, public policy, and focusing 
events. Georgetown University Press. 

Birkland, T. A. (2001). Scientists and coastal hazards: Opportunities for participation 
and policy change. Environmental Geosciences, 8(1), 61–67. 
https://doi.org/10.1046/J.1526-0984.2001.008001061.X 

Birkland, T. A. (2006). Lessons of disaster: policy change after catastrophic events. 
Georgetown University Press. http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt2tt2sn 

Birkland, T. A. (2016). Policy process theory and natural hazards. In Oxford Research 
Encyclopedia of Natural Hazard Science (Vol. 1, Issue September 2018, pp. 1–24). 
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.013.75 

Birkland, T. A., & Warnement, M. K. (2014). Focusing events in disasters and 
development. In N. Kapucu & K. T. Liou (Eds.), Disaster and Development: 
Examining Global Issues and Cases (pp. 39–60). Springer International 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04468-2_3 

 
 



 

 57

Birkmann, J., Buckle, P., Jaeger, J., Pelling, M., Setiadi, N., Garschagen, M., 
Fernando, N., & Kropp, J. (2010). Extreme events and disasters: A window of 
opportunity for change? Analysis of organizational, institutional and political 
changes, formal and informal responses after mega-disasters. Natural Hazards, 
55(3), 637–655. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-008-9319-2 

Birkmann, J., & von Teichman, K. (2010). Integrating disaster risk reduction and 
climate change adaptation: Key challenges-scales, knowledge, and norms. 
Sustainability Science, 5(2), 171–184. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-010-
0108-y 

Bodin, Ö., & Nohrstedt, D. (2016). Formation and performance of collaborative 
disaster management networks: Evidence from a Swedish wildfire response. 
Global Environmental Change, 41, 183–194.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.10.004 
Bodin, Ö., Nohrstedt, D., Baird, J., Summers, R., & Plummer, R. (2019). Working at 

the “speed of trust”: Pre-existing and emerging social ties in wildfire responder 
networks in Sweden and Canada. Regional Environmental Change, 19(8), 
2353–2364. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-019-01546-z 

Boin, A. (2009). The new world of crises and crisis management : Implications for 
policymaking and research. Review of Policy Research, 26(4), 367–377. 

Boin, A., & ’t Hart, P. (2003). Public leadership in times of crisis: Mission impossible? 
Public Administration Review, 63(5), 544–553. https://doi.org/https://doi-
org.ezproxy.its.uu.se/10.1111/1540-6210.00318 

Boin, A., ’t Hart, P., & McConnell, A. (2009). Crisis exploitation: Political and policy 
impacts of framing contests. Journal of European Public Policy, 16(1), 81–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760802453221 

Boin, A., Comfort, L. K., & Demchak, C. C. (2017). The rise of resilience. In L. K. 
Comfort, A. Boin, & C. C. Demchak (Eds.), Designing Resilience. Preparing 
for Extreme Events (pp. 1–12). University of Pittsburgh Press. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt5hjq0c.5 

Boin, A., & Fahy, L. A. (2021). Guardians of public value (A. Boin, L. A. Fahy, & P. 
’t Hart (Eds.)). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-51701-4 

Boin, A., McConnell, A., & ‘t Hart, P. (2008). Governing after crisis: The politics of 
investigation, accountability and learning. In A. Boin, A. McConnell, & P. t 
Hart (Eds.), Governing after Crisis: The Politics of Investigation, 
Accountability and Learning. Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511756122 

Boin, A., & Otten, M. H. P. (1996). Beyond the crisis window for reform: Some 
ramifications for implementation. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis 
Management, 4(3), 149–161. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
5973.1996.tb00087.x 

Boushey, G. (2012). Punctuated equilibrium theory and the diffusion of innovations. 
In Policy Studies Journal (Vol. 40, Issue 1, pp. 127–146). 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2011.00437.x 

Brody, S. D. (2003). Are we learning to make better plans?: A longitudinal analysis 
of plan quality associated with natural hazards. Journal of Planning Education 
and Research, 23(2), 191–201. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X03258635 



 

 58 

Brody, S. D., Zahran, S., Highfield, W. E., Bernhardt, S. P., & Vedlitz, A. (2009). 
Policy learning for flood mitigation: A longitudinal assessment of the 
community rating system in Florida. Risk Analysis, 29(6), 912–929. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2009.01210.x 

Burton, I. (2009). Climate change and the adaptation deficit. In L. Schipper & I. 
Burton (Eds.), Earthscan Reader on Adaptation to Climate Change (pp. 85–95). 
Earthscan Publications. 

Cassar, A., Healy, A., & von Kessler, C. (2017). Trust, risk, and time references after 
a natural disaster: Experimental evidence from Thailand. World Development, 
94, 90–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.12.042 

Collier, R. B., & Collier, D. (1991). Shaping the political arena: Critical junctures, the 
labor movement, and regime dynamics in latin america. Princeton University Press. 

Compton, M., Douglas, S., Fahy, L., Luetjens, J., ‘t Hart, P., & van Erp, J. (2022). 
New development: Walk on the bright side—what might we learn about public 
governance by studying its achievements? In Public Money and Management 
(Vol. 42, Issue 1, pp. 49–51). https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1975994 

Compton, M. E., & ‘t Hart, P. (Eds.). (2019). Great policy successes. Oxford 
University Press. 

Coppedge, M., Gerring, J., Knutsen, C. H., Lindberg, S. I., & Teorell, J. (2020). V-
Dem. V-Dem Institute, Gothenburg University. 

Cutter, S. L., & Gall, M. (2015). Sendai targets at risk. In Nature Climate Change 
(Vol. 5, Issue 8, pp. 707–709). https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2718 

de Leon, E. G., & Pittock, J. (2017). Integrating climate change adaptation and 
climate-related disaster risk-reduction policy in developing countries: A case 
study in the Philippines. Climate and Development, 9(5), 471–478. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2016.1174659 

Dekker, S., & Hansén, D. (2004). Learning under pressure: The effects of 
politicization on organizational learning in public bureaucracies. Journal of 
Public Administration Research and Theory, 14(2), 211–230. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muh014 

Di Baldassarre, G., Nohrstedt, D., Mård, J., Burchardt, S., Albin, C., Bondesson, S., 
Breinl, K., Deegan, F. M., Fuentes, D., Lopez, M. G., Granberg, M., Nyberg, 
L., Nyman, M. R., Rhodes, E., Troll, V., Young, S., Walch, C., & Parker, C. F. 
(2018). An integrative research framework to unravel the interplay of natural 
hazards and vulnerabilities. Earth’s Future, 6(3), 305–310. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017EF000764 

Dolšak, N., & Prakash, A. (2018). The politics of climate change adaptation. Annual 
Review of Environment and Resources, 43(1), 317–341. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102017-025739 

Drèze, J., & Sen, A. (2003). Hunger and public action. In Hunger and Public Action. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/0198283652.001.0001 

Drury, A. C., & Olson, R. S. (1998). Disasters and political unrest: An empirical 
investigation. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 6(3), 153–161. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.00084 

Eckstein, H. (1975). Case studies and theory in political science. In F. I. Greenstein 
& N. W. Polsby (Eds.), Handbook of Political Science (pp. 79–138). Addison-
Wesley. 



 

 59

Economist Intelligence Unit. (2020). Democracy Index 2019. A year of democratic 
setbacks and popular protest. EIU. 

Eisenack, K., Moser, S. C., Hoffmann, E., Klein, R. J. T., Oberlack, C., Pechan, A., 
Rotter, M., & Termeer, C. J. A. M. (2014). Explaining and overcoming barriers 
to climate change adaptation. Nature Climate Change, 4(10), 867–872. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2350 

Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balogh, S. (2012). An integrative framework for 
collaborative governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 22(1), 1–29. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mur011 

Eriksen, S. H., Nightingale, A. J., & Eakin, H. (2015). Reframing adaptation: The 
political nature of climate change adaptation. Global Environmental Change, 
35, 523–533. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.09.014 

Fankhauser, S., & McDermott, T. K. J. (2014). Understanding the adaptation deficit: 
Why are poor countries more vulnerable to climate events than rich countries? 
Global Environmental Change, 27, 9–18. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.04.014 

Flórez Bossio, C., Ford, J., & Labbé, D. (2019). Adaptive capacity in urban areas of 
developing countries. Climatic Change, 157(2), 279–297.  

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02534-2 
Forino, G., von Meding, J., & Brewer, G. (2015). A conceptual governance 

framework for climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction integration. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 6(4), 372–384. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-015-0076-z 

Forino, G., von Meding, J., Brewer, G., & van Niekerk, D. (2017). Climate change 
adaptation and disaster risk reduction integration: Strategies, policies, and plans 
in three Australian local governments. International Journal of Disaster Risk 
Reduction, 24(May), 100–108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.05.021 

Gawronski, V. T., & Olson, R. S. (2013). Disasters as crisis triggers for critical 
junctures? The 1976 Guatemala case. Latin American Politics and Society, 
55(2), 133–149. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-2456.2013.00196.x 

Gazley, B. (2012). Building collaborative capacity for disaster resiliency. In N. 
Kapucu, C. V. Hawkins, & F. I. Rivera (Eds.), Disaster Resiliency: 
Interdisciplinary Perspectives (e-book, pp. 84–98). Taylor & Francis Group. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203102459 

George, A. L., & Bennett, A. (2005a). Case studies and theory development. In Case 
Study and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (pp. 3–36). Belfer Center 
for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University. 

George, A. L., & Bennett, A. (2005b). Phase One: Designing case study research. In 
Case Study and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (pp. 73–88). Belfer 
Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University. 

Gibson, T., & Wisner, B. (2019). Global overview of the role of non-governmental 
organizations in natural hazard governance. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia 
of Natural Hazard Science. Oxford University Press. 
 https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.013.187 

Gilardi, F. (2010). Who learns from what in policy diffusion processes? American 
Journal of Political Science, 54(3), 650–666. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
5907.2010.00452.x 



 

 60 

GNDR. (2009). Views from the Frontline: Clouds but little rain... 
https://www.gndr.org/es/programas/item/1468-views-from-the-frontline-2009-
report.html 

GNDR. (2011). Views from the Frontline: If we do not join hands... 
https://www.gndr.org/programmes/views-from-the-frontline/vfl-2011.html 

GNDR. (2013). Views from the Frontline: Beyond 2015. 
http://gamos.org/publications/Views from frontline beyond 2015 VFL 2013.pdf 

GNDR. (2019). Views from the Frontline: Local Risk Data Dashboard. 
https://www.gndr.org/impact/views-from-the-frontline/explore-the-data/ 

Granderson, A. A. (2017). The role of traditional knowledge in building adaptive 
capacity for climate change: Perspectives from Vanuatu. Weather, Climate, and 
Society, 9(3), 545–561. https://doi.org/10.1175/WCAS-D-16-0094.1 

Green, D. (2017). Theories of change for promoting empowerment and accountability in 
fragile and conflict-affected settings (Vol. 2017, Issue IDS Working Paper 499). 

Grothmann, T., & Patt, A. (2005). Adaptive capacity and human cognition: The 
process of individual adaptation to climate change. Global Environmental 
Change, 15(3), 199–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.01.002 

Guha-Sapir, D., Below, R., & Hoyois, P. (2020). EM-DAT: The International Disaster 
Database. CRED (Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters), 
Université Catholique de Louvain. http://www.emdat.be/Database/ 

Hall, P. A. (1993). Policy paradigms , social learning , and the State : The case of 
economic policymaking in Britain. Comparative Politics, 25(3), 275–296. 
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030 Agenda 
for Sustainable Development web.pdf 

Hall, P. A. (2009). Historical institutionalism in rationalist and sociological 
perspective. In J. Mahoney & K. Thelen (Eds.), Explaining Institutional 
Change: Ambiguity, Agency, and Power (ProQuest E, pp. 204–224). Cambridge 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511806414.009 

Hall, P. A., & Thelen, K. (2009). Institutional change in varieties of capitalism. Socio-
Economic Review, 7, 7–34. https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwn020 

Hayes, M. (2017). Incrementalism and public policy-making. Oxford Research 
Encyclopedia of Politics, March, 1–24.  

 https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.133 
Healy, A., & Malhotra, N. (2009). Myopic voters and natural disaster policy. 

American Political Science Review, 103(3), 387–406.  
 https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990104 
Heltberg, R., Siegel, P. B., & Jorgensen, S. L. (2009). Addressing human vulnerability 

to climate change: Toward a ‘no-regrets’ approach. Global Environmental 
Change, 19(1), 89–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2008.11.003 

IPCC. (2021). Summary for Policymakers. In V. Masson-Delmotte, P. Zhai, A. Pirani, 
S. L. Connors, C. Péan, S. Berger, N. Caud, Y. Chen, L. Goldfarb, M. I. Gomis, 
M. Huang, K. Leitzell, E. Lonnoy, J. B. R. Matthews, T. K. Maycock, T. 
Waterfield, O. Yelekçi, R. Yu, & B. Zhou (Eds.), Climate Change 2021: The 
Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Sixth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (p. 
3949). Cambridge University Press. In Press.  
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_Full_Report.pdf 



 

 61

IPCC. (2022). Summary for Policymakers. In H.-O. Pörtner, D. C. Roberts, E. S. 
Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, M. Tignor, A. Alegría, M. Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. 
Löschke, V. Möller, & A. Okem (Eds.), Climate Change 2022: Impacts, 
Adaptation and Vulnerability. Cambridge University Press. In Press. 

Johnston, I. (2015). Let them feed him biscuits: Doing fieldwork in Fiji with the family. 
Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, 16(1). https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-
16.1.2220 

Jones, B. D., & Baumgartner, F. R. (2012). From there to here: Punctuated equilibrium 
to the general punctuation thesis to a theory of government information 
processing. Policy Studies Journal, 40(1), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-
0072.2011.00431.x 

Jones, S., Oven, K. J., Manyena, B., & Aryal, K. (2014). Governance struggles and 
policy processes in disaster risk reduction: A case study from Nepal. Geoforum, 
57, 78–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.07.011 

Kaarbo, J., & Beasley, R. K. (1999). A practical guide to the comparative case study 
method in political psychology. In Political Psychology (Vol. 20, Issue 2, pp. 
369–391). https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00149 

Kamkhaji, J. C., & Radaelli, C. M. (2017). Crisis, learning and policy change in the 
European Union. In Journal of European Public Policy (Vol. 24, Issue 5, pp. 
714–734). https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2016.1164744 

Kelman, I. (2015). Climate Change and the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 6(2), 117–127. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-015-0046-5 

Kenis, A., & Mathijs, E. (2014). Climate change and post-politics: Repoliticizing the 
present by imagining the future? Geoforum, 52, 148–156.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2014.01.009 
Kenis, P., & Provan, K. G. (2009). Towards an exogenous theory of public network 

performance. Public Administration, 87(3), 440–456. 
 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2009.01775.x 

King, G., Keohane, R. O., & Verba, S. (1994). Designing social inquiry: Scientific 
inference in qualitative research. Princeton University Press. 

Kingdon, J. W. (1995). Agendas, alternatives, and public policies (2. ed.). Harper 
Collins College Publishers. 

Koivisto, J. E., & Nohrstedt, D. (2017). A policymaking perspective on disaster risk 
reduction in Mozambique. Environmental Hazards, 16(3), 210–227. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17477891.2016.1218820 

Krasner, S. D. (1984). Approaches to the state: Alternative conceptions and historical 
dynamics. Comparative Politics, 16(2), 223–246.  

 https://www.jstor.org/stable/421608 
Lazarev, E., Sobolev, A., Soboleva, I. V., & Sokolov, B. (2014). Trial by fire: A 

natural disaster’s impact on support for the authorities in rural Russia. World 
Politics, 66(4), 641–668. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887114000215 

Leftwich, A. (1995). Bringing politics back in: Towards a model of the developmental 
state. Journal of Development Studies, 31(3), 400–427.  

 https://doi.org/10.1080/00220389508422370 
 
 



 

 62 

Lemos, M. C., Lo, Y.-J. J., Nelson, D. R., Eakin, H., & Bedran-Martins, A. M. (2016). 
Linking development to climate adaptation: Leveraging generic and specific 
capacities to reduce vulnerability to drought in NE Brazil. Global 
Environmental Change, 39, 170–179.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.05.001 
Lenton, T. M., Rockström, J., Gaffney, O., Rahmstorf, S., Richardson, K., Steffen, 

W., & Schellnhuber, H. J. (2019). Climate tipping points — too risky to bet 
against. Nature, 575(7784), 592–595. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-
03595-0 

Levy, J. S. (2008). Case studies: Types, designs, and logics of inference. In Conflict 
Management and Peace Science (Vol. 25, Issue 1, pp. 1–18). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07388940701860318 

Liechty, M. (2020). Disasters and “conditions of possibility”: Rethinking causation 
through an analysis of Nepal earthquakes. Disasters.  

 https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12459 
Lindblom, C. E. (1959). The science of “muddling” through. Public Administration 

Review, 19(2), 79–88. 
Lindblom, C. E. (1965). The intelligence of democracy: Decision making through 

mutual adjustment. Free Press. 
Liou, K. T., & Kapucu, N. (2014). Disasters and development: Lessons and 

implications from global cases and issue. In Disaster and Development (pp. 
447–457). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
319-04468-2_25 

Luetjens, J., Mintrom, M., & ‘t Hart, P. (Eds.). (2019). Successful public policy: 
Lessons from Australia and New Zealand. ANU Press. 
https://doi.org/10.22459/SPP.2019 

Mahoney, J. (2000). Path dependence in historical sociology. Theory and Society, 29, 
507–548. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3108585 

Mahoney, J., & Thelen, K. (2009). A theory of gradual institutional change. 
Explaining Institutional Change: Ambiguity, Agency, and Power, 1–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511806414.003 

Mani, A., & Mukand, S. (2007). Democracy, visibility and public good provision. 
Journal of Development Economics, 83(2), 506–529.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2005.06.008 
May, P. J. (1991). Reconsidering policy design. Journal of Public Policy, 11(2), 187–

206. 
May, P. J., & Jochim, A. E. (2013). Policy regime perspectives: Policies, politics, and 

governing. Policy Studies Journal, 41(3), 426–452.  
 https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12024 
McConnell, A. (2010). Policy success, policy failure and grey areas in-between. 

Journal of Public Policy, 30(3), 345–362.  
 https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X10000152 
McMillen, H., Ticktin, T., & Springer, H. K. (2017). The future is behind us: 

traditional ecological knowledge and resilience over time on Hawai‘i Island. 
Regional Environmental Change, 17(2), 579–592.  

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-016-1032-1 
 



 

 63

Meinshausen, M., Lewis, J., McGlade, C., Gütschow, J., Nicholls, Z., Burdon, R., 
Cozzi, L., & Hackmann, B. (2022). Realization of Paris Agreement pledges may 
limit warming just below 2 °C. Nature, 604(7905), 304–309. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04553-z 

Mikulewicz, M. (2019). Thwarting adaptation’s potential? A critique of resilience and 
climate-resilient development. Geoforum, 104(May 2018), 267–282. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.05.010 

Mileti, D. S., & Brien, P. W. O. (1992). Warnings during disaster : Normalizing 
communicated risk. Social Problems, 39(1), 40–57. 

Mitchell, R. B. (2003). International environmental agreements: A survey of their 
features, formation, and effects. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 
28(1), 429–461. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.28.050302.105603 

Mitchell, T., & Van Aalst, M. (2008). Convergence of disaster riskreduction and 
climate change adaptation. UK Department for International Development 
(DFID), 44(October), 1–22.  

 http://www.preventionweb.net/files/7853_ConvergenceofDRRandCCA1.pdf 
Moore, H. E. (1956). Toward a theory of disaster. American Sociological Review, 

21(6), 733. https://doi.org/10.2307/2088426 
Muller, B., & Schulte, S. (2011). Governing wildfire risks: What shapes county hazard 

mitigation programs? Journal of Planning Education and Research, 31(1), 60–
73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X10395895 

Nabatchi, T., Regimes, C. G., & Ebook, P. (2015). An overview of collaborative 
governance. In K. Emerson & T. Nabatchi (Eds.), Collaborative Governance 
Regimes (pp. 1–35). Georgetown University Press. 

Nagoda, S., & Nightingale, A. J. (2017). Participation and power in climate change 
adaptation policies: Vulnerability in food security programs in Nepal. World 
Development, 100, 85–93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.07.022 

Nakamura, N., & Kanemasu, Y. (2020). Traditional knowledge, social capital, and 
community response to a disaster: resilience of remote communities in Fiji after 
a severe climatic event. Regional Environmental Change, 20(1), 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-020-01613-w 

Nemakonde, L. D., & Van Niekerk, D. (2022). Enabling conditions for integrating 
government institutions for disaster risk reduction and climate change 
adaptation in the SADC region and beyond. Risk, Hazards and Crisis in Public 
Policy, August 2021, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1002/rhc3.12246 

Nightingale, A. J. (2017). Power and politics in climate change adaptation efforts: 
Struggles over authority and recognition in the context of political instability. 
Geoforum, 84, 11–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.05.011 

Nohrstedt, D. (2005). External shocks and policy change: Three Mile Island and 
Swedish nuclear energy policy. In Journal of European Public Policy (Vol. 12, 
Issue 6, pp. 1041–1059). https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760500270729 

Nohrstedt, D., Mazzoleni, M., Parker, C. F., & Di Baldassarre, G. (2021). Exposure 
to natural hazard events unassociated with policy change for improved disaster 
risk reduction. Nature Communications, 12(193), 1–11.  
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20435-2 

 
 



 

 64 

Nohrstedt, D., & Nyberg, L. (2015). Do floods drive hazard mitigation policy? 
Evidence from Swedish municipalities. Geografiska Annaler, Series A: 
Physical Geography, 97(1), 109–122. https://doi.org/10.1111/geoa.12081 

Nohrstedt, D., & Parker, C. F. (2014). The public policy dimension of resilience in 
natural disaster management: Sweden’ s Gudrun and Per storms. In 
Environmental Hazards (Issue February 2016, pp. 235–253). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04468-2 

Olson, R. S. (2000). Toward a politics of disaster: Losses, values, agendas and blame. 
In International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters (Vol. 18, Issue 2, 
pp. 265–287). http://cstl-cla.semo.edu/wmiller/ps691/Olson.pdf 

Olsson, P., Folke, C., & Berkes, F. (2004). Adaptive comanagement for building 
resilience in social-ecological systems. Environmental Management, 34(1), 75–
90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-0101-7 

Parker, C. F. (2011). Compliance. In B. Badie, D. Berg-Schlosser, & L. Morlino 
(Eds.), International Encyclopedia of Political Science (pp. 367–370). Sage 
Publications. 

Parker, C. F., & Dekker, S. (2008). September 11 and post-crisis investigation: 
Exploring the role and impact of the 9/11 commission. In A. Boin, A. 
McConnell, & P. ‘t Hart (Eds.), Governing after Crisis: The Politics of 
Investigation, Accountability and Learning (pp. 255–285). Cambridge 
University Press. 

Parker, C. F., Nohrstedt, D., Baird, J., Hermansson, H., Rubin, O., & Baekkeskov, E. 
(2020a). Collaborative crisis management: a plausibility probe of core 
assumptions. Policy and Society, 39(4), 510–529.  

 https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2020.1767337 
Parker, C. F., Nohrstedt, D., Baird, J., Hermansson, H., Rubin, O., & Baekkeskov, E. 

(2020b). Collaborative crisis management: a plausibility probe of core 
assumptions. Policy and Society, 1–20.  

' https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2020.1767337 
Parks, B. C., & Roberts, J. T. (2010). Climate change, social theory and justice. 

Theory, Culture and Society, 27(2), 134–166.  
 https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276409359018 
Petzold, J. (2016). Limitations and opportunities of social capital for adaptation to 

climate change: A case study on the Isles of Scilly. The Geographical Journal, 
182(2), 123–134. https://doi.org/10.1111/geoj.12154 

Pierson, P. (2000). Increasing Returns, Path Dependence, and the Study of Politics. 
American Political Science Review, 94(2), 251–267.  

 https://doi.org/10.2307/2586011 
Popov, V., & Jomo, K. S. (2018). Are developing countries catching up? Cambridge 

Journal of Economics, 42(1), 33–46. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bex025 
Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. 

Research in Organizational Behaviour, 12, 295 – 336.  
 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301840604 
Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2007). Modes of network governance: Structure, 

management, and effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 18(2), 229–252. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015 

 



 

 65

Rios, V., Ivaschenko, O., & Doyle, J. (2020). Cash transfers’ effect on government 
support: the case of Fiji. Disasters, 44(1), 152–178.  

 https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12378 
Rivera, C. (2014). Integrating climate change adaptation into disaster risk reduction 

in urban contexts: Perceptions and practice. PLoS Currents, JAN. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/currents.dis.7bfa59d37f7f59abc238462d53fbb41f 

Rivera, C., & Wamsler, C. (2014). Integrating climate change adaptation, disaster risk 
reduction and urban planning: A review of Nicaraguan policies and regulations. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 7, 78–90. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2013.12.008 

Rubin, O. (2020). The political dynamics of voter retrospection and disaster 
responses. Disasters, 44(2), 239–261. https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12376 

Russell, L., James, G. D., & Bourque, L. B. (1995). Preparedness and hazard 
mitigation actions before and after two earthquakes. Environment and 
BehaviorR, 27(6), 744–770. 

Sabatier, P. A. (Ed.). (2007). Theories of the policy process. Westview Press. 
Schipper, E. L. F., & Pelling, M. (2006). Disaster risk, climate change and 

international development: scope for, and challenges to, integration. Disasters, 
30(January 2005), 19–38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2006.00304.x 

Schipper, E. L. F., Thomalla, F., Vulturius, G., Davis, M., & Johnson, K. (2016). 
Linking disaster risk reduction, climate change and development. International 
Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment, 7(2), 216–228. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-03-2015-0014 

Scoville-Simonds, M., Jamali, H., & Hufty, M. (2020). The hazards of mainstreaming: 
Climate change adaptation politics in three dimensions. World Development, 
125, 104683. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.104683 

Sen, A. (1999). Development Freedom. In Development Freedom. 
Shipan, C. R., & Volden, C. (2008). The mechanisms of policy diffusion. American 

Journal of Political Science, 52(4), 840–857. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
5907.2008.00346.x 

Smit, B., & Wandel, J. (2006). Adaptation, adaptive capacity and vulnerability. 
Global Environmental Change, 16(3), 282–292.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.03.008 
Smith, J. B., Vogel, J. M., & Cromwell III, J. E. (2009). An architecture for 

government action on adaptation to climate change. An editorial comment. 
Climatic Change, 95(1–2), 53–61. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-009-9623-1 

Solecki, W. D., Leichenko, R., & O’Brien, K. (2011). Climate change adaptation 
strategies and disaster risk reduction in cities: Connections, contentions, and 
synergies. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 3(3), 135–141. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2011.03.001 

Solecki, W. D., & Michaels, S. (1994). Looking through the postdisaster policy 
window. Environmental Management, 18(4), 587–595.  

 https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02400861 
Stark, A. (2018). New institutionalism, critical junctures and post-crisis policy reform. 

Australian Journal of Political Science, 53(1), 24–39.  
 https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1409335 
 



 

 66 

Stern, N. (2007). The economics of climate change. Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511817434 

Teorell, J., Dahlberg, S., Holmberg, S., Rothstein, B., Pachon, N. A., & Axelsson, S. 
(2020). The Quality of Government Standard Dataset, version Jan20. In 
University of Gothenburg: The Quality of Government Institute. University of 
Gothenburg: The Quality of Government Institute. 

Thelen, K. (1999). Historical institutionalism in comparative politics. Annual Review 
of Political Science, 2(1), 369–404.  

 https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.2.1.369 
Thelen, K. (2009). Institutional change in advanced political economies. British 

Journal of Industrial Relations, 47(3), 471–498. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8543.2009.00746.x 

Tierney, K. (2012). Disaster governance: Social, political, and economic dimensions. 
Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 37(1), 341–363. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020911-095618 

Tozier de la Poterie, A., & Baudoin, M.-A. (2015). From Yokohama to Sendai: 
Approaches to participation in international disaster risk reduction frameworks. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 6(2), 128–139. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-015-0053-6 

Truelove, H. B., Carrico, A. R., & Thabrew, L. (2015). A socio-psychological model 
for analyzing climate change adaptation: A case study of Sri Lankan paddy 
farmers. Global Environmental Change, 31, 85–97.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.12.010 
UNDP. (n.d.). In depth | UNDP in Nepal. Retrieved April 14, 2021, from 

https://www.np.undp.org/content/nepal/en/home/energy-environment-climate-
and-disaster-risk-management/in-depth.html 

UNDRR. (n.d.). UNDRR Terminology. Retrieved October 20, 2021, from 
https://www.undrr.org/terminology 

Vaidya, P. (2017). Does planning and preparation help in disaster risk management? 
A Nepal experience. In Prehospital and Disaster Medicine (Vol. 32, Issue S1, 
pp. S120–S121). https://doi.org/10.1017/s1049023x17003429 

van Eijndhoven, J., Clark, W. C., & Jäger, J. (2001). The long-term development of 
global environmental risk management. In The Social Learning Group, 
Learning to Manage Global Environmental Risks, vol 2. The MIT Press. 

Victor, D. G. (1997). The use and effectiveness of nonbinding instruments in the 
management of complex international environmental problems. Proceedings of 
the Annual Meeting (American Society of International Law), 91, 241–250. 

Vij, S., Biesbroek, R., Groot, A., & Termeer, K. (2018). Changing climate policy 
paradigms in Bangladesh and Nepal. Environmental Science & Policy, 
81(January), 77–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.010 

Vij, S., Russell, C., Clark, J., Parajuli, B. P., Shakya, P., & Dewulf, A. (2020). 
Evolving disaster governance paradigms in Nepal. International Journal of 
Disaster Risk Reduction, 50(August), 101911.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101911 
Walch, C. (2019). Adaptive governance in the developing world: disaster risk 

reduction in the State of Odisha, India. Climate and Development, 11(3), 238–
252. https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2018.1442794 



 

 67

Wamsler, C., & Brink, E. (2014). Moving beyond short-term coping and adaptation. 
Environment and Urbanization, 26(1), 86–111.  

 https://doi.org/10.1177/0956247813516061 
White, S. (2011). Government decentralization in the 21st century (Issue December). 
Wilkinson, E. (2012). Transforming disaster risk management: A political economy 

approach. In Background Notes (Issue January).  
 https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-

files/7555.pdf 
Wise, R. M., Fazey, I., Stafford Smith, M., Park, S. E., Eakin, H. C., Archer Van 

Garderen, E. R. M., & Campbell, B. (2014). Reconceptualising adaptation to 
climate change as part of pathways of change and response. Global 
Environmental Change, 28, 325–336.  

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.12.002 
Wittneben, B. B. F. (2012). The impact of the Fukushima nuclear accident on 

European energy policy. Environmental Science and Policy, 15(1), 1–3. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2011.09.002 

Ylikoski, P. (2013). Causal and constitutive explanation compared. Erkenntnis, 
78(S2), 277–297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10670-013-9513-9 

Young, O. R. (1980). International Regimes: Problems of Concept Formation. World 
Politics, 32(3), 331–356. https://doi.org/10.2307/2010108 

Zaidi, R. Z. (2018). Beyond the Sendai indicators: Application of a cascading risk lens 
for the improvement of loss data indicators for slow-onset hazards and small-
scale disasters. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 30(November 
2017), 306–314. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.03.022 

Zorn, M. (2018). Natural disasters and less developed countries. In S. Pelc & M. 
Koderman (Eds.), Nature, Tourism and Ethnicity as Drivers of 
(De)Marginalization (pp. 59–78). Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-59002-8_4 

 



Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis
Digital Comprehensive Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations
from the Faculty of Social Sciences 198

Editor: The Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences

A doctoral dissertation from the Faculty of Social Sciences,
Uppsala University, is usually a summary of a number of
papers. A few copies of the complete dissertation are kept
at major Swedish research libraries, while the summary
alone is distributed internationally through the series Digital
Comprehensive Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations from the
Faculty of Social Sciences. (Prior to January, 2005, the series
was published under the title “Comprehensive Summaries of
Uppsala Dissertations from the Faculty of Social Sciences”.)

Distribution: publications.uu.se
urn:nbn:se:uu:diva-477561

ACTA
UNIVERSITATIS

UPSALIENSIS
UPPSALA

2022


	Abstract
	List of Papers
	Contents
	Acknowledgements
	Abbreviations
	1. Introduction: From disasters to change and progress
	2. Research objectives and research questions
	3. Change in disaster risk reduction and its regime(s)
	4. Theoretical framework
	Theories of change
	Conditions and enabling factors for change

	5. Research Design and Methods
	A note on data
	Complementary case study

	6. Summary of the articles
	Article I: The effectiveness of soft law in international environmental regimes: Participation and compliance in the Hyogo Framework for Action
	Article II: Drivers of change in national disaster governance under the Hyogo Framework for Action
	Article III: Change in policy regimes for disaster risk reduction in Fiji and Nepal

	7. Contributions
	8. Conclusions
	References



