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MESSAGE:
Dear Olavi and Greg

Just to keep you i the picture, here 1s how we wouid envisage running the afiermoon sesstor on

vainerable communities and peopie. It 15 expected that berween 2C0 and 600 peopie will
aitend the session.

With so many peopie attending their is no reai way to get “audience participation”. So what [
wouid lie 1o tr¥ 1s to have papers presented and individuals in the audience asked before the
conference to make a formai response to the papers.

To do this we need to have an idea of who wiil be artending so that we can send them the
particuiar paper m question in advance and ask them to prepare 2 15 minute response. {papers
and responses should be published}.

Obwviously I would like the Japanese Red Cross to be one:of the respondents. but could you
suggest others?

Also, can you suggest any other people who might be ajternative contributors?



vuinerable communities and peopie

Opening address: IFRC (20 minutes)

We use this to set the scens and highlight what we think are the important issues 10 be

aware of in listeming to the subsequent presenratons. We can also use it to flag the work
of the Federanon.

Paper 1. (30 minutes)

This wouid be an overview of the subject, coming m from a mere academic view point,
Two possible names, Dr Mary Anderson (Harvard) or Dr Ben Wisner (Rutgers)

Response to I. (15 minutes)

Quesnons and answers (15 minures)

Paper 2. (30 minuzes)

Paper rwo looks at the political. human rights and ethical dimensions of vuinerability.
Possibie contributors include Dr Amaria Sen (Oxford), Dr Francis D'Souzz (Articie 19.
London).

Response 1o 2. (15 mmutes)

Questions arid answers (15 minutes)

Paper 3. (30 minutes)

Paper three looks at parnicle aspects of putting the theory and ideals of papers one and
two inio practice. Possibie comrtbutors include Dr Andrew Muskery (ITDG, Peru), Dr
John Seaman (SCF. UK).

Response 1o 3. (15 minutes)

Questions and answers (15 minutes)

Wrap-up (IFRC) 20 minutes

We use this to summarise what came out of the papers and discussion and what will be
the aspects we wul highlight in the repont of tha session.



A Guide to Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment




Section I:
Why vuinerability and capacity assessment?
Purpose of this document

In the Strategic Work Plan for the 90s the Federation has set its key goal as improving the
situation of the most vulnerable. It is a simple statement, butit clearly indicates a new
focus in our thinking and practice. This document describes vulnerability and capacity
assessment and provides a shared understanding among the National Societies from which we
can begin to tzke actions. It explains why we need to take this new challenge and how
vulnerability and capacity assessment can be useful to National Societies in putting the
Strategy into practice.

What the document does not do is provide a tool that can be directly applied in our
programmes. The document is written for all National Societies and so it will need to be
adapted to suit the needs of each one before it czn be used in the field. Recognising this, the
Federation's Secretariat is producing training material to go with this document. The training
pack will allow us to take the ideas found here znd apply them directly to our programmes

We need to target the most vulnerable

National Societies have traditionally targeted their assistance to where they see most suffering:
to the victims of disasters, traffic accidents or epidemics. Our mission is to alleviate suffering
znd to do sc effectively, efficiently and with maxirnum benefit for the communities in nesd of
support. But today we kmow that despite overall progress in economic and sccial
development, increzsing numbers of peopie are left behind. They are the most deprived aad
the mest vulnerable. They are the peopie 2t risk whom we should be zssisting. They are the
people most afected by disasters, most involved in accidents, most likely to be malnourished
and most endangered by epidemics. However, the resources available to us to assist them zre
not increasing with the same spesd. There is less to go around. We need better identificztion
of whom we should assist 2nd how to target our resources more efectively. Vulnerability znd
capzacity assessment helps us in this process.

We need to improve the conditions for the most vulnerable

If we only strive to target more effectively we will inevitably end up serving 2 smaller and
smaller percentage of the growing numbers of people caught in disasters or afflicted by
malnutrition end disease. If we are to be true to our Fundamental Principles and the gozls of
the Strategic Work Plan for the $0's, we have to go beyond just assisting the victims. We
have 10 find out why they are vulnerable, what the major factors are that trigger their
suffering and what their potential capacities are to help themselves, so that we can work with
them to change these conditions. Uncovering this information is part of vulnerability and
capacity assessment.

We nieed to improve the capacities of vulnerable people

Improving the conditions for the most vulnerable involves National Society efforts. More
importantly, it involves comununity efforts both in times of crisis and in the long-term.
Understanding peopie's resources and capacities for self-help is central to vulnerzbility 2nd
capacity assessment.



We need to advocate for the most vulnerable

We cannot and should not always help people directly. Sometimes our role is to persuade
others to give help or to honcur their responsibilities and commitments. If we are to advocate
effectively on behelf of the vulnerable we need to understand why they are vulnerable 2nd
what we must advocate in favour of. Vulnerability and capacity assesstnent 2llows us o do
this.

Section |I:
The assessment model

The model developed to help us understand and assess vulnerabilities and capacities has three
steps.

+ First, identiying potential threats,

» Second, identifying vulnerabilities,

+ Third, assessing capacities 2nd resources.
A full and useful assessment must invelve all three sizg=s.
Step 1: Identifying potential threats

In ziming to reduce the risk of disaster or long term cestitution, we need to understznd the
nature of the potential threats peaple face. These can be divided into three categories:

* Those based in nature; such as earthquakes, cyclones, droughts, floods oy pathogers.
* Those based in violence; such as war, intimidation, harassment or sexual assault.
+ Thaose based in deterioration: such as declining health, education znd other social

services; trade shifts; government policy or environmental degradation.

* In any particular country seme of these will be mcere important than others, some will
not even exist. The frequency and severity of the same threat will also ckange ffom cne
place to another. Many disaster prome countries however will suffer fom 2
combinaticn of threats. In coming to terms with the threats in their country, National
Societies must:

* Be aware of the historicaily experienced threats: Some threats do not occur very
frequently or may not strike the same place often enough to be remembered by the
public. This may create a false feeling of safety and security. Naticnal Societies may
not have the expertise to explore zll potential threats but they can collaborate with
scientific institutes and other bodies in their country to make informed predictions.

+ Be aware of new threats: There are an increasing number of threats that zre
worsening or suddenly emerging due to changes in namral, €conornical, social or
political trends. For example, population increase causes more and more marginal land
to be brought into productive use. Threats unnoticed before, simply because nothicg
was exposed to them, can easily tumn into major problems that no one had predicted.
Technological development in fast growing economies can become a potential threat.
Lack of development and material reserves may make 2 population susceptible to the



impact of drought. Environmental pollution and new types of disease, such 2s AIDS,
create new health risks. Political developments and ethnic conflicts can create mass
movement of populations.

National Societies need to predict these threats and their consequences. How
probable are these threats? Whers might they strike? Who is at risk? Answering these
questions requires colleboration with community groups, the scientific community and
relevant government bodies. At a different {evel, National Societies, with a foot in both
worlds, can inform the public and lobby with the government and international
crganisations to draw their attenticn to emergng thraats,

Be aware of the local threats: The number of small scale, localised disasters which
do not hit the headiines or appear in any statistics, zre on the increase, Collectively
these can present a more serious problemn than zny catzsisophic event. For example, in
densely populated shanty towns disease, fires, land slides znd floods are increasingly
common events. National Societies, through their local network, are in a unique
position to work with the affected communities in identifying these local threats and
act at the local and national level to address them,

Step.2: ldentifying vulnerabilities

We all know that some people are more likely to be afecied by a threat than others even
though they are exposed to the same event. Who are the most vulnerable? Even where 2
whole community might Jive in an earthquake zene or is threatened by a Lealth hazard such es
cholera, certain groups will be at 2 higher risk than others. YWhy are some more affected?
To understand vulnerability we have to answer both questiozs.

There is 2 tendency emong the humanitarian organisations to address specific generic groups
&s the most vulnerable such as women, children and the elderly. This is true to z certain
extent but It is a gross simplification. It is the interaction of many ather factors that help usg
define who will be at higher risk from = certain threat.

*

Proximity and exposure: People who live or work on or near some kind of threat
face 2 higher nisk than those who do net, (e.z. on a floed plain, on unstable slopes or
near z nuclear reactor). Certain people are more exposed to kEzzards than cthers (e.g.
in certain parts of the world, people without access to information or people who
caanot chose their sexual partners zre more exposed to the threat of AIDS).

Poverty': People who have few options, few resources and few reserves cannot well
protect themselves from threats. They can be pushed over the "edge” of survival by
disasters or disezse more easily than those who are wealthier, Poverty is linked to
other problems such as lack of education, lack of political influence and good
leadership, or poor health. Children of poor families are far less likely to enter and
complete school than children of families who are better off. Where education provides
a reserve Or opens coptions for economical aciivity, poor people will often be
disadvantaged.

WARNING! Though thers is a ciear connection betwesn poverty and vulnerabiliry, it 1s 2 mistake to

assume that 2ll pocr people are vulnerable or that poverty is the sole cause of vulnerability. In any particular
case, peaple with greater wealth can be more vulnerable than those who are less well of. This depends on
people’s ezpacites to withstand the impact of a certain threat and to recaver from it



. Exclusion/marginalization: People who are left out of economic and social systems
are vulnerable. For example, people who are excluded from access to education, health
care, employment, housing, credit, political participation, etc. are not as able to
manage and control the decisions and events that affect them, as those who do have
access to all of these resources,

People are excluded and marginalised for a number of reasons. For example, prejudice
and discnmination against people of 2 certain gender, class, ethnic group, religion, rzce
or other group, effectively marginalises them and makes them vulnerable. In some
societies, people who have physical cr mental disabilities are effectively excluded from
many economic and social functions. Sometimes, social custom and roles result in
exclusion or marginalisation of certain groups such as women and children who may
have limited access to resources and opportunities.

Step 3: Assessing capacities and strengths

Assessing the capacities of the people who are potentially at risk from a threat is -z very
important step-in choosing strategies to reduce risk It is the step in the process that most
people forget. When we leave it out, we can make many mistakes in programme design znd
waste scarce external resources. Furthenmore, if we ignore rather than support the strengths of
the recipients, the outcome is thet they are undenmined znd even weakened. Thus, aid that was
supposed to help people can actually end up leaving them dependent on external assistance
and more likely to be vulnerable to future threats.

We should recognise that even the weakest in 2 community have some skills, resources and
strengths to help themselves and perhzps others. For many, coping with everyday risks is a
permenent activity and an integral part of their survival strategy. This can be an important
asset to build upon in a crsis. Others may have social networks to support each other.
Ultimetely, this balance between weaknesses and strengths defines who is at more risk and
who tips over the edge when the disaster strikes.

In many ways vulnerabilities and czpacities are mirror images of each other. Effective and
effcient programme planning needs to focus on both images. A certain weakness can be
turned into a strength through programmes aimed zt enhancing people's ability to help
themselves. This is why we need to recogmse what useful capacities exist in a country, area,
within 2 National Soclety, community or individual, as weli as what external resources are
needed to cope with threats.

Caparxities that we need to enhance for this purpose can be:

. Physical and material: People with economic and material resources can survive
better. These may come in the form of cash, land, tools, food, jots, energy sources or
access to credit and borrowing capacity. The abundance and appropriateness of
people's resources make a big difference to whether they can handle and control any
kind of threat and whether they will lead a satisfying and dignified life. For example,
people with access to food and clean water have better heaith to withstand-disease;
those with the means can afford mzterials and skills to make their homes strong zgainst
cyclones.

. Social and organisational: People have other resources that help them cope with,
resist and handle the threats they may face. For example, communities that are
close-knit and have social networks to support each other are stronger. Communities



where good leadership, caring local znd nationat institutions are in place, and where
people share the physical resources they have in times of need, are more likely to
survive. These communities may be economically poor but still they can be strong.
Social and organisational capacities can be just as important (and sometimes more
important) as material or szonomic capacities in helping people achieve development.

* Skills and attitudes: Human resources are often the key to mmprove conditions.
Those with skiils, knowledge and education can have more choices and a greater
ability to improve their conditions. People who are aware of their abilities and have
confidence in themselves are better able to cope with a crisis. When they are dependent
on others and feel victimised by events outside their control they have a limited desire
to change their condition and so become more vulnerable to threats,

The role for the National Societies is to build up the self-esteem, dignity and self-reliance of
the communities that they are working with. Capacity building may be a slow process but it
hes long term impact, moreover, it is a process that is close to the heart of National Societies
as many of them know the benefits of strengthening their own organisation,

Perception of risk

Putting steps one, two and three together gives us an overall picture of the vulnerabilities and
czpacities of a comrnunity. But beware, this is our assessment, not necessarily that of the
community under threat.

Assessment of potential threats, vulnerabilities and capacities is about assessment of risk.
Level of risk can be predicted or measured to a certain degree. Doing something about it
however, does'not always relate to the actuzl risk, It often depends on what is perceived as
risk and the choices available to reduce it.

Nothing in life is safe. Anything from cooking with fire to comumuting, smoking or using
electricity presents z certain level of danger. Disasters are threats that occur less often
compared to many other risks. Yet, the public is expected to take actions or follow advice in
reducing disaster impact. Communities seem to tolerate different risks for different reasomns.
This may be due to lack of knowledge znd misconceptions, low level of awareness and
perception of certain risks, economical, social and cultural constraints or even awareness of

the bemefits brought by talkdng some risks.

. Lack of knowledge of possible threats: This is common where literacy and access to
the media and other sources of informztion are limited. Loss of traditional knowledge
of local threats can zlso play a part. This can occur when there is rapid social and
technological change or long time-gaps between major disaster events. People in
affected areas often comment on the loss of traditional understanding of risks by
stating how much the elderly, their parents or ancestors knew about local threats and
what to do about them. The National Society should take responsibility for informing
the public of potential risks where this local knowledge is not available. This is
particularly important in situations where the population has not been exposed to any
major disaster event in its recent history or faces 2 new threat such as AIDS, and thus
may have 2 false feeling of safety. Programmes to raise awareness are not only useful
to increase perception of risk where it is judged too low, but also to educate the public
that risks are preventable znd to encourage them to participate in protecting
themselves,



> Misconceptions and cultural attitudes: Cultural beliefs may influence the way
communities relate to certain risks. Interpreting disasters as God's will or choosing to
let destiny take its course creates very little desire among such groups to take any
action to reduce risks-Frogrammes to reduce vulnerability should take into account
the possibility of such resistance from the communities and develop creative ways of
changing such aftitudes.

<+ Benefits in taking a risk: Some risks come with benefits. For example, volcanic ashes
can be a good fertiliser for some crops. A certain level of flooding is essential for the
livelihoods of many farmers living on a flood plain. Proximity to an industrial plant can
reduce the cost and travel time for those who work at the plant. The zcceptability of a
risk to individuals and society appears to increase with the benefits that can be
obtzined from being neer the threat. In our programmes, we should be careful not to
introduce new problems whilst trying to reduce others.

* Economical and social priorities: Awareness zlone s not enough to stir people to
take action or participzte in programmes to reduce risks. Other priorities also play a
fundzmental rele in guiding choices. Where resources z2nd capacities are limited, and
everyday risks are too many, it becomes difficult to invest time and money on
reducing a potential risk. School bocks for children, z new ox, enough food to eat,
somewhere to live, an approaching festival or an ill parent, will always take priority
over something that mzy happen in the future.

How far communities are prepared to tzke risk, therefore, does not depend entirely on the
zctual risk level. It is often a subjective choice based on value judgement. Our vulnerability
reduction programmes have to be aware of this reality and balance scientific judgements
zgainst the social, economical, cultural and political assessment of risks made by the
individuals 2nd communities that face them.

Section Il

Using vulnerability and capacity assessment

The »verall purpase of vulnerzbility and capacity assessment (VCA) is to understand the
nature zand level of risks that the communities have to face; where these risks come from;
what|and who will be the worst affected; what is availzble at 21l levels to reduce the risks and
whatineeds to be further strengthened. As such, it is 2 diagnostic tool to be used for better
informed relief, mitigation and development programmes.

VCA can be zpplied in many ways: at different stages of the development cycle, as 2
diagnostic or planning tool across different sectors or in one particular sector such as healti,
food or water.

The place of VCA within the development cycle

Disasters and development are closely related, While disasters can considerably set back
development in any society, vulnersbility to disasters can be increased by the lack of
development. It is important to recognise that VCA is not an approzch only to define who
should benefit from relief aid bur aiso to recognise in advance, and change where possible, the
conditions that give rise to problems. This provides us with the opportunity for strategic inputs
to reduce risk from threats at various stages of the development-disaster continuum.



Pre-disaster/crisis stage

Disasters are selective. They seek out the weakest. Poor quality building, the unstable
soil, the most degraded environment, the least developed countries, the poorest
households, the politically, socially or culturally most marginalised, the least
resourceful, the physically weakest individuals are zll more susceptible to disasters.

A hazard or a threat is not the same thing as a disaster. A hazard turns into a disaster
when something is exposed to it and is seriously affected by it, such as people, their
health, their habitat or economy. How much they will be affected depends on the
nature of the threat. A strong earthquake, 2 wide spread epidemic, 2 long lesting
drought obviously can have a damaging impact. It also depends on the weakness of
what is exposed to the threat. Buildings that are not designed for earthquakes, children
who are not vaccinated for certain disease, fzrnilies without the economic means to
have access to food in a drought will be affected more. Disasters, therefore,. oceur
when the threat coincides with something susceptible to it.

* Can we remove the threat? A simple solution to the problem could be to
remove the threzt from what is vulnerable to it. Perhaps the most successil
example is the eradication of malaria in many parts of the world by eliminating
the source of it. This is, however, not always possible or feasible for other
threats. There are only a few examples of changing the course of rivers or
closing down productive industrial plants because people, cities or agnculture
1is in danger.

. Can we move away from the threat? If we can not easily eliminate the threat
can we move away from it. Where the threat can be predicted with some
accuracy, evacuation of the population at high risk can save lives. There are
numerous such success stories from recent cyclones, high winds and volcanic
eruptions. Flesing from conflict zreas is sometimes the only choice left to
people. Saving lives is of utmost importance; but, people still lose their homes,
assets, crops or animals. This can render them economically weaker and
exposed to future and other threats. Besides, not all threats are predictable with
accuracy. Some zre so wide-spread that there are no safe places to retreat to.
Permanent relocztion of setilements and mass migration of populations hes
been tried. In most situations, however, these are not economically feasible
or socially and politically acceptable solutions.

. Can we reduce the impact of disasters? We can not easily keep the two
sources of disasters apart; that is the threat and what is vulnerable to it. But,
we can reduce the impact of a disaster. This we can achieve by reducing the
threat or by strengthening what it threatens. For example, building dikes and
dams can contro] flooding. Equaily, strong buildings and crops resist the tmpact
of flooding; strong economies can recover from the impact faster. —In the
health sector, improved water 2nd sanitation can reduce the source of some
disease. Vaccination, on the other hand, strengthens the body to fight it
Disaster mitigation, therefore, is about reducing the threat. It is zlso about
strengthening what is weak and exposed to the threat. To put it in differest
words, this is what we call reducing vulnerability and increasing capacity.



Emergency response

Despite all efforts to improve vulerable conditions and to reduce risks for the
population in advance, many threats will eventually turn into disasters. In responding
to these, the Nationat Society plays a role in identify the most vulnerable for targeted,
efficient and effective relief response. In doing so, there is a need to move away from
the ‘victim in need’ approach towards a 'support’ role. For this purpose, VCA can be
useful in complementing traditional needs assessment.

Post-disaster rehabilitation

Post-disaster rehabilitztion provides the best opportunity to evaluate what could hzave
been done and what needs to be done to avoid repeated suffering. As the crisis will
have highlighted the pre-disaster problems and heightened awareness at all levels, this
is the best time for advocating and implementing risk reduction programmes. It is
important at this stage to evaluate why certain groups were more affected than others
as well as what can be done to improve their conditions. It is equally important to be
vigilant about who may not be able to recover fully ffom the impact of the disaster.
Those who suffered will continue to be vulnerable to repeat events and varations in
capacity will determine who is, and who is not, pushed further down into destitution.

In programumung for post-disaster recovery the impact of our programmes needs to be
checked to ensure thet we do not introduce new problems while trying 1o reduce
others. For example, 2 programme aiming to increase the capacities of women might
also be increasing their work load without necessarily helping them to reduce their
traditicnat Jabour. Are they travelling more, will they be working longer hours, locse
their traditional rights, socials status, etc.? Thirdly, cppertunities for long-term znd
sustainable alleviation of suffering should not be lost. Remember that disasters also
provide windows of oppertunities for development.

Long-term development

Most of the points mentioned under rehzbilitation apply equally to Ilonge-tenm
development. Development is about strengthening the capacities of the most vulnerable
in the long term. By strengthening capacities on a sustzinable basis, one helps people
relp themselves to become less dependent on outside assistance and less vulnerable to
disasters. Of critical importance is to recognise the existing and potential resources and
skills of the target groups and to build upon these. It is also critically important that
they participate in determining their own developmment, i.e. in choosing, designing and
implementing development programmes.

VCA as a diagnostic tool

>

It helps us to understand problems (symptoms) and where they stem from (underlying
causes). -

It helps us to systematically look at what is available to alleviate the problem
(resources, skills and capacities) and decide whether we should be involved and at
what level.



* It encourages us to focus on specific local cenditions (specific threats and risks, most
vulnerable groups, sources of vulnerability, local perception of risks, local resources
and capacities).

. Tt highlights different areas of responsibility for reducing vuinerabilities as some will
require political inputs;” others technical, monetary or social. This helps the National
Society define more clearly their roles and possible areas of collaboration with the
government, communities and other agencies.

VCA as a planning tool

* As vulnerability reduction is a long-term process, it helps us to prioritise and sequence
our actions and inputs in determining who and what should be addressed at which
stage,

. It provides an opportunity for dynamic and realistic pianning where changes can be
monitored and single-solution programmes can be avoided.

* It helps to evaluate the impact of a project in terms of risks reduced, vulnerzble
conditions improved, czpacities enhanced or new risks introduced through our
programmes.

Use of VCA in a single sector

VCA can also be used to estimate the probebility and the level of 2 particular risk ffom a
specific threat. For example, to assess the level of measles risk among children in a refugee
camp; the prebebifity of tuilding collapse in a city from a certain scale of earthquake; the
relative risk of malnutrition from food shortzge in different parts of a country. This type of
assessment requires accurzte indicators of vulnerzbility, as well as scientific methods of data
collection zrd assessment. This kind of work is more commonly carried out in the health,
agriculture and building sectors where the damage from a phenomenon is relatively easy to
measure znd predict. The social, cultural, psychological znd even economic indicators of
vulnerability however zre not all equally well developed and czn not yet 2ll be measured with
accuracy. Scientific work of this nature is aiready undertaken by some of the National
Sccieties in relation to the health sestor. Developing cepacity in other areas may not be 2
National Society responsibility. However, collaboration with research and Govermment
institutions can benefit vulnerability reduction programmes considerably.

Section [V:

Takijng action

The task for the National Society is to develop imaginative programmes in order to turmn
weaknesses into strengths; problems into solutions, Some actions may be clearly beyond the
capactty of the Nztional Society and fall into the agenda of the national Governments and
development agencies. However, in working with the populations at risk, the National Society
and its local network have important contributions to make in reducing wvulnerabilities by
targeting the root causes through development, pre and post-disaster mitigation programmes
and by targeting the symptoms through better disaster preparedness and response. There is
always an opportunity at each stage to make a positive change in the conditions. The key to




success lies in being able to make the right diagnosis and to find the most efective solutions
which build upon local capacities.



Summary: Vulnerability and capacity assessment
Step 1: Identifying potential "threats"

There are three basic categories of threats.

* Those based ia pature: (Earthquakes, cyclones, droughts, fleods, pathogens etc.)

* Those based in violence: (War, intimidation, harassment, sexual assanlt, etc.)

* Those based in deterioration: (Declining health, edveation and other social services; trade
shifts; government policies; environmental degradation etc.)

When we have identified the possible threats, it is then important to make some reasonable
assessment of how probable such threats zre and how serious they might be if they occurred.

Step 2: Identifying vulnerabilities

There are three basic characteristics that make some groups more vulnerable than others.

* Proximity/exposure: People who live or work near some kind of hazard are more vulnerable than
those who den't '

r

* Paverty: People who have few options, faw resoutces and few reserves can be pushed over the
"edge" of survival mere easily than those whe are wealtiier,

* Exclusion/margisalization: Peopie who are Ieft out of economic and social systems or lack
access to social services due 10 religion, race, gender, class and other factors are vuinerable; e.g..

certain ethnic groups, women who are single heads of households.

Step 3: Assessing people's capacities to prevent or cope with the threat

This is the step in the process that most people forget. When we leave it out, we can mzke
many frustakes in programme design and waste scarce assistance resources. People's capacities
can be understood in three categories.

. Physical/material: People have physical resources that they rely on to survive and to lead a
satisfying and dignified life,
* Social/organizational: For example, communities that are close-knit, where people tzke care of

and help each other, and where people share the physical resources they have in times of nesd. are
berrer able to cope.

. Skills and attitudes: When people have skills they are better zble to exploit resources. Whea
people zre dependent on others and fesl victimised by events outside their control, they have few

atritudinal capacities.

Putting it all together - Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment

From Step I, we know what the likely threats are in any given situation and we know how likely they are
to happen and how bad the impact would be if they kappened.

From Step II, we know who is most likely to be affected by any of the threats we have identified in Stepl
From Step IIT, we know what the people, themselves, have that keeps them from being vuinerable.

The resuit is a2 Vulgerability and Capacity Assessment. The picture is a dynamic cne and lots of things
can chznge it Thus, this 100} can also be used to design our programmes and to monitor and evaluate their
impact.




Keynote paper. Vulnerability assessment

Dr Y. F. AYSAN, International Federation of Red Cross and
Red Czescent Societies, Switzerland

INTRODUCTICN

Assessment of hazards, especizlily the cnes based in nature,
nzs been &z concern fcor the scientific cemmunity for a2 long
time, Better insctrumentaticn, gicbal networks, collabcration
eamong the relevant institutions and zgencies over ftThe decades
have resulted in improved hazard assessment +technigues and
data. There iz stil: nore =c de in knowing the hazards,
especiglly in relation to slow-onset disasters such as drought
and envirenmental degradation. However, understanding the
Ehencmena better s only part cf the picture. The Decade's
gim, that is, the reduction of natural disasters can not ke
achieved unless there is as good an understanding ¢f what or
who are vulnerable to the impact of hazards and why.

Assessment c¢f vulnerability has been & key development in the
disaster fieid threughout the last decade. Much progress nas
teen achieved especially in measuring and mapping physical
vulnerabilicy. This is partly due tc the fact that physical
cemege such as to buildings, infrastructure, land, agriculture
2tc.  are  relatively -easier to quantif than developing
ndicarors for social, political or Theousehold economic
vulnerabilitias. Qf course, snother fazeter is that the
rhysical sciences have been specialised in the subject wmuch
lenger  hence, develcped methods of assessment while the
nterest of social sciences in the disaster field has been
relatively new. Similarly, most post-disaster mitigatieon
measurkes focus on strengthening the physical systems against
PptentLal hazards because damage tec them is tangible, while
the non-physical is not as visible and usually assumed toc be
-2e responsibility of the zffected communities.

LT 1s true that most disasters are manifested in some physical
-©sses. Quite often, however, physical wvulnerability te
i&zards occur where people lack the resources, awareness,
knowledge, power, or, the choices to mobilise %the defenses
hazards.Reduction of disasters and its sustainability,
ceﬁdit'all,ngce§sitate making posit;ve changes in these
T tens. Achieving some of these changes are long range

Natural disgsters. Thomas Telford, London, 1993
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goals requiring social -ustice,equitablie rescurce distributicn
and political empowerment. However, there are many short and
medium-term measures that <an be encouraged. This paper
explores understanding how vulnerability arilses and suggest
approzches to take in the next decade to reduce them,

CHANGING TRENDS IN DISASTERS

~Actording teo statistics, the number of damaging events and

their impact on prcperty and peecple have bDeen on the
increase. This may ke due to the fact that with improved
cemmunications and better datz collection more disasters
became known worldwlde but this 1s not the key factor in the
increase. Zisasters occur when a hazard or a threat arises in
vulinerable conditions and the trends reflect an increase in
both.

Increase .n threats:

The first step i1n identifving the increased disaster risks 1is
knowing t+the histcocrically known as well as newly emerging
threats. These can pasiczlly be classified as:

*Tvents Based 1n Nature; such as earthguakes. cyclones,
volcanic erupticns, droughts, floecds, pathogerne (virus,
bacteria, parasite) etc.

*Cyents Based n Vielence;such =s war, conflice,
intimidation, hostility etc.

*Events Based in degradation and deprivation:; such as
envircnmentzl znd technological degradation,political
and economic deprivation, mainutrition, illiteracy etc

While some of the threats such as natural hazards and the
patterns of their i1mpact have been better understeccd cthers
are relatively new, and furthermore very complex In nature
often one triggering the other in & c¢hain reaction. An
evaluation of these reveal the following trends:

* The 1increase in nature based events have been randem.
Rlthough there are some observed changes between the
climatic changes and the number of £floods, drcughts and
hurricanes, this 1s yet to be proven. The severity of the
impact cf these events seem to relate more £¢ increased
vulnerabilities and higher population exposure to the
events rather than perhaps a significant increase in the
number c¢f hazard otcurrences.

* Among the nature based events eplidemics have been on the
increase. The HIV/AIDS, as a new epidemic alone, has been
accountable for 13 million zffected people worid-wide by
1293. The death o<f middle-aged adults and the selective
loss of young will alsc radically alter the impact of other
types of disasters in the future. For example, already the
negative impact of this disease in coping with droughts in
Africez has been noticibkble.
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Increase 1n the number o events based :n violence has
been significant curing the last decade of this century.
Since the Second World War at least 40 million people have
been killed i1n 125 wars and conflicts. Today, in places
like Scmalia and former Yugoeslavia, nine cut of 10 people
injured or killed are <civilians. Wars and conflict
situation in many parts of the world have also resulted in
Che rapid spread of epidemics due to damaged water and
sanitary provisions and limited zccess to health facilities
and food. Furthermeore, natural disasters such as floods and

-

droughts during conflict, £for example, in Sudan and
Mezambigue had a far worst Impact than usual on the
communities.

*$imilarly, events based in deprivaticn have been on the
lncrease. ELEnvircnmental and ecological conditions are
weakened due to human activity resulting in more land
slides, severe droughts or floods, contamination of air,

water and land:; ©political and ececnomic deprivation
progressively have increased wvulnerabllity to cther
“hreats; rate of technolcgical <change &and industrial

develcpments and their misuse have introduced new risks,
scmetimes as & consequence of the impact of natural
cisasters such zs flocds or earthguzkes.

The current hazard trends highlights the faet that <the
distincticn between the events based in nature ané others, in
MOsT situations, is not clearcut. Increasingly, the threats
that we have to be prepared for are becoming complex and
interrelated. The challenge throughout the decade is not only
@ better understanding of the known naturzl hazards but aliso
the changing and newly emerging threats as well as Gtheir
cemplex inter-relationship. The rcle for the scientific
cocmmunity in this respect 1s perhaps moving beyond the scepe

of their <disciplines and better cooperation Eamong various
disciplines.

increase in vulnerabilities:

temparisons of impact between different types of disasters and
between different countries suffer from weaknesses in
Statistics. While events, their physical characteristics, and
teo Seme extend damage tT human life and property are better
recorded, data on the human and econemic lmpact of disasters
1s, as yet, far less satisfactory. Econcmic losses of a poor
COmmunity can be small in dollars because they have very
Ltttle @aterial wealth to lose. But the impact of this loss is
°ften devastating for the less well-off. Classification of
_Pecople affected' can be equally problematic as there are no

2greed scientific definitions for measuring human impact of

disasters.. Consequently, the indicators of non-physical
Vulnerability are equally weak.

in_ ¢ recent collaboration between CRED in Belgium and the
ﬁzfigagﬁon of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies on the
e lsaster Report,CRED definition of 'affected population
fre used (fig.1). OQut of this a comparison of top five
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7 % - Sick
‘1 » Wounded
HOMELESS » Severely
Malnourished
-H d d
S 7

In need of: FQOD,
WATER, SHELTER

/SANITATION &
HEALTH CARE
/////////////7/// ///

MANN

.

SECONDARILY
AFFECTED

in need of: ECONOMICAL SUPPORT

TO REHABILITATE OR REBUILD

AFFECTED INFRASTRUCTURES,

RESTART INCOME GENERATING ACTIVITIES
AND AGRICULTURE

Fig. 1. Graphic representaticn of affected populaticns in
disaster situztions

cocuntries in relatien to number cf deaths and number cf people
affected by disaster type were drawn {(figs.2,3,4,3 6,7,8,¢9,10,
11,12,13,14).

The database fecr this kind of compariscn is still weak as
informaticn on complex disasters or the characteristics cof the
zffected pepulation are seldom collected. Within the cenfines
of what is availarle, however, it is still pessible to observe
some indicators ©0f wvulnerability. Fer example, China, Indiz,
Banglzdesh and Philippines appear zmong the teop five countries
in terms of death tcll and number of people affected from most
type of disasters. This is partly because these countries are
geographically located I1n hazard-prcne areas but the
similarities go further than this. All of these countries have
very large populations who are zlso economically peor. Often,
these are the people who live on the most hzzard-prone parts
of their countries with the least resources, Aawareness,
knowledge, power, or, %<he cheoices tc moblliise the defenses
ageinst these frequent hzzards.

The question of who are the most wvulnerable, however, can not
only be answered in economic or =spacizl terms. Not all poor
are affected by the disasters art the same level nor all people
living in the same area would face the same level cf disaster
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L

The empnasis :f “=e IZZRDR .5 szl zn =z rnazards zna
chvsical azspects c©f vulnerabillity, more attéentisn neeas To
ze paid o anan vulnerzpilzty.

* 2s =rne distincticn between natural 2isaters zand others
are reccming more and mcre blurred, there 1s rneea ZIcr
Tetter understancing cf ccmlex events znd the relationship
cf varigcus threats.

* Metheds for human vulnerabilit assessment zre still
weak. Retter indicators for socizl, economic, etx
vulnerapbillity needs tc be developed.

- Retter integrat:icn <f hazard, wvulnerabiliily and risk
studies should be scugnt through 1nter-disciplinary work.

* Integrated wvulnerability assessment should te encouraged
rather than cne sectcr, cne facrtor analysis.

g
,.

T although tne Deacace :is ternaticnal, the key levelis I:z
N 1% wvulnerapilitzy reductien has T2 bBe raticnal and

nulll o)
ocsl, and fcr networking

T Funacing should nect ke confized To glebal scientific ana
Zechnical research Sut  neore “BsS0urTes need e jol-}
channelised <» local level _.nvestigations and community
hased mitigaticn progrzmmes

* Disaster mitigaticn rrogrzmmes have <2 beccme enabling
activitlies, hence., =the development aspect zf mitigaticn Iis
vital.
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3- Maskrey, 2., Defining <~he <Zommunity's Role in Disaster
Mitigation, Appremriazte Technolegy, v.19, o.3.
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_ TR v TR Y e oy
CISARZSTER AITIGATICN

There onas tesen z growing interest, n the last three decades.,
I LitTlgation programmes Sut :he_ impact nas peen limitec. It

:::e that mitigaticn =ti1ll 1s & Low ©rierlty oo most alid
udgets, therefcocre, Iuneing 1= :;ght: the numpber of vulnerable
b grcwlng fast, therefore, any level c¢f mitigaticn will fall
renhinz the needs. HZowever, despilite saome advances made xany

1tigatiion crogrammes are zalsc unsuccessiul because rnney Zo
n0t =dress disaster vulnerability in 178 complexity. A recent
review of scme disaster mitigaticon progrzmmes in Latin America
nignli-ghted some cf the precklems (2):

-

)]

)I'

* Most programmes are related tTo strengthening one secter
responding tc a partisular hazard Type 11 & limitea time
cenicd.

* Most prograzmmes -gnore the rznge zand variety of local
po!

~eeds akc ri1critias hence Zocus on @ very --_mited part of
~he oroblem

T Zespitz ccllegtizn of zata oo Deople's Conalticns [any
cragrammes <z1l %o Take LnTC  zccocount xny cegple make
certaln choices such as Living <o a flgod ziain cr =
volcane.

* Most prrogrzames <T=2iy on specizlised <tszchnolcgies znd
precfessional skills, <chereiocre, :eop‘e can ot esasily ke
invelved 1n decisicns znd ilaplementat

'4

*

Participation by ceople in most cases 1s reduced ¢t
providing labour.

* Scme Brogramgnes are susceptikle pate] colitircal
mamlpuliaticn, toerefeore, maintaln t“he s

* Most rreogrzmmes Zepend o©on external -roth naticnzi and
-nternat nai- =xpe__ se, materizls znd funaing, hence cin
not easz‘v e maintzined and duplicated at the local level.

“he stuay shows that the failure of mest =i igaticn programmes
=5 ot due <tc the lack cof scientifiz or <technologieal
£§OWIedge but rather ¢f e=—methodological and arttutudinal one.
=Y -ellniticn, disaster vulneraipilitcy occurs at the local
}EVE} and it needs tc be understocd and mitigated a2t the local
—€vel. However, wery little work goes intc understanding the
“requent local threats and local condizions of vulnerability.
T“Cn oL work still focusses cn rare but =ig events resulting
- Specific mitigation orogrammes basec ¢n glicbal analiysis.

FOR THEZ IZRDR

™h ; _ y _ ) )
QS:QEECEGE'S feeus is on cdisaster reducticn., It 1s, therefore,
tial <hat the conventional appreoaches are reviewed,

es5son X N
e ©nS are learned anc new alternatives are developed through
St ne Decade ara bevc“u.
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* iizadvantzge/marginaliisation: people who are peripheral cr

weak due te genaer, age, ethnicity, class etc.

These characteristics are interrelated in most situations. The
marginalised . weost cases live 1 poor gquality buildings,
hazard prcocne areas. They often have the least rescurces and
capacities to recover from the impact of disasters Ifurther
pushed towards the edge after each event, Dbeccming more and
more vulnerable tc many more threats.

from the impact peint cf view these simplified categories can
help the aid worker, the donor, the authoritises to target
their inputs to suppert the mest in need. As the 'humanitarian
gap' between the needs and the resources are growing fast It
is inevitable toc look for ways cf defining who are the mest
vilnerable for effective —response. Protecting the most
vulnerable also requires knowing wnhy they are vulnerzble so
that the ccnditions that put them at high risk can be changed.
This requires = fcocus on causation razther thén simple or even
complex correlatisn. Thus, one is interested oot i
vulneraple greups per se put tn the conditicns that bring
about their wvulnerability to disasters and their capacity o
recever. Some of the critical causes in this process can be:

* lack of access to resources {material/economic

Viulnerability)

disintegration of social patfterns (scocial vulnerability).

degradation of the environment and inability teo protect

i1t (ecclogical vulnerability), .

lack of strong national and local institutional

structures (organlsational vulnerzbility),

lack of access to information and knowledge (educaticnal

vulnerability),

lack of public awareness (attitudinzl znd motivational

vulnerability)

limited access to political power znd representation

{(pelitical wvulnerability),

* certain beliefs and customs (cultural vulnerzbility).

* weak buildings or weak individuals (physical
vulnerability)

The pursuit of cazuses, zs one author puts 1t, can lead one
pack decades cor even centuries.(l) The famine in Somalia can
be Craced back to the policies of its f£irst independent
government (2). The earthquake risk in Mexice City can be

taken as far back te¢ the urbanisation decisions of the Spanish
conquerers. Though such pursuits can mostly be academic and
not possible for all situations and for all involved :in the
disaster field, setailed vwvulnerability znalysis and an
understanding of 1ts dynamics are useful if +“he aim is to
mitigate disasters rather than to cure their symptoms.
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Fig. 14. Top five most zffected countries of asylum (August
1392) totzl refugees worlildwiace 1€,844,211

risk. Most CommuUnitles are LOL homogeneous 1n Their scclal
make up . Although there is iimited, and mostly
epidemrological, data available on the subject there is enough
evidence from case stuav survevs and freld accounts toc suggest
that there 1S z streng cazusal relaticonship setween
vulnerzbility to disasters anc such characteristics as
sccic-gcecnomic class, gender, ethnicity, age zand disapility.
Pecple who belong to the disadvantaged cr marginalised croups
I & number of rhese categories zre often the harcest hit &y
disasters and the least able <o recover from the impacts cI
1t. Of cocurse, the definition of disadvantaged cor marginal
varies from scciety to sBTiety and also changes 1n time. This
s why wulnerability has tc be understood as a dynamic
trencmena and defined locally.

rom the above analysis, only rough ceonclusicns can be made
n :identifying the people who z2re most likely to be zt risk
Icm the impact of disasters:

Phoi= 1]

" Freximity/exposure: people who oCCupy z, fcr thexrir
i-velihecod, depend on areas of high hazard risk:

T capacities and resources: people who have limited means and
Capacity te mobilise them 1n order to increase ana their
defences against hazards;
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