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Learner Outcomes
1. Provide a critical analysis of the extant literature
to clarify conceptualizations and measures of
disaster resilience.
2. To identify gaps in research and practice through
a critical comparison of Making Cities Resilient
campaign with the extant literature.
3. To identity implications for research and practice
for resilience building.

Why peer review?
Peer reviews are:
A governance tool where the disaster management systems of a
country or city are examined by experts from another country or
city.
This process can be desk-based or conducted in-country over a
number of days.

Core aims:
1.
Facilitate the exchange of good practices
2.
Strengthen mutual learning and common understandings
3.
Deliver independent, credible recommendations
(Pagani 2002).

UNISDR’s Making Cities
Resilient (MCR) Campaign
What is MCR?
10 “critical and independent steps” for building and maintaining city resilience (UNISDR
n.d, a):
1. Organize for disaster resilience;
2. Identify, understand and use current and future risk scenarios;
3. Strengthen financial capacity for resilience;
4. Pursue resilient urban development and design;
5. Safeguard natural buffers to enhance ecosystems’ protective functions;
6. Strengthen institutional capacity for resilience;
7. Understand and strengthen societal capacity for resilience;
8. Increase infrastructure resilience;
9. Ensure effective disaster response;
10. Expedite recovery and build back better.
Why MCR?
 Inclusive campaign
 Adopted by 3853 cities to date
 Simple format

SLR Process
• 1658 papers retrieved

• 46 papers analyzed in full

• 33 characteristics

Findings and Discussion:
Essentials 2 & 9.
Essential 2: Identify, Understand and Use
Current and Future Risk Scenarios

MCR Definition: City governments should identify and
understand their risk, including hazards, exposure and
vulnerabilities, and use this knowledge to inform
decision making.

Essential 2.

Social Dimensions
• The need to identify a population’s exposure, vulnerability, susceptibility, and
adaptive capacity (Birkmann et al. 2013).
• Better targeting of risk information to populations (Cardona and Carreño 2011)
• Better targeting of government attention to community resilience (Fleischhauer et
al. 2012).
Structural dimensions
• Physical structures, the environment and institutional characteristics (Fox-Lent et
al. 2015)
• How societies manage natural resources, respond to the effects of
climate change, and control land use (Basu et al. 2013).

The literature highlights the need for governments to consider risks from social
deprivation, vulnerability and poor community inclusion (Birkmann et al. 2013).
It also addresses attitudes towards, risks (McAllister 2013) as well as willingness to
commit to resilience strategies and adapt behaviors (Twigg 2009).

Gaps in MCR for Essential 2
• The SLR emphasizes the need to incorporate
the private sector to support economic
strategy and financial capabilities to mitigate
risk.
• Establishing alliances with environmental
services as a means of supporting resilience
and infrastructure protection were lacking in MCR.
• Minimal reference in MCR to the importance of
attitudes to the environment and disasters in
improving resilience which could support adaptive
change and a reduction in vulnerability.

Essential 9: Ensure
Effective Disaster
Response

MCR Definition: Ensure the
creation and updating of
disaster response plans are
informed by risks identified in
essential 2 and communicated
to all stakeholders through use
of organizational structures.

Essential 9.

• Engaging and communicating
plans with all stakeholders is vital.
• If citizens do not have access to preparedness
or response activates their levels of resilience
will be adversely affected (Ostadtaghizadeh et
al. 2015).
• Clear identification of resilience and exposure
levels within communities (Basu et al. 2013).

Gaps in MCR for Essential 9
• Financial assets as a means to tackle vulnerability through earmarked funds for
response were not explicitly addressed by MCR.
• Links with budgets or support from public-private partnerships to ensure
effective response was also overlooked .

•No considerations have been made in relation to managing
spontaneous volunteers or unsolicited items.
•Such influxes can complicate supply chains, pose logistical challenges,
security risks, and strain critical services and infrastructure.
•Part of managing these challenges is interlinked with effective
communication during this phase so that additional help complements,
not strains, the response system.

Measures: Essential 2
Measures: Measures for
understanding risk were based
on mortality rates (Mitchell et al., 2015) and
impacts to infrastructure and environment
(Keating et al., 2016).
• Providing differing metrics for community and
government level were proposed as a means
of tailoring decision making (Mcallister, 2013).

Measures: Essential 9
Measures: Measures for ensure
effective disaster response covered
effectiveness of early warning systems, levels of
risk analysis, number of people affected by
disasters and numbers of deaths (Keating et al.,
2016).

Challenges of Measuring
Resilience
• There were notable discrepancies across the literature bases
in measuring resilience.
• Whilst some provided clear numerical indicators for
establishing city resilience such as mortality rates, others
looked to societal indicators, such as deprivation levels.
• These differing approaches can be separated into reactive and
predictive measures of city resilience.
• Peer reviews provide opportunities for statistical and
qualitative data to be collated.
• This allows cities to evaluate their resilience in a more
meaningful way; using measures appropriate to their context.

Implications for resilience building
in public administration
 Addressing these topics from a public administration perspective unifies
issues of disaster management, governance, policy, city management,
and peer review.
 MCR provides a useful framework for public administrators, but it is
important to review its relationship with other bodies of literature and
aspects it gives less prominence to.
The MCR framework uses a demarcated approach which focuses on:
provision management and organization. The literature focuses on
societal indicators as proxies of vulnerability.
 The clear distinctions made by MCR are not reflected by the
literature which has implications for what is expected of cities the
feasibility of addressing resilience as independent steps.
Clearly demarcated approaches create “artificial distinctions
between different aspects of the subject” (Twigg 2009, 13).
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