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ABSTRACT 

Climate change related extreme events such as floods have been and will continue to present 

a great challenge to disaster risk management. With the projected increase in frequency and 

scale of future climate extremes, there is a pressing need to develop effective strategies to 

reduce risk and vulnerabilities to floods, particularly in the context of urban settings in 

developing countries faced with rapid urbanization and a range of social and environmental 

threats. To deal with climate change and urban flood risks, a large body of research urges 

urban community resilience building. To this end, literature also highlights the importance of 

integrating the efforts of disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA).  

DRR and CCA represent two different fields with complimentary sets of expertise and policy 

goals. The former deals with ongoing operational issues of disasters and the latter with 

making changes to deal with emerging issues associated with climate change. Many authors 

have argued that collaboration or partnership between DRR and CCA will improve the 

robustness of strategy particularly to deal with uncertainties into the future. Despite this, in 

practice, partnership building between the two is difficult and in most cases the two are 

working in silos.  

In relation to this, a number of studies have proposed the concept of “collaborative 

governance” as an effective means to facilitate multi-stakeholder partnership. Collaborative 

governance is defined as a mechanism to plan, facilitate, implement and maintain joint action. 

Although the concept and related frameworks have been developed, there has not yet been 

any study that applies such a concept to DRR and CCA partnership building for urban 

community flood resilience.   

Jakarta is a mega city facing increasing and serious flood risks. The Jakarta Government is 

now striving to develop a framework to enable partnership between DRR and CCA 

stakeholders. However, despite some mechanisms established to encourage collaboration, the 

two fields still work largely in isolation, resulting in duplication of efforts, administrative 

inefficiencies, lack of coordination, and confusion within the community. 
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This research aims to investigate the opportunities and challenges for collaborative 

governance for DRR-CCA partnership building in the context of urban flood resilience in 

Jakarta. To achieve this  aim, this study  applied both quantitative and qualitative methods: 

collecting quantitative data through a questionnaire survey of 221 key respondents, and 

qualitative data via documents reviews, field observations, and in-depth interviews of 26 key 

informants representing relevant stakeholders from government agencies, private 

organizations, multi-platform institutions, international organisations, donor agencies, Red 

Cross Red Crescent, research institutions,  universities,  non-government and community-

based organizations. 

The quantitative analysis focussed on urban community resilience to floods. It showed that 

there were many commonalities in views of DRR and CCA professionals such as:  (1) the 

important characteristics of urban community resilience, (2) the key barriers to urban 

community resilience, (3) the priorities within urban resilience building, and (4) the key 

strategies to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. However, the 

qualitative analysis demonstrated that in reality, although the two groups shared the same 

goal, that is to build urban community resilience, they were still working under completely 

different program planning frameworks without formal and structured coordination and 

communication mechanisms. 

The main findings from this study can be grouped into 3 distinct areas: (1) the common 

grounds for DRR-CCA partnership, (2) components of and barriers to collaboration dynamics 

and challenges for collaborative governance, and (3) key strategies to enhance collaborative 

governance.  

The common grounds on which to build partnership between DRR and CCA stakeholders 

are: (1) shared views about the need to change people’s mindset and behaviour in building 

community resilience to flood risks, (2) opportunities for both to be involved in the planning 

process for disaster prone zoning areas development (such as coastal and river basin), (3) the 

call for integrating DRR and CCA efforts under the provincial environmental management 

and protection policy, and (4) common priority concerns regarding reducing loss and damage 

from floods.  

This research discovered that the three core components of collaboration dynamics – 

principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action as suggested by 

Emerson et al. (2012) – were not enough to describe DRR-CCA collaboration process. This 
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study’s findings suggested that it would be useful to add “coordinated initiatives” as the 

fourth core component.  The nineteen barriers that were identified within collaboration 

dynamics were organized into 5 key groups of challenges: (1) asymmetrical power 

relationship, (2) lack of political commitment to DRR-CCA collaboration, (3) insufficient 

knowledge about bridging between DRR and CCA stakeholders, (4) inadequate institutional 

and policy arrangements, and 5) ineffective leadership in developing DRR-CCA 

collaboration process.  

To enhance DRR-CCA partnership, this research recommended a collaborative governance 

framework for building urban community resilience. This framework consisted of four key 

strategies:  (1) develop a policy framework for DRR-CCA collaboration, (2) build a DRR and 

CCA leadership capacity and facilitation mechanism, (3) strengthen the role of the existing 

DRR-CCA Forum involving relevant stakeholders including communities and media to 

advocate for DRR-CCA partnership and collaboration, and (4) increase awareness about 

shared visions and common concerns relating to urban community resilience.  

In summary, this research was able to 1) explain in-depth issues concerning collaboration 

dynamics between key stakeholders of DRR and CCA, 2) construct  a framework to facilitate 

partnership building between the two, and 3) recommend strategies to strengthen multi-

stakeholder collaboration and partnership to better assist the Jakarta community to become 

more resilient to flood risks.  

Finally, this research has contributed to the understanding of concepts, utilities and 

challenges of collaborative governance in building partnership between DRR and CCA 

grounded in the reality of a complex urban city in a developing country. It has extended the 

work previously done and provided useful examples for practitioners and policy makers in 

other settings to move forward and utilize the concept of collaborative governance to solve 

complex problems that require multi-stakeholders engagement. Moreover, the findings and 

recommendations of this study will inform policy and practices to promote DRR-CCA 

partnership not only in Jakarta, but also in other flood-prone cities with similar concerns. 
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UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change  

UNCSD United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development 

UNESCAP United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 

Pacific 

UNFPA United Nations Population Fund 
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UNEP   United Nations Environment Program  

VCCCR  Victoria Centre for Climate Change Adaptation Research 

WCDRR  World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction  

WMO   World Meteorological Organization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



22 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH 

1.1 Introduction 

Every year flooding erodes development gains and affects large parts of the population in 

Jakarta, the capital city of Indonesia. In the coming years, more severe impacts of flooding 

are expected in Jakarta as a result of global climate change and human-induced factors 

(Akmalah & Grigg, 2011; Tjasyono, Gernowo, & Rouw, 2009; Ward, Pauw, van Buuren, & 

Marfai, 2013; Yusuf & Francisco, 2009).  

Previous studies have suggested that the most preferable response to increasing disaster risks 

and climate uncertainties is enhancing the resiliency of the community (e.g. Bahadur, 

Ibrahim, & Tanner, 2010; Hiwasaki, Luna, Syamsidik, & Shaw, 2014a; Leichenko, 2011; 

O’Brien, Hayward, & Berkes, 2009; Wardekker, de Jong, Knoop, & van der Sluijs, 2010).   

To build community resilience, a holistic approach is required. The United Nations 

International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) and the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) highlighted the importance of integration 

between disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) approaches to 

build community resilience, in particular in dealing with climate-related disasters like urban 

flooding (IPCC, 2012; UNISDR, 2009b, 2012b).  

Jakarta is a flood-prone mega-city faced with increasing and serious flood risks. The Jakarta 

government is now striving to develop a framework to enable partnership between DRR and 

CCA stakeholders. Despite some existing mechanisms established to encourage 

collaboration, the two fields still work largely in separation, resulting in many incidences 

including duplication of efforts, administrative inefficiencies, lack of coordination, and 

confusion within the community, which in return hindered the process of resilience building.  

This chapter aims to set the scene for this research by  defining the research problem area and 

providing a brief explanation of how this research will address the problem.  The first section 

will explain the background rationale and the existing knowledge gap from the literature. 

This is followed by a brief section about the research purpose and methodology. The final 

section will explain the structure of this dissertation.   
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1.2 Background rationale 

Floods are the most common climate related disasters around the world. Globally, flood 

events cause economic losses of tens of billions of US dollars and kill thousands of people 

every year (Hirabayashi et al., 2013). Floods affect both rural and urban settings. Previous 

studies have shown that floods in urban settings have the potential to cause more economic 

disruptions as well as human loss in comparison with flood in rural contexts (Few, 2003; 

IFRC, 2010c; UNESCAP, 2009).  Wamsler and Brink (2014b) argued that, urban settings are 

both at risk as well as the cause of risk. 

1.2.1 Urban flood risks impact developing countries the most 

Urban flooding impacts most countries in the world but impacts developing countries the 

most (Adger, Huq, Brown, Conway, & Hulme, 2003; I. Douglas et al., 2008; Hanson et al., 

2011; Mirza, 2003). Recent studies have suggested that cities in developing countries are 

dealing with a double impact of urban flooding that includes massive economic and human 

losses (Dickson, Baker, & Hoornweg, 2012; Jha, Bloch, & Lamond, 2012). For example: the 

Jakarta flood in 2013 killed 41 people and caused losses of USD3.1 billion; Bangkok floods 

in 2011 killed 500 people and caused losses of USD45 billion; Manila floods in 2009 killed 

hundreds of people and caused losses of USD730 million (Singh, 2012); Beijing floods in 

2012 accounted for 79 deaths and losses of USD190 million (Tian & Ni, 2013); and Vietnam 

floods in 2007 caused 400 deaths and losses of USD650 million (Bich, Quang, Thanh Ha, 

Duc Hanh, & Guha-Sapir, 2011).  

Dickson et al. (2012) explained that the impacts of urban flooding are expected to increase 

each year due to climate change and human factors such as uncontrolled rapid urbanization 

and inadequate urban basic support facilities. Rapid urbanization in combination with 

limitation of space and resources plus weak urban planning has led most cities to develop on 

disaster prone locations (Huq, Kovats, Reid, & Satterthwaite, 2007).  

The complex system within urban settings in developing countries was discussed at the 

ministerial roundtable at the 3
rd

 World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR), 14

– 18 March 2015, which was attended by representatives from 194 different countries. In that

meeting, concerns were expressed about the growing concentration of people and building 

infrastructures in cities without proper planning for disaster prevention and preparedness 

(WCDRR, 2015).  
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1.2.2 The importance of DRR-CCA partnership to build resilience 

Jha et al. (2012) explained that flood risk evolves over time. They pointed out the importance 

for decision makers of exploring required adjustments within current flood management 

strategy in the light of changing climates. Climate change has introduced new dimensions to 

the existing disaster management systems and disaster risk reduction measures (Anna Gero et 

al., 2013; Lavell et al., 2012; Phong & Duc Tinh, 2010).  

Uncertainties in climate variability have caused difficulties in disaster management planning 

in general and flood risk management in particular, especially when predicting flood events 

and making decisions regarding effective flood prevention measures (Barnett, 2001; Nisa, 

2010; Schipper & Pelling, 2006).  

Corresponding to this, much research has concluded that the world has to shift from 

traditional flood management that focuses on flood protection using technical measures to a 

more integrated risk management approach (e.g. Djordjević, Butler, Gourbesville, Mark, & 

Pasche, 2011; Ward et al., 2013; Wilby & Keenan, 2012). In this regards, ‘building 

community resilience’ has become one of the central themes of studies to reduce flood risks 

in a changing climate era (see Djordjević et al., 2011; Leader & Wallingford, 2012; 

O'Sullivan et al., 2012; Schelfaut et al., 2011).  

Klein, Nicholls, and Thomalla (2003) discovered that the community that is resilient would 

have the capacity to reduce their vulnerability to climate related hazards. Studies have shown 

evidence that a more resilient community will recover quicker and better from a disaster 

event than a less resilient one (e.g. Bahadur et al., 2010; Mayunga, 2007; Mitchell & Harris, 

2012). Enhancing resilience towards disaster and climate risks is a robust and ‘no regrets’ 

solution to deal with unknowable unknowns (Biesbroek, 2014). 

The concept of resilience has been used in many different settings to reduce disaster risks and 

enhance adaptation to climate change impacts. In Puerto Rico, for example, López-Marrero 

and Tschakert (2011) observed that the use of the concept of resilience in flood risk 

management has enabled communities that live in the flood prone municipalities, Mansión 

del Sapo and Maternillo, to enhance their capacity to improve the anticipation of, preparation 

for and mitigation of natural hazards, including floods. Wardekker et al. (2010, p. 997) 

analyzed climate change adaptation strategy in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, and found that 

“resilience provides a useful approach that is robust to the many uncertainties that decision 
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makers face regarding climate change adaptation, including to surprises, and therefore has 

added value for climate change adaptation”.  

Building urban community resilience to flood risks requires involvement of different 

agencies from DRR and CCA streams. However, despite the existing facilitation 

mechanisms, studies have shown that building DRR-CCA partnership can be very 

challenging.  

1.3 Collaborative governance for disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation 

In response to the overwhelming implications of disaster events, particularly in regards to 

climate-related disasters in developing countries, there has been increasing international 

attention on strengthening the focus on actions to limit loss and damage. To be effective, 

these actions require a multi-dimensional approach. Thus many studies have suggested the 

importance of working in partnership with different stakeholders to enhance the effectiveness 

of limiting the risks of disasters.  

Existing studies from other contexts and settings have determined that collaborative 

governance is an ideal model of a governance system that could lead to successful joint 

actions (see Ansell & Gash, 2007; Choi & Robertson, 2014; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 

2012). Further, a number of international forums related to both disaster reduction and 

climate change adaptation mainstreams have centered on the importance of governance and 

partnership actions. For example, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-

2030, the most recent global platform for disaster risk reduction, considers collaborative 

governance and partnership actions as the facilitating means to reduce loss of life and 

livelihood due to disaster events (United Nations, 2015).  

Thus, in this research, the concept of collaborative governance is introduced as the 

mechanism to plan, implement and maintain joint actions. 

1.3.1 Conceptualizing collaborative governance  

The concept of collaborative governance has been widely recognized in the context of 

disaster risk reduction (e.g. Getha-Taylor, 2007; Kapucu, 2011, 2012; Maldonado, Maitland, 

& Tapia, 2010; Raungratanaamporn, Pakdeeburee, Kamiko, & Denpaiboon, 2014) and 
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climate change adaptation (e.g. Emerson & Gerlak, 2014; Emerson & Murcuie, 2010; 

Telesetsky, 2011).  

Choi and Robertson (2014, p. 225) have defined collaborative governance as “consensus 

based deliberative decision-making and/or implementation process involving stakeholders 

with different interests and power from multiple sectors who are organized in a way that 

enables them to address complex public problems that are not tractable by government 

alone”.  

As an example from the DRR field, Kapucu (2011) took an important lesson from Cyclone 

Nargis in Myanmar and the Sichuan earthquake in China and found that collaborative 

governance mechanisms strengthened emergency coordination and disaster relief 

coordination. Raungratanaamporn et al. (2014) discovered from their study of the 2011 flood 

in Bangkok that collaborative governance allowed close relationships between stakeholders, 

which in return supported the implementation of the disaster response.  

In regards to adapting to climate change, Emerson and Murcuie (2010) explained that 

collaborative governance offers decision makers an approach to deal with the ‘wicked’ policy 

nature of climate change. They also pointed out that collaborative governance helps to 

address climate uncertainties, to more comprehensively understand the implications of 

changes in climate variability, and to develop collaborative actions to address climate risks. 

1.3.2 Understanding knowledge gaps from existing literature  

DRR and CCA represent two different fields with complimentary sets of expertise and policy 

goals. The former deals with ongoing operational issues of disasters and the latter with 

making changes to deal with emerging issues associated with climate change. Many authors 

have argued that collaboration or partnership between DRR and CCA will improve the 

robustness of strategy particularly to deal with uncertainties into the future. Further, previous 

research has identified the conceptual integration between DRR and CCA (Dwirahmadi, 

Rutherford, Ulrich, & Chu, 2013; Turnbull, Sterrett, & Hilleboe, 2013). However, few have 

been able to suggest effective means to facilitate DRR-CCA partnerships in the context of 

building urban community resilience to flood risks. 
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1.4 Purpose and methodology 

The aim of this research is to investigate the challenges and opportunities for DRR-CCA 

partnership through a collaborative governance approach in the context of building urban 

community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. 

This research applied both quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative methods 

involved conducting a survey questionnaire to understand the perceptions of stakeholders 

regarding urban flood resilience in the context of Jakarta. Qualitative methods were used to 

identify and examine the challenges and opportunities to collaborative governance for 

partnership between disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation in the context of 

building urban flood resilience to flood risks in Jakarta.  

1.5 Structure of the dissertation 

This dissertation is divided into two parts. Part I consists of chapters that present extensive 

literature reviews (Chapter 2-4) and research methodology (Chapter 5). Chapter 2 reviews 

the contextual field of urban flooding and urban community resilience. Chapter 3 provides an 

overview of disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation fields. Chapter 4 explains 

the concepts for partnership and collaborative governance in the context of disaster risk 

reduction and climate change adaptation. Chapter 5 presents the research methodology for 

this research.  

Part II consists of findings (Chapter 6-8), discussion, and recommendations (Chapter 9). 

Chapter 6 provides the results of the survey questionnaire regarding stakeholder’s views on 

urban community resilience and how to build community resilience. Chapter 7 presents the 

identified existing facilitation mechanisms for DRR-CCA partnership and potential entry 

points for DRR-CCA partnership to build urban community resilience, particularly in the 

context of urban flooding. Chapter 8 presents the findings on barriers to collaboration 

between DRR and CCA actors. Chapter 9 discusses the findings and makes 

recommendations. In this chapter, the key challenges to collaborative governance and the key 

strategies to overcome these challenges are discussed.  

Lastly, Chapter 10 summarizes this research work and provides key-concluding remarks 

including directions for future research.  
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1.6 Conclusion 

This chapter introduced the background rationale, purpose of study and methodology, and the 

structure of this dissertation. This chapter has highlighted the importance of DRR-CCA 

partnership to build urban community resilience to flood risks. It also has briefly explained 

that collaborative governance is necessary to develop a successful partnership process. The 

next three chapters will provide an in-depth analysis of critical literaturefor each of the key 

contextual fields for this research.  
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CHAPTER 2 URBAN FLOOD RISKS AND COMMUNITY RESILIENCE 

2.1 Introduction  

Most nations in the world have to deal with the risks of flooding particularly in their urban 

areas (Jha et al., 2012). The risks of urban flooding have become greater due to changes in 

climate variability and other factors related to human activities (Hirabayashi et al., 2013; 

Merz, Hall, Disse, & Schumann, 2010; Reynard, Prudhomme, & Crooks, 2001; Singh, 2012; 

Zevenbergen & Pathirana, 2013). Changes in climate variability are projected to lead to 

changes in the frequency, intensity, exposure, duration and timing of climate-related 

disasters, including flood events (Dankers & Feyen, 2008; Nisa, 2010; Ranger et al., 2011; 

Van Aalst, 2006). 

This chapter aims to provide background as to why urban community resilience is important 

for dealing with increasing risks of flooding and why both disaster risk reduction and climate 

change adaptation approaches are required for building resilience to flood risks.  

Section 2.2 provides the link between climate change and increasing global flooding. Section 

2.3 describes urban flood risks and why urban settings in developing countries are impacted 

the most by flood risks. This section also outlines options to respond to urban flooding and 

explains why being resilient is a preferable option. Section 2.4 reviews the concept of 

community resilience in the context of urban flooding. To ensure a proper linkage to Chapter 

3, Section 2.5 discusses why both disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation 

approaches are relevant to build urban community resilience to flood risks.  

2.2 Global risks of climate change and flooding 

In general terms, climate change refers to observed changes of climate variables over a long 

period of time. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines climate 

change as “a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g. using statistical 

tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists for an 

extended period, typically decades or longer. It refers to any change in climate over time, 

whether due to natural variability or as a result of human activity” (IPCC, 2007b, p. 30).   

Scientists have been observing that climate change is caused by both ‘natural’ and 

‘anthropogenic’ or human induced factors. An increased amount of greenhouse gases (water 
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vapour, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and chlorofluorocarbons) and aerosols in the 

atmosphre will influence the Earth’s climate system.  These gases exist naturally in the 

atmospehre to absorb the heat radiation of the sunlight to ensure the average surface 

temperature is warm and livable. Human activities have led to an increase of the amount of 

these gases, which have in turn enhanced the heat radiation absorption level by the 

athmosphere (or widely known as global warming). In addition to this, land use change has 

caused changes in the amount of sunlight reflected from the surface to space (IPCC, 2013).  

Whilst the debates regarding the causes of climate change are still ongoing, a number of 

observed global environmental changes have been associated with this phenomenon. These 

are: (1) increase in global average surface temperature, (2) sea level rise, (3) the oceans have 

become more acidic, (4) heat waves, and heavy precipitation have become more frequent, (5) 

more precipitation at higher latitude regions but less precipitation in most subtropical regions, 

and (6) intensified tropical cyclones (typhoons and hurricanes) (IPCC, 2007a; Zbigniew W. 

Kundzewicz et al., 2007; McBean & Ajibade, 2009).  

These changes affect climate-sensitive sectors such as: food supply, infrastructure and 

settlement, health, water resources, coastal systems, and ecosystems. Further details about 

these climate sensitive sectors are shown in Table 2-1 (next page).  
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Table 2-1 Climate sensitive sectors and implications of climate change risks 

Sectors Some statements of potential implications 

Food supply   Productivity of several staple foods will decrease (for example cereals) 

(Schneider et al., 2007)  

 The future of world fisheries might be impacted significantly as the water will 

become more acidic and warmer (Johnson, 2008), 

Infrastructure and 

settlements   

 Damage to built-infrastructure due to increasing trends of flooding or sea level 

rise (McBean & Ajibade, 2009; Schneider et al., 2007) 

 By 2050, 200 million people will to be displaced due to climate related disasters 

(UNFCCC, 2010). 

Health   Public health issues might increase particularly those related to malnutrition, 

diarrhoeal diseases, infectious diseases, drought, extreme heats, and flooding 

(Menne, Kunzli, & Bertollini, 2002; Schneider et al., 2007).  

Water resources   Changes in terrestrial of hydrological cycle (water quantity and quality, mean 

state, and variability) and contamination of existing water (eg. Salinity related 

to coastal sea level rise (Zbigniew W. Kundzewicz et al., 2007)  

Coastal system   Increasing trend of marine storms, beach erosion, property damage due to 

coastal flooding or sea water inundation (Brecht, Dasgupta, Laplante, Murray, 

& Wheeler, 2012; Cooper & Lemckert, 2012; Fuchs, Conran, & Louis, 2011) 

Ecosystem   Regional temperature changes affect the species and ecosystem around the 

globe (Schneider et al., 2007).   

 With global average temperature increases of more than 1.5-2.5°C, about 20-

30% of plant and animal species are likely to be at increased risk of extinction 

(UNFCCC, 2010) 

Disaster 

management 

 Climate change related disaster events have become more frequent and 

uncertain or difficult to predict (IFRC, 2009; IPCC, 2012; Pan, Shen, Dong, & 

Patton, 2012). 

 

In the context of climate-related disasters, flooding is among those most likely to be 

influenced by climate change (Hirabayashi et al., 2013; Morita, 2011; Seidou, Ramsay, & 

Nistor, 2012). Few, Ahern, Matthies, and Kovats (2004) suggested that future floods will 

become more frequent and more intense around the world particularly in those low-lying 

coastal or high rainfall rate areas. This is confirmed by Hirabayashi et al. (2013) who 

conducted a study to project the number of people exposed to floods under several different 

climate scenarios. As can be seen in Figure 2-1 it is expected that more people will be 

exposed to flooding in the future.  
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Figure 2-1 Increasing number of people exposed to floods for different emissions scenarios 

 

Source: Hirabayashi et al. (2013, p. 819) 

2.3 Floods: Trends, causes and responses 

Flooding is the most frequent and common disaster around the world. Figure 2-2 shows that 

in most years in the period 1960 to 2014, flood outnumbered other types of disasters.  

Figure 2-2 Number of disaster events in the world 1960 - 2014 

 

Source: EM-DAT (2014) 
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In 2013, for example, floods constituted 48.2% of total disaster events in the world followed 

by drought (32.1%), storms (10 %), and earthquakes (9.7%) (Guha-Sapir, Hoyois, & Below, 

2014). More than 226 million people are affected by natural disasters each year, and almost 

half of them (102 million) are affected by flood events (EM DAT, 2012). 

Flooding is grouped within the hydrological category of natural disasters (Figure 2-3), which 

are described as “events caused by deviations in the normal water cycle and/or overflow of 

bodies of water caused by wind set-up” (EM-DAT, 2009, p. 1).  

 

Figure 2-3 Types of natural disasters 

 

Source: Adapted from Guha-Sapir et al. (2014, p. 10) 

2.3.1 Global distribution of floods 

The International Disaster Database has a long history of standardized data compilation, 

validation, and analysis. According to data collected from 1970-2011 no single country is 

totally free from flood risks (EM DAT, 2012). Figure 2-4 shows that flood risks differ from 

one region to another. The region with darker color represents region that experienced more 

number of major flood events.  

Flooding is known as one of the most devastating disasters in the world. Flood statistics from 

1980-2008, for example, show that there were at least 195,843 deaths during the period,  

around 6,753 people killed per year and more than 2.8 billion people affected. According to 
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the same source of data, the economic losses average more than US$ 13 billion annually 

(PreventionWeb, 2008). The United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development 

observed that while developed countries usually only have to bear economic losses, 

developing countries have to deal with both massive economic and human loss (UNCSD, 

2012). 

Figure 2-4 Global flood map (1970-2011) 

 

Source: Jha et al. (2012) 

In Bangkok, Thailand, for example, the floods that occurred in 2011 killed at least 500 

people, affected 12 million people, and resulted in US $45 billion economic loss (AON 

Benfield, 2012). The 2013 floods in Uttarakhand, Northern India killed more than 6054 

people and destroyed 753,711 hectares of cultivated farmland (EM-DAT, 2014; The 

Guardian, 2013). 

Table 2-2 shows the top 15 countries that have the biggest number of people affected by 

annual flooding. In this list of countries, only 1 out of 15 are developed (United State of 

America) and the rest are classified as developing. The top three countries are Bangladesh 

with more than 19 million people affected by flooding on a yearly basis, followed by India 

(almost 16 million) and China (almost 4 million people).  
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Table 2-2 Top 15 countries with number of people affected by flood annually  

Average people affected annually 

by flooding 

Country 

19,279,960 Bangladesh 

15,859,640 India 

3,972,502 China 

3,403,041 Viet Nam 

1,765,674 Cambodia 

1,101,507 Indonesia 

819,822 Thailand 

788,572 Philippines 

579,732 Pakistan 

1444,450 Myanmar 

1390,594 United States of America 

1333,224 Nepal 

1265,260 Brazil 

1233,320 Russian Federation 

226,622 Nigeria 

 

Source: PreventionWeb (2008) 

2.3.2 Urban flood risks in developing countries: A more complex situation  

The United Nations for International Strategy on Disaster Reduction (UN ISDR) as cited in 

Few, Ahern, et al. (2004, p. 15) defines flood risk as “the probability of harmful 

consequences to a human population resulting from flooding ( or a function of flood hazard 

and vulnerability)”. Hazard in the case of floods is defined as “a flood event that has the 

potential to cause harm to humans or human systems” and vulnerability as “a set of 

conditions and processes that determine the susceptibility of humans or human systems to be 

adversely affected by a flood hazard”. 

Many researchers suggest that flooding has more impacts on urban settings, particularly those 

in developing countries (e.g. Elmer, Hoymann, Düthmann, Vorogushyn, & Kreibich, 2012; 

Jha et al., 2012; Morita, 2011; Moser, Norton, Stein, & Georgieva, 2010; Ward et al., 2013). 

The following section explains the natural causes and human factors that relate to urban 

flooding.  
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2.3.2.1 Natural causes of urban flooding 

The natural causes of flood in urban setting include fluvial, coastal, flash, pluvial, and 

groundwater. Fluvial or river floods occur when the surface water runoff exceeds the 

capacity of natural or artificial channels to accommodate the flow (Jha et al., 2012). Global 

examples of this type of flooding include: annual flooding at Oxford city from the Thames 

river (MacDonald, Dixon, Newell, & Hallaways, 2012); flooding in cities in Vietnam 

particularly in the Central Coast region, Mekong delta, and Red River delta (Tran, 

Marincioni, Shaw, Sarti, & Van An, 2008); the Indus river flood in Pakistan (Gaurav, Sinha, 

& Panda, 2011); Brisbane river floods (BOM Australian Government, 2011); and Jakarta 

annual flooding (Akmalah & Grigg, 2011). 

Coastal floods happen due to the incursion of sea water inland (Jha et al., 2012). Global 

examples of this type of flooding include: regular coastal flooding in Semarang, Indonesia 

(Marfai & King, 2008); recurring coastal flooding in Saint Louis City, Senegal (IFRC, 

2010c);and Jakarta annual flooding (Akmalah & Grigg, 2011). 

Flash floods are defined as those whose peak appears within six hours from the onset of 

torrential rainfall (The US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration as cited in Jha, 

et al., 2012). Global examples include: flash floods in the north eastern and northern districts 

of Bangladesh in June 2010 (IFRC, 2010a); flash floods in Anhui, Hubei, and Sichuan 

Provinces in China in July 2007(IFRC, 2007a); a flash flood in Iloilo City in the Philippines 

in 2010 (IFRC, 2010c); the Burundi flood in Central Africa in March 2011 (IFRC, 2011); and 

Toowoomba floods in Australia in 2011.  

Another type of flooding is pluvial flood. This type of flooding is also known as overland 

floods that are caused by rainfall or snowmelt that is not absorbed into the land and flows 

over land and through urban areas before it reaches drainage systems or watercourses (Jha et 

al., 2012).  

Lastly, groundwater flooding refers to the situation when the water table level of the 

underlying aquifer in particular zones rises until it reaches the surface level (Jha et al., 2012). 

This type of flooding occurred in the Buenos Aires flood in Argentina in 2002 (Foster & 

Garduno, 2002) 
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2.3.2.2 Human factors that increase risk of urban flooding 

Regardless of the level of economic development, almost all countries in the globe are 

vulnerable to floods. However, developing countries are the worst impacted by floods, 

particularly in their urban areas (Hay & Mimura, 2010; UNESCAP, 2009).  Existing research 

suggests that, aside from natural causes (such as climate and geomorphology), there are 

number of underlying factors related to human activities that cause urban centers in 

developing countries to be particularly vulnerable to flood risks. These factors include:  

(1) Rapid urbanization (Akmalah & Grigg, 2011; Ntelekos, Oppenheimer, Smith, & 

Miller, 2010); 

(2) Lack of urban basic support including inadequate drainage systems and poor waste 

management (Akmalah & Grigg, 2011; Hashizume et al., 2008; Marfai & King, 

2008; Ziegler, 2012); 

(3) Land use change without proper planning (Elmer et al., 2012; Te Linde, Bubeck, 

Dekkers, De Moel, & Aerts, 2011; Wheater & Evans, 2009); 

(4)  Poor solid waste disposal habits of the people (Bradford et al., 2012; Hashizume et 

al., 2008; Osti, Hishinuma, Miyake, & Inomata, 2011);  

(5) Urban poverty (I. Douglas et al., 2008; Few, Pham, & Bui, 2004; Hardoy & 

Pandiella, 2009); and 

(6) Institutional issues including fragmented institutions, weak leadership and lack of 

disaster preparedness system (Akmalah & Grigg, 2011). 

Rapid urbanization  

Urbanization that occurs rapidly often exceeds the ability of the region to develop proper 

infrastructure with the same speed (World Bank, 2011). Significant population increases 

without proper infrastructure development might increase the number of people exposed to 

flood risks (Ntelekos et al., 2010) 

There are many factors that contribute to making urban settings attractive to lots of people. 

One of the most influential factors is that urban centers are the hub of economic activities that 

provide increased employment opportunities and improved access to services (Firman, 2009; 

UNFPA, 2011).    

As clearly shown by Figure 2-5, most populations of the world live in urban areas and the 

trend of urban population growth has increased at an exponential rate. It is projected that 
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urban populations will contribute two-thirds of the world’s population by 2050 (United 

Nations, 2014).  

Figure 2-5 Urban and rural population growth of the world, 1950-2050 

 

Source United Nations (2014, p. 7) 

Researchers argue that rapid urbanization coinciding with poor urban planning and lack of 

environmental awareness can lead to environmental degradation and increased vulnerability 

to hazards particularly urban flooding (Nyambod, 2010; Pauchard, Aguayo, Peña, & Urrutia, 

2006; Pelling, 1999).In China, for example, Yin, Ye, Yin, and Xu (2015) suggest that 

uncontrolled rapid urbanization advances urban flood risks in most big cities within the 

country. They observed that over population is related to crowdedness and people living in 

flood prone areas. Another example is provided by Ranger et al. (2011) who demonstrated 

that urbanization in the absence of proper urban environment adjustment is associated with 

increases in urban flood risks in Mumbai, India. They observed that population increases of 

the Mumbai Metropolitan Region from 13 to 17 million during the period of 1991-2008 had 

forced Mumbai to develop human settlements which lead to increasing of economic damages 

associated with unprecedented flooding.    

Lack of basic urban support facilities  

Without proper basic urban support facilities, a situation common in developing countries, 

rapid urban population growth is associated with the mushrooming of slums and other urban 
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complexities such as excessive use of ground water and inadequate drainage systems 

(Akmalah & Grigg, 2011; Marfai & King, 2008; UNFPA, 2011; World Bank, 2011). 

An efficient drainage system is critical for dealing with runoff from rainwater. Without 

drainage, water has no space to flow and tends to run uncontrolled potentially submerging 

lowland areas. Adequately designated drainage systems are important as an artificial buffer to 

deal with runoff in the environment (Jha et al., 2012; Tucci, 2007).  

Land-use change  

Land-use change is either “converting natural landscapes for human use or changing 

management practices on human-dominated lands” (Foley et al., 2005). Grimm et al. (2008) 

stated that land use change in urban areas is mostly driven by population movement. They 

observed that land use change is associated with changes in the ecological environment of 

cities.  

For instance in Shenzhen, China, Shi et al. (2007) explained that land use change in Buji 

River basin affected surface runoff and peak discharge that led to intensification of the flood 

process. Similar to this, Bronstert, Niehoff, and Bürger (2002) also demonstrated the 

association between land use change and storm runoff generation in urbanized areas in 

Germany.  

Another example is provided by Jha et al. (2012) who believed that the 2011 floods in 

Columbia, which displaced almost 3 million people and reduced the GDP of the country by 

over two percent, was due to land use change, deforestation and destruction of both high 

mountain and savanna wetlands. Landelle (2012) observed that land use change in the forest 

areas in Northern Thailand was identified as one of the enhancing factors of mega floods over 

Bangkok and its surrounding area in early 2011.  

Poor waste disposal habits of the people 

Poor waste disposal habits of the people, such as dumping waste into the river, has been 

identified as one of the most significant factors in increased flood risks and impacts 

(Ologunorisa & Abawua, 2005). Mertz, Hall, Disse, and Schumann (2010) pointed out that 

dumping waste will decrease the capacity of drainage systems due to blockage, which then 

lead to overflow of river banks. Not only that, they also argued that dumping waste will 

worsen the impact of floods due to the polluted flood water.   
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In relation to this, Diagne (2007) suggested that household waste blocked natural drains had 

increased risks of floods in the City of Saint Louis, Senegal and that lack of flood risk 

awareness of the people has a strong association with flood events in City of Saint Louis. In 

Nigeria, Ogundele and Jegede (2011) also confirmed that poor management of waste is one 

of most important factors that will intensify floods in the City of Ado-Ekiti, the capital of 

Ekiti State.  

Urban poverty 

In most cases, poor families in urban areas have limited options to decide where to live. Jha 

et al. (2012) observed that most urban poor families have to live in slums that are located in 

inadequate houses in below standard living areas and even in high-risk areas, such as flood 

plains or hillside slope areas. They suggested that living in these settings will increase the 

level of exposure to flood risks.  

In Lagos, Nigeria, for example, Adelekan (2010) determined that most of the poor families 

live in the built up area with a lack of basic infrastructure such as storm water drainage. 

Chatterjee (2010) reported that in most megacities in India, slum dwellers live in high hazard 

risks areas with less or no means to reduce the impact of floods. She also argued that poor 

families are less likely to receive benefit from flood risk mitigation strategies and suffer 

negative consequences of flooding the most.  

Institutional issues  

There are a number of issues related to institutional arrangements that affect the ability of the 

city to respond to flood risks.  Lebel, Manuta, and Garden (2011) identified organizational 

fragmentation as one of the ‘institutional traps’ that might challenge the process of flood risk 

management. They also noted that over reliance on reactive emergency response is amongst 

the institutional issues that need to be addressed. Adedeji, Odufuwa, and Adebayo (2012) 

pointed out a lack of local government disaster preparedness capacity as a factor accountable 

for exacerbating the cases of urban floods in Nigeria. Akmalah and Grigg (2011) explained 

that lack of flood disaster preparedness is often a result of weak leadership within the local 

government.   In relation to this, Margareta Wahlström who is the head of UN Office for 

Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) says “the evidence on increasing flood risks should be a 

tipping scale for governments, countries and communities to develop new systems to protect 
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population from floods given that current measures are proving to be ineffective in extreme 

situations (Singh, 2012, p. 1) 

Katsuhama (2010) conducted research in Jakarta, Indonesia, and Tokai Region, Japan, and 

found that institutional arrangements are essential for effective flood management. They also 

discovered that a lack of legislation related to disaster management and leadership will hinder 

the flood risk reduction process.  

Katrina and the 2005 great flood of New Orleans that was responsible for more than 1,300 

deaths left big questions related to government disaster preparedness capacity (Cigler, 2007). 

Cigler pointed out that the incompetency of relevant institutions in New Orleans was one of 

the main contributing factors that led to many people dying from these catastrophic events.  

2.3.3 Flood implications in urban settings  

Implications of urban flooding can be categorized into direct and indirect. The following 

sections will describe the direct and indirect implications of urban flooding.  

2.3.3.1 Direct implications 

Occasionally urban flooding  can be very devastating. As an example, in Manila City in 2009 

a month’s rain fell in only 24 hours triggering flash floods and killing hundreds of people in 

(Singh, 2012).  In Central Thailand, a massive flood (the biggest ever recorded in the 

country) occurred in the period August to December 2011, killing 813 people and injuring 

thousands (Komori et al., 2012).  

Direct impacts of floods in urban environments are due to physical exposures of the flood to 

the population, which lead to mortality and injury, and property damage to building and other 

physical infrastructure damage (Merz, Kreibich, Schwarze, & Thieken, 2010).  

Risk to life: Mortality and injury   

Penning-Rowsell, Floyd, Ramsbottom, and Surendran (2005) identified that the main factors 

for mortality and injury associated with floods include flow velocity, flow depth, and the 

degree to which people are exposed to the flood. As Lowe, Ebi, and Forsberg (2013) have 

observed, flood related death is mostly attributed to trauma, injury, heart attack, 

electrocution, burns, carbon monoxide poisoning and traffic accidents. Few, Ahern, et al. 

(2004) further articulate that the leading cause of flood-related mortality and injury are 
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drowning and fatal injuries resulting from hitting objects in rapid flowing water. Electric 

shocks associated with damaged electrical infrastructure also often cause deaths or injuries 

(WHO, 2012). Evacuation activities during or after the flooding can also result in death or 

injuries, particularly in an un-safe evacuation activity (for example without proper 

equipment) or the presence of glass debris or nails (WHO, 2012).  

Petrucci and Pasqua (2012) added that flood related traffic accidents are also of concern. 

According to their research, in Italy, urban flooding increased the risk of motorists being 

involved in a car accident.    

Risk to property: Damage to building and physical infrastructure 

Mulyasari, Shaw, and Takeuchi (2011) suggested that without proper urban planning and 

with pressure from rapid increases in population there is a tendency for a city to develop their 

building infrastructure on the river banks or coastal or other areas that are more vulnerable to 

to flooding. Consequently damage to building and infrastructure has been one of the main 

causes of massive economic loss in the aftermath of flooding in urban areas (Oliveri & 

Santoro, 2000).  

2.3.3.2 Indirect implications 

Indirect implications of urban flooding are modified by the direct impacts and occur – in 

space or time – outside the flood event (Merz, Kreibich, et al., 2010). There are four main 

themes related to indirect impacts or other effects of urban flooding: (1) human health and 

social impacts, (2) economic and financial impacts, (3) environmental impacts (built and 

natural), and (4) political and institutional issues (Ahern, Kovats, Wilkinson, Few, & 

Matthies, 2005; Penning-Rowsell et al., 2005; Tariq & van de Giesen, 2012; Yin et al., 2015). 

Human health and social impacts 

Ahern et al. (2005) suggested the flood impacts on population health vary between settings 

due to exposure and vulnerability levels and types and severity of flooding. Overflow water 

during flood events will alter the natural balance and ecology, changing conditions for 

vectors and bacteria to develop which lead to changes in disease distribution pattern (Jha et 

al., 2012; Taylor et al., 2011). 
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Researchers have identified the most common health effects in the aftermath of flooding in 

urban areas include: fecal-oral diseases, rodent-borne disease, vector borne diseases, and 

mental health outcomes (Ahern et al., 2005; Alderman, Turner, & Tong, 2012; Lowe et al., 

2013).  

Fecal-oral diseases that are commonly found in the aftermath of flooding include cholera, 

cryptosporidiosis, non-specific diarrhea, poliomyelitis, rotavirus, and typhoid and 

paratyphoid (Ahern et al., 2005). Cholera cases, for example, were widely found following 

the floods in Burundi City, Central Africa and in Pakistan in 2010 (Ahmad, Kazmi, & Pervez, 

2011; IFRC, 2011). In relation to this, Schwartz et al. (2006) conducted research in Dhaka 

and discovered that cholera infection increased during flood events compared with non-flood 

events. In Xinxiang Province of China, Ni, Ding, Li, Li, and Jiang (2014) discovered that 

floods could significantly increase the risk of dysentery disease.  

Flooding has the potential to increase rodent-borne disease distribution due to altered patterns 

of contact (Ahern et al., 2005). Corresponding to this, Dechet et al. (2012) confirmed that 

after an extensive flooding event that affected 750,000 people in Guyana in January 2005, an 

outbreak of leptospirosis disease occurred. Another example comes from Anuradhapura 

district of Sri Lanka, which is a non-endemic area, where Agampodi et al. (2014) established 

evidence of a  leptospirosis outbreak following flood events in January 2011.  

Vector-borne disease distribution patterns can also be triggered by flood events (Few, Ahern, 

et al., 2004). Bich et al. (2011) verified the association of increasing of vector borne disease 

in particular dengue fever cases with flood events in Hanoi, Vietnam.  

Another potential health risk from flooding relates to mental health issues. Stanke, Murray, 

Amlôt, Nurse, and Williams (2012) argued that flooding can be really stressful and that even 

after the water has receded the stress can  continue. They also explained that floods can lead 

to conditions such as financial difficulties, behavioural problems in children; increased 

substance use and/or misuse; increased domestic violence; as well as exacerbating, 

precipitating or provoking people’s existing problems with mental health (p. 7). In relation to 

this, Ahern et al. (2005) explained that the most common mental health problem during 

disaster event is posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD). They said that PTSD might “arise 

after a stressful event of an exceptionally threatening or catastrophic nature and is 

characterised by intrusive memories, avoidance of circumstance associated with the stressor, 
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sleep disturbance, irritability and anger, lack of concentration and excessive vigilance” (p. 

39).   

A flood event also has the potential to trigger social problems within the affected 

communities.  Social problems commonly emerge due to pre-existing factors (e.g. inequality 

and inequity, discrimination), loss of livelihood issues, and displacement (Gasper, Blohm, & 

Ruth, 2011). In more detail, Allan, Curtis, and Mazur (2006, p. 160) explained that social 

dimensions of flooding  are related to, but not limited to, loss of life, livelihood, property, or 

recreation opportunity, and positive impacts derived from floodplain rejuvenation, including 

increased agricultural production and tourism.   

Economic and financial impacts  

A previous section identified that damage to building and the physical environment is the 

main cause of economic and financial loss. This section will elaborate on the sectors that 

might suffer economic losses. As can be seen in Table 2-3, elements at risk can be grouped 

into sectors including private households, industry or manufacturing, services sector, public 

sector, infrastructure, agriculture, and emergency response, and recovery costs (Merz, 

Kreibich, et al., 2010).  

Table 2-3 Element at risk related to economic and financial loss 

Sectors  Example  

Private household Damage to residential buildings  

Industry / manufacturing  Damage to car and mechanical industry, garment industry, construction 

industry, etc. 

Service sector Disruptions to shopping centers, hotels, restaurant, etc.  

Public sector Schools, universities, hospitals, etc.  

Infrastructure  Damage to water supply, bridges, roads, power supply, etc.  

Livelihood  Loss of crops, loss of livestock, unable to access work place which may 

cause loss of income and disrupt production   

Emergency response  Relief distribution, evacuation, emergency shelter cost  

Recovery cost  Clean up cost, rehabilitation, and reconstruction, insurance cost  

Source: Modified from Merz, Kreibich, et al. (2010) 

Due to massive economic disruptions, urban flooding has the potential to set back the 

development process (Osti et al., 2011). In Vietnam, for example, floods are responsible for 

putting more burden on economic development and intensifying poverty (Tran et al., 2008). 

In Bangkok, almost 1,5 million private houses were affected and parts of 1700 roads, 

highways and bridges were damaged by the 2011 floods (AON Benfield, 2012). 
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2.3.4 Human responses to urban flooding in a climate change and changing 

environment era: Why being resilient is important  

In general, human responses to urban flooding are grouped into two categories: structural 

engineering and non-structural measures. Structural engineering measures include (Jha et al., 

2012; Tucci, 2007; UNESCAP, 2009):  

(1) Conveyance, that is to take potential flood water away from areas at risks, 

(2) Flood storage to act as reservoir and water catchment when there is a significant 

amount of runoff, 

(3) Drainage system to deal with both wastewater and overflow rainwater, 

(4) Infiltration and permeability of urban areas to create a soak away or water discharge 

system in urbanized areas,   

(5) Groundwater management to reduce the risk of ground water flooding and also to 

prevent land subsidence particularly in lowland areas, 

(6) Wetlands and environmental buffers to reduce the amount and speed of rainwater in 

urban areas, 

(7) Building design adjusted particularly for buildings located in flood prone areas to 

reduce the residual risks and limit the flood damage to the building.   

Non-structural measures include:  

(1) Flood awareness campaigns with the overall objective to change people’s behavior so 

that they are resilient to flood risks (Jha et al., 2012), 

(2) Health planning and awareness campaigns to best protect individual and public health 

during floods so as to avoid widespread contamination of drinking water leading to 

diseases following flood events (Taylor et al., 2011), 

(3) Land use planning and flood zooning that provides a policy and regulatory 

mechanism to deal with urban flooding (Colding, 2007; Farhan & Lim, 2011), 

(4) Flood insurance to offset financial risk from flooding and to reduce the risk and 

damage through the need for risk assessment and encouragement of flood risk 

mitigation (Wilhelm, 2010); 

(5) Solid and liquid waste management to prevent the blockage of drainage infilling of 

storage areas and ponds, and accumulation of sediment from runoff and sewage 

(Kharrazi & Masaru, 2012). 
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(6) Emergency planning, rescue, damage avoidance actions and temporary shelter (IFRC, 

2008), and 

(7) Early warning system and early action for a better preparedness strategy to limit the 

loss and injuries following flooding (IFRC, 2008, 2009). 

Many authors have suggested that climate change and changing urban environments create 

more challenges for decision makers in managing flood risks. Changes in the climate system 

are projected to increase the risks of flooding (frequency and magnitude) and climate 

uncertainties and thus complicate existing flood risk management (Hirabayashi et al., 2013; 

Jha et al., 2012). Wilby and Keenan (2012) argued that reliance solely on traditional flood 

defense approaches are not sufficient to handle increasing urban flood risk.  

In relation to this, Wilby and Dessai (2010) suggest that a robust decision making process 

needs to be taken into consideration. Robustness to uncertainties means “insensitive to the 

resolution of uncertainties and function across a broad range of possible future outcomes” 

(Hall & Murphy, 2011, p. 2). A robust decision making process can reduce the risk of mal-

adaptation which can be costly and may add vulnerabilities instead of reducing them.  

Hallegatte (2009) conducted a study regarding strategies to deal with an uncertain climate. 

Hallegatte identified some key features to increase robustness of adaptation strategies 

including: (1) No-regret strategies; (2) reversible strategies; (3) safety margin strategies; (4) 

soft strategies; (5) strategies that reduce decision-making time horizons; and (6) taking into 

account conflicts and synergies between examples.  

Further, Jha et al. (2012) suggested that building community resilience to flood risks is both a 

robust and a ‘higher benefits relative to costs’ option. The United Nations for International 

Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) also concluded that building community 

resilience as the most preferable option to deal with uncertainties and increasing disaster risks 

(UNISDR, 2007c).  

Urban community resilience has become the central discussion of the current literature 

related to facing increasing risks of climate-related disasters, particularly flooding, in urban 

centres in developing countries. This is reflected in studies by  Prashar and Shaw (2012) in 

New Delhi (India), Porio (2011) in Metro Manila (the Philippine), Shuaib Lwasa (2010) in 

Kampala City (Uganda), and Moser et al. (2010) in Mombasa City (Kenya) and Esteli 

(Nicaragua).  
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The following sections will discuss the concepts of resilience, community resilience and 

urban community resilience to flood risks in detail.  

2.4 Urban community resilience to flood risks 

The terminology of resilience has been widely used in policy documents particularly those 

related to climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction (Bahadur et al., 2010). The 

concept of resilience has become a ‘process’ as well as an ‘outcome’ within strategic 

planning for adapting to climate change and reducing disaster risks (Manyena, 2006). 

A community resilience approach focuses on the ability of a system, in this case, a 

community,  to deal with a hazard, and the dynamics of response to the hazard (Berkes, 

2007). Urban flooding is one such hazard where this concept can usefully be embraced. 

The Australian Government, as an example, promotes building resilience as the focus of 

emergency management for floods (Commonwealth Attorney-General's Department, 2009). 

Resilience enhancement programs to deal with urban flooding are also being implemented in 

Flandres (Belgium), Niedersachsen (Germany) and Calabria (Italy) (Schelfaut et al., 2011). 

The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Society (IFRC) also uses the 

terminology of resilience in the Red Cross Red Crescent climate-smart disaster risk reduction 

strategy (Red Cross Red Crescent Climate Centre, 2012). 

2.4.1 Concepts and definitions of resilience and community resilience 

“Resilience” comes from the Latin word, resilio that means, “jumping back” (Klein et al., 

2003). The Oxford Dictionary defines resilience as “the ability of a substance or subject to 

spring back into shape or elasticity” and “the capacity to recover quickly from difficulties or 

toughness” (Oxford, 2012).  

There are many contested matters in relation to the application of the resilience concept in the 

real world. Some people argue that the engineering field first applied the concept of resilience 

(Chelleri, 2012), some say ecology (Berkes, 2007), while some others believe it emerged 

from physics. Some say that resilience is an outcome. Some say resilience is a process, while 

some others say that resilience is both an outcome and a process (IFRC, 2012). It is important 

to acknowledge that the notion of resilience is widely applied in many different subject areas 
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and the definition could differ from one area to another. Resilience is applied in fields 

including, but not limited to, psychology, public health, computer science, engineering, 

psychiatry, ecology, sociology, environmental science and military science.  

Abundant definitions for resilience exist and are applied in different fields, and it is not easy 

to develop a common definition of resilience. Table 2-4 summarizes the definitions of 

resilience that are relevant to this research.  

Table 2-4 Definitions of resilience relevant to this research 

 

When ‘resilience’ is applied to a ‘community’, Norris, Stevens, Pfefferbaum, Wyche, and 

Pfefferbaum (2008) argue that it is a metaphorical concept. The notion of community itself is 

defined as a system that is ‘composed of built, natural, social and economic environments 

that influence one another in complex ways’ (Norris et al., 2008, p. 128).  

Author (s) Definition of resilience 

DFID (2011, p. 6) Resilience is the ability of countries, communities and households to manage 

change, by maintaining or transforming living standards in the face of shocks or 

stresses without compromising their long-term prospects. 

(Resilience Alliance, 

2010, p. 5) 

The magnitude of change of disturbance that a system can experience without 

shifting into an alternate state that has different structural and functional 

properties and supplies different bundles of the ecosystem service that benefit 

people.   

IPCC (2014a, p. 5) The capacity of social, economic and environmental systems to cope with a 

hazardous event or trend or disturbance, responding or reorganizing in ways that 

maintain their essential function, identity, and structure, while also maintaining 

the capacity for adapting, learning and transformation.  

IFRC (2012, p. 7) The ability of individuals, communities, organizations, or countries exposed to 

disasters and crises and underlying vulnerabilities to: anticipate, reduce the 

impact of, cope with, and recover from the effects of adversity without 

compromising their long-term prospects.  

UNISDR (2004, p. 

16) 

The capacity of a system, community or society potentially exposed to hazards 

to adapt, by resisting or changing in order to reach and maintain an acceptable 

level of functioning and structure.  

Mitchell and Harris 

(2012, p. 6) 

Resilience is an integrating concept that allows multiple risks, shocks and 

stresses and their impacts on ecosystem and vulnerable people to be considered 

together in the context of development programming 
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To apply the concept of community resilience into a more practical context, Magis (2010) 

identified a set of dimensions that include: community resources, community resources 

development, community resources engagement, active agents, collective action, strategic 

action, equity and impact.  

Further, Mayunga (2007) has developed a working definition of resilience within the context 

of a community and a disaster. He refers to community resilience as ‘the capacity or ability of 

a community to anticipate, prepare for, respond to, and recover quickly from impacts of 

disaster’ (Mayunga, 2007, p. 4). To aid in the understanding of community resilience Figure 

2-6 shows a comparison between: (1) a more resilient community (represented by solid line) 

and (2) a less resilient community (represented by dotted line) across the cyclical stages of a 

disaster.  

Figure 2-6 Compare between a more resilient and a less resilient communities  

 

Source: Adopted from Mayunga (2007) 

From Figure 2-6, it is clear that a more resilient community will not experience impacts of a 

disaster at the same level as a less resilient community and will face less fluctuation. Thus, 

compared with a less resilient community in facing the same disaster event, a more resilient 

community will take a relatively quicker time to recover and return to daily life. 
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The Sendai Framework for Action promotes building resilience as one of the priority actions 

to deal with existing and future disaster risks (UNISDR, 2015). Djalante and Thomalla 

(2011) argued that community resilience building is a positive approach as it focuses on 

building the capacity of the community to deal with future disaster risks, rather than on solely 

providing emergency assistance when a disaster strikes. In addition, Poortinga (2012) 

demonstrated that the concept of resilience is important to be introduced to a community as it 

will positively impact the social bonding within and bridging between communities and 

hence assist a community positively respond to any ‘shock’, disaster or otherwise.  

2.4.2 Characteristics of urban community resilience to flood risks 

The characteristics of a resilient community towards urban flood risks vary and depend on the 

local context. Some common characteristics of a flood resilient urban community on the basis 

of the existing literature were identified as shown by Table 2-5.  
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Table 2-5 Characteristics of a flood resilient urban community  

Characteristics of flood resilient community  Examples 

 Community that is aware of the existing hazards 

/ risks (Community awareness) 

IFRC (2012); López-Marrero and Tschakert 

(2011); Nirupama and Maula (2013); 

Thompson, Sempier, and Swann (2012) 

 Community that is able to project/predict the 

future flood risks (projection) 

Schelfaut et al. (2011);  

 Community that has ability to respond flood 

events effectively 

Mertz et al. (2010), Linnekamp, Koedam, and 

Baud (2011) 

 Community that has technical and innovation to 

tackle the impacts of flooding 

(technical/innovation solutions) 

IFRC (2012); Farhan and Lim (2011); 

Linnekamp et al. (2011) 

 Community that is able to recover in the 

aftermath of flood events (ability for recovery) 

IFRC (2012); DFID (2011) 

 Community that is able and willing to learn from 

the previous floods (learning) 

IFRC (2012); Orleans et al. (2013) 

 Community that has financial capacity to cope 

with the impacts of flooding (Access to 

resources) 

IFRC (2012); Wilhelm (2010); Rose (2007) 

 Community that has the capacity to prevent flood 

related diseases (Public health preparedness) 

Davydov, Stewart, Ritchie, and Chaudieu 

(2010) 

 Community that its members have sustainable 

livelihoods 

(Osbahr, 2007); Rose (2007); Motsholapheko, 

Kgathi, and Vanderpost (2011) 

 Community that has an early warning system and 

the ability to do early action 

IFRC (2012); O'Sullivan et al. (2012); Mercy 

Corps (2010) 

 Community that its members have a strong 

community value, social sensitivity, community 

networks and a wider supportive environment 

(social capital) 

IFRC (2012); Oyane (2010); Folke (2006); 

Poortinga (2012) 

 Community that has a protection (such as flood 

wall) to preserve their properties from flooding 

(physical protection) 

Farhan and Lim (2011); López-Marrero and 

Tschakert (2011); (Manyena, 2006) 

 

2.4.3 Important aspects for urban community resilience building to flood risks 

Resilience is a multi-contested terminology as does the application of the resilience concept. 

Mitchell and Harris (2012) argue that resilience is a concept that is contextualized or tailored 

uniquely to the targeted settings(s). DFID (2011) notes that any strategy to enhance resilience 

needs to consider four common elements. These include: 

(1) Context (resilience of what) 

The building resilience strategy needs to focus on a particular system or process. For 

example: social group, religion, institution, city, country, and etc.  

(2) Disturbance (resilience to what) 
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The strategy has to identity the potential hazards or threats for examples flooding, 

cyclones, earthquake, conflicts, and etc. The disturbance can be in the  form of a long-

term (stress) or a short-term (shock) hazard/threat.  

(3) Capacity to respond 

The capacity to respond to a particular system to a particular hazard is dependent on 

the level of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity of the relevant stakeholders.  

(4) Reaction  

The reaction can be  classified as: bounce back better, bounce back to normal, recover 

but worse than before, and collapse.  

Based on the existing literatures, there have been a number of approaches for interventions in 

regard to community resilience building, In Australia, for example, the Council of Australian 

Governments (COAG) adopts ‘a whole-of-nation resilience-based’ approach to disaster 

management which puts more attention on the institutional aspects and multi-stakeholders 

involvement to work in a coordinated manner (Council of Australian Governments, 2011). 

Mayunga (2007) introduces a capital based approach resilience that includes categories of 

physical, human, financial, social, and natural capital. Resilience Alliance (2010) argues that 

to provide benefits to the society, the resilience building strategy needs to focus on sustaining 

the capacity of the social-ecological system (’ social-ecological approach to resilience’).  

To obtain a comprehensive understanding about the elements of interventions for community 

resilience building, this research included an extensive literature review. Table 2-6 shows the 

main elements identified to build community resilience based on this extensive review. They 

are technical, human, economic/financial, social, natural, and politic/institutional.  
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Table 2-6 Main and common aspects of community resilience building 

Main and common aspects of community 

resilience building  
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Physical / technical 

Technology to reduce the loss and damage (e.g. house 

adjustment, flood wall, dyke) 

√ √ √ √ √ √ 

Proper and sufficient physical infrastructure 

development to limit the risks (e.g. drainage system) 

√ √ √ √ 

Proper and adequate basic facilities to support quality of 

life (e.g. access to drinking water, public facilities, 

roads, bridges, electricity, etc.) 

√ √ √ √ √ √ 

Equipment to response to disaster events (e.g. rubber 

boat, evacuation centers/route) 

√ √ √ 

Human 

Increase knowledge (what to do during disaster events, 

etc) 

√ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

Proper basic education √ √ 

Public Health preparedness √ √ √ 

Skills (first responders, basic survival skills, household 

entrepreneurship)  

√ √ √ √ 

Awareness (potential hazards and disaster risks) √ √ √ √ √ 

Culture (trash disposal habit, etc.) √ √ 

Economic / financial 

Disaster insurance  √ √ √ √ 



54 

 

Main and common aspects of community 

resilience building  
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Access to financial soft loan (cooperative institutions)  √ √   √  √        √  

Household savings (microeconomic level)  √  √  √  √          

Social                  

Neighborhoods scheduled activities (e.g. clean up days, 

gatherings, etc) (linking) 

     √   √ √       

Trust between community members (bonding) √     √    √     √  

Norm/values  √  √   √    √       

Networks within communities (bridging)  √ √ √   √   √ √    √   

Social sensitivity    √   √    √       

Natural                  

Environmental conditions (e.g. topography, 

geomorphology, type of soil, etc) 

√  √     √         

Resources stocks √  √          √    

Land and water  √  √          √    

Political / institutional                  

Risk governance and management (integration approach, 

regulation, laws institutional mechanism, risk 

communication)  

 √ √      √     √   

Collaboration and multi-stakeholder partnerships   √ √      √ √ √ √  √   

Capacity building local institution (local preparedness)         √  √ √     

Strengthening Volunteers management (organized 

community members) 

  √      √        

Informal leadership within the community (e.g. religious 

leaders) 

         √       
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2.4.3.1 Technical aspects 

Lack of basic physical infrastructure such as roads, bridges, dams, communication and 

transportation system  tends to add more vulnerability within the community (DFID, 

2011; Mayunga, 2007). Under this aspect, there are several common elements of 

community resilience building that include: Technology to reduce the loss and damage 

(e.g. house adjustment, flood wall, dyke), Proper and sufficient physical infrastructure 

development to limit the risks (e.g. drainage system), Proper and adequate basic 

facilities to support quality of life (e.g. access to drinking water, public facilities, roads, 

bridges, electricity, etc.), and Equipment to respond to disaster events (e.g. rubber boat, 

evacuation centers/route). 

2.4.3.2 Social capital aspects 

Social capital is important in building community resilience [Mayunga (2007), DFID 

(2011), Adger (2000), Oyane (2010)]. The Putnam’s concept of social capital within a 

community system includes the consideration of networks, norms, and social trust that 

facilitate coordination and mutual benefit cooperation amongst the community members 

(Mayunga, 2007).  This aspect covers elements like linking, bonding, networking, 

values, and social sensitivity within a community and between communities.  

2.4.3.3 Economic aspects 

Disaster events might create a disturbance to economic activity and have the potential to 

disrupt livelihood systems (Moser et al., 2010). A sound basis for economic capital thus 

is very crucial to anticipate the potential impacts of disaster events (Wilhelm, 2010). 

The forms of economic capital from the context of resilience include: savings, income, 

investment, and credit (Mayunga, 2007) and should be considered at microeconomic 

level (household savings), mesoeconomic level (cooperative, soft loan system), and 

macroeconomic (insurance, market, etc.) level.  

2.4.3.4 Human aspects 

Research suggests that human capital is the most fundamental element of resilience 

within a community [e.g. Mayunga (2007); DFID (2011)].  Human capital here includes 

such issues as education, knowledge, skills, health status, and productive age groups. In 
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general a sound human capital will sustain the economic production that allows the 

community to quickly recover in the aftermath of a disaster (Mayunga, 2007).  

2.4.3.5 Natural aspects 

Natural capital is fundamental to the sustainability of all forms of life including human 

life. Depletion of the stock and quality of natural capital is strongly affected by human 

activities (Mayunga, 2007). This aspect includes environmental conditions (e.g. 

topography, geomorphology, type of soil), resources stocks, and land and water.  

2.4.3.6 Political and institutional aspects 

This aspect covers common elements like risk governance and management (integration 

approach, regulation, laws institutional mechanism, risk communication), collaboration 

and multi-stakeholder partnerships, capacity building within local institution (local 

preparedness), strengthening volunteer management (organized community members), 

and informal leadership within the community (e.g. religious leaders).  

López-Marrero and Tschakert (2011) note that dependency on a single aspect for 

developing a community resilience strategy might hinder adaptive capacity of a 

community. A comprehensive strategy is required to deal with flood risks, particularly 

when dealing with increasing disaster risks and uncertainties (IFRC, 2012). However 

prioritization is always required due to limited resources and timeframe (World Bank, 

2013) and prioritization of these aspects is dependent on the context and the aim of the 

community resilience strategy (CARE Nederland, Groupe URD, & Wageningen 

University, 2013). 

2.4.4 Modifying factors and barriers to building community resilience  

Understanding the modifying factors of urban flood risks is important in developing a 

flood resilience strategy Modifying factors for urban flood risks are many. This research 

identified 8 key modifying factors as suggested by the existing literature (Table 2.7). 
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Table 2-7 Modifying factors to urban flood community resilience building 

Modifying factors Examples 

 Natural condition (topography, geomorphology) Tingsanchali (2012); Hay and Mimura (2010) 

 Climate change and changes in climate 

variability 

ActionAid (2006); UNESCAP (2009); Nicholls 

(2002) 

 Rapid urbanization/demographic changes  Prashar and Shaw (2012); Jha et al. (2012) 

 Poor infrastructure  Jha et al. (2012); Merz, Hall, et al. (2010); 

Akmalah and Grigg (2011) 

 Socio-economic development  Merz, Hall, et al. (2010); Hashizume et al. 

(2008); Green (2004) 

 Land-use change Chang, Franczyk, and Kim (2009); Wheater 

and Evans (2009) 

 Weak law enforcement  Correia, Da Silva, and Ramos (1999); Lwasa 

(2004.) 

 Urban settlements in river basin areas  Hardoy and Pandiella (2009); Secretariat 

(2011); Zbigniew W Kundzewicz (1999) 

 

Out of these 8 key modifying factors of urban flood risks only two of them are related to 

natural factors. These are natural condition such as topography and geomorphology, and 

climate change and climate variability. The remainder are related to anthropogenic or 

human related factors.  

The barriers to community resilience building are expected to differ from one setting to 

another. On the basis of a literature review regarding building community resilience to 

flood risks in urban settings this research identified 11 key themes of barriers as shown 

in Table 2-8.   

Table 2-8 Barriers to building urban community resilience to flooding  

Barriers to building community resilience to floods Examples 

 Lack of financial capacity Proverbs and Lammond (2008); López-Marrero 

and Tschakert (2011); Burch, Sheppard, Shaw, 

and Flanders (2010) 

 Lack of technological capacity Leader and Wallingford (2012);  

 Difficulties to change community behaviour 

(such as: dumping waste to the river) 

Few, Pham, et al. (2004); Mulyasari et al. 

(2011) 

 Lack of coordination between related 

institutions 

Dodman, Ayers, and Huq (2009); Lebel et al. 

(2011) 

 Lack of leadership  Lebel et al. (2011); Keogh, Apan, Mushtaq, 

King, and Thomas (2011) 

 Unclear roles and responsibilities within the 

stakeholders 

Lebel et al. (2011) 

 Lack of information about who is doing what, 

where, and how 

Tompkins and Adger (2003) 

 Lack of social sensitivity  Adger et al. (2007) 

 Lack of community involvement / participation Lopez, URP, and DAD (2013);  

 Overgenerous disaster relief to the survivors of 

annual flooding 

Wenger, Hussey, and Pittock (2012) 

 High dependency of the community members 

to government relief during annual flood 

Jabeen, Johnson, and Allen (2010); Osbahr 

(2007); Lopez et al. (2013); J. Shaw (2005); 

Maru, Smith, Sparrow, Pinho, and Dube (2014) 
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As can be seen from Table 2-8, the barriers to build urban community resilience to 

flood risks are mostly related to the governance and leadership mechanism e.g. lack of 

coordination, unclear roles and responsibilities, lack of leadership, no mechanism for 

sharing information between stakeholders, and untargeted distribution of disaster relief 

during the emergency. Other than governance and leadership mechanism, the common 

barriers are related to capacity of local government e.g. financial and technological 

capacity and attitude or behavior of the community itself e.g. high dependency on the 

government support and dumping domestic waste into the river.  

2.5 DRR and CCA approaches to build urban flood resilience  

To build resilience, in particularly in the context of climate related disaster, both 

disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) approaches are 

required (Rivera, 2014; Schipper, 2009; UNISDR, 2011a).  

In relation to this, Jha et al. (2012) conducted a study to develop an integrated urban 

flood risk management strategy. They identified that there are four capacities that need 

to be built to assist the community enhance their resiliency towards flood risks (Figure 

2-7). These capacities are threshold capacity, coping capacity, recovery capacity, and 

adaptive capacity.  

Figure 2-7 Community resilient wheel 

 

Source adapted from Jha et al (2012) 

Threshold 
capacity  

Coping capacity  

Recovery 
capacity  

Adaptive 
capacity  



59 

 

The threshold capacity is usually more about flood risk reduction before the event. 

Adaptive capacity here refers to making adjustments and the ability to learn from 

previous events in order to be better prepared for the next flood events (Gupta et al., 

2010; Jha et al., 2012). Enhancing both threshold and adaptive capacity are included in 

climate change adaptation approach (Adger et al., 2007; Grothmann & Patt, 2005). 

Coping capacity refers to the ability to limit the impacts of flooding during the event. 

Recovery capacity is the ability to reconstruct the system after the flood event (Gupta et 

al., 2010; Jha et al., 2012). Thomalla, Downing, Spanger-Siegfried, Han, and 

Rockström (2006) suggested that improving coping and recovery capacity towards 

disaster events is under the jurisdiction of the disaster risk reduction approach. Figure 2-

8 illustrates the interaction between these two important concepts.  

Figure 2-8 Interaction between concepts of DRR and CCA  

 

Source: Thomalla et al. (2006, p. 44) 

In addition to this, Partners for Resilience (2015) provided some key messages in 

relation to the recipe to build resilience at the World Conference Disaster Risk 

Reduction (WCDRR) in Sendai, March 2015. One of the key messages was the 

importance to build up a collaboration mechanism between different stakeholders 

particularly CCA and DRR.  
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To understand better the synergies and potential challenges for integration between 

DRR and CCA, the next chapter will provide a detailed overview of the contextual 

fields of DRR and CCA.  

2.6 Conclusion  

This section provided detailed information regarding flood hazards, causes and types 

and described why urban centers in developing countries are particularly vulnerable to 

flood risks. Flood implications for sustainable development and public health were 

explored to provide a better understanding and rationale why human systems have to 

respond to flood risk.  

This chapter introduced the concept of community resilience and the flood resilience 

wheel as a model of identifying sectors to address uncertainties and complications 

posed by climate change.  

The last part of this chapter identified why building urban community resilience 

requires an integrated approach particularly between disaster risk reduction and climate 

change adaptation.  

The next chapter will elaborate the concepts of disaster risk reduction and climate 

change adaptation fields.  
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CHAPTER 3 DISASTER RISK REDUCTION AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

ADAPTATION FIELDS: SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

3.1  Introduction  

In response to climate-related disasters, particularly flooding, dominating disaster 

events in the world, much research has highlighted the importance of both disaster risk 

reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) in reducing disaster impacts  

(e.g. Arnbjerg-Nielsen & Fleischer, 2009; Ireland, 2010; Mitchell & Aalst, 2008; 

Sperling & Szekely, 2005). The need to strengthen the capacity of every nation to 

implement both approaches was part of the main conversation within the latest World 

Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR) in March 2015 in Sendai, Japan.  

Chapter 2 has described the causes and implications of urban flooding, the concept of 

resilience, and factors and challenges for building resilience to floods in urban settings. 

It introduced the need for both DRR and CCA approaches to build urban community 

resilience to flood risks. This chapter will elaborate on both fields, DRR and CCA, as 

fundamental fields for this research. This chapter will also identify the similarities and 

differences between the two.  

This chapter consists of 3 main sections. Sections 3.2 and 3.3 will discuss DRR and 

CCA in detail.. To link with the setting of the research, Jakarta, these sections will also 

describe DRR and CCA in the context of Indonesia. Lastly, Section 3.4 will discuss the 

similarities and differences between the two fields.   

3.2 Understanding the disaster risk reduction field  

The United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UN-ISDR) defines a 

disaster as “a serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society causing 

widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses which exceed the ability 

of the affected community or society to cope using its own resources” (UNISDR, 

2009a, p. 9).  

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) is defined as “the concept and practice of reducing 

disaster risk through systematic efforts to analyse and manage the causal factors of 

disasters, including through reduced exposure to hazards, lessened vulnerability of 
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people and property, wise management of land and the environment, and improved 

preparedness for adverse event (UNISDR, 2011a, p. 7) 

DRR practices have been widely implemented by different kinds of actors including, 

but not limited to, government agencies, private institutions, non-governmental 

organizations (NGO), and community members; and at different levels including local, 

regional and global.  

3.2.1 Basic concepts and definitions of DRR   

The evolution of the disaster risk definition has shifted the way of thinking and 

behaviour of disaster communities in mitigating hazards. The disaster risk reduction 

concept in the current era brings a comprehensive perception of disaster risk to its 

approach in developing risk management measures (Manyena, 2012). The following 

sections discuss the shifting paradigm towards the concept of disaster risk and 

vulnerability. 

3.2.1.1 Evolution of the disaster risk concept  

The definition of disaster risks is the key to understanding the disaster risk reduction 

field. Wamsler (2009) described the four eras regarding the evolution of the notion of 

disaster risk (see Figure 3-1). She observed that the concept of disaster risk is evolving, 

not so much from theory and science, but based on different practical experiences.  

Figure 3-1 Paradigm shift on understanding disaster risk 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Wamsler (2011) 

Risk = Hazard 

 

(1960s – 1970s) 

Risk = Hazard + Vulnerability 

 

(1970s – 1990s) 

Risk = Hazard X Vulnerability 

 

(1990s – 2000s) 

Risk = Hazard X Vulnerability 

Capacity 

 

(2000s >) 
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According to Wamsler, during the 1960s to 1970 the concept of disaster risk first came 

into scientific discussions and research through the humanitarian and emergency sector. 

During this era, disaster risk was considered equal to natural hazard (Wamsler, 2006). 

As defined by UNISDR (2009a, p. 17), hazard is “a dangerous phenomenon, substance, 

human activity or condition that may cause loss of life, injury or other health impacts, 

property damage, loss of livelihoods and services, social and economic disruption, or 

environmental damage”. In other words, during that era, a disaster event was only 

defined by a single factor, that is, by a natural hazard (Guzman, 2003). With this 

concept, people perceived a disaster event as an inevitable natural phenomenon. As a 

result, the effort to deal with a disaster was only focused on disaster response and 

emergency management.  

Moving on to the 1970s to 1990s era, scholars started to observe that the same hazard 

could impact communities differently, leading to the thinking that there must be factors 

other than natural hazards that could create a disaster event (Guzman, 2003).  

Researchers identified that vulnerabilities within the community could potentially add 

to the probability as well as the severity of a disaster.  

Here, vulnerability is defined as “a measure of the propensity of an object, area, 

individual, group, community, country, or other entity to incur the consequences of a 

hazard” (UNISDR, 2012b, p. 25).  

With the inclusion of the vulnerability aspect within the definition of disaster risk, 

disaster risk management measures became not only focused on post disaster event 

activities, but also proactively addressing the vulnerability factors within communities 

(Wamsler, 2011).  

Due to the massive numbers of disaster events causing significant numbers of deaths 

and economic losses, the 1990s to 2000s was declared the International Decade for 

Natural Disaster Reduction by the United Nations. During this period many pilot 

projects took place to address the impacts of natural disasters. From these pilot projects, 

researchers discovered that the vulnerability factor could increase the impacts of a 

disaster event very significantly (UNISDR, 2012a).  

With the establishment of the United Nation International Strategy for Disaster 

Reduction (UNISDR) in 1999, more research was conducted to take lessons learned 

from disaster events or disaster reduction projects around the globe (Haque, 1999). 
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From this was learned that vulnerability within a society has a much greater 

contribution – a multiplier influence – in producing or increasing disaster risk.  

During the current era (2000+), it has been observed that the capacity within the society 

to tackle disasters could potentially prevent a natural hazard from turning into a disaster 

event. In other words, capacity could bring a positive influence and reduce the 

probability of a disaster event happening. Thus the model now includes capacity as a 

modifying factor. 

The UNISDR defines capacity as “the combination of all strengths, attributes and 

resources available within a community, society or organization that can be used to 

achieve agreed goals”. This can include knowledge, skills, social cohesion, good 

governance, community awareness, and many others (UNISDR, 2009a, p. 5). 

In addition to this, the Asian Disaster Reduction Centre (ADRC) noted that the element 

of exposure needed to be included in defining disaster risk. ADRC pointed out that 

‘interaction’ or ‘exposure’ is an important factor that can influence whether a disaster 

occurs or not. Should a hazard event for example a large-scale hurricane, occur in the 

middle of an uninhabited island, this would not even be called a disaster. This is 

because this hurricane will cause no injuries or property damage. The story would be 

different should the hurricane occur in the middle of city with a high population density 

(ADRC, 2005). In this case, exposure factor will contribute to the level of vulnerability 

of a particular community or setting to a certain hazard. In the context of the setting of 

this research, that is urban in developing nations, exposure to potential hazards would 

be unavoidable due to limited space but extremely high number of population.  

3.2.1.2 Underpinning factors that increase disaster vulnerability  

The previous section has provided a brief definition of vulnerability and this section will 

extend the discussion by introducing the factors that may increase vulnerability of a 

setting or a population to disaster risks. As “vulnerability will manifest itself differently 

at different scales” (Adger, 2006, p. 277), understanding factors that could lead to 

people being more vulnerable is fundamental for effective disaster risk reduction 

planning and implementation. 

Alwang, Siegel, and Jorgensen (2001) conducted an in-depth literature study focussed 

on vulnerability. They found that this notion was widely used in many fields of study 

including economics, sociology/anthropology, disaster management, environment, and 
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health/nutrition. From these different disciplines, they identified several key themes: 

vulnerability is caused by multiple sources of risk; households are vulnerable to a 

variety of negative outcomes that can be measured in different ways; and the poor are 

more vulnerable.  

Further, McEntire (2001) discovered that there are six underpinning factors of 

vulnerability. They include: (1) physical, (2) social, (3) cultural, (4) political, (5) 

economic, and (6) technological. Examples for each of these factors of vulnerability are 

provided in Table 3-1.  

Table 3-1 Underpinning factors of vulnerabilities and examples 

Underpinning factors Examples  

Physical  

 

 The proximity of people and property to triggering agents;  

 Buildings without proper construction standard;  

 Under quality public infrastructure;  

 Inadequate foresight relating to the infrastructure; and  

 Degradation of the environment. 

Social  

 

 

 Limited education (including insufficient knowledge about disasters); 

 Inadequate routine and emergency health care; 

 Massive and unplanned migration to urban areas; 

 Marginalization of specific groups and individuals. 

Cultural 

 

 

 Public apathy towards disasters; 

 Defiance of safety precautions and regulations; 

 Loss of traditional coping measures; 

 Dependency and an absence of personal responsibility. 

 

Political  

 Minimal support for disaster programs among elected officials; 

 Inability to enforce or encourage steps for mitigation; 

 Over-centralization of decision making; 

 Isolated or weak disaster related institutions. 

Economic  

 

 

 Growing divergence in the distribution of wealth; 

 The pursuit of profit with little regard for consequences; 

 Failure to purchase insurance; 

 Sparse resources for disaster prevention, planning and management. 

 

Technological  

 

 

 Lack of structural mitigation devices; 

 Over-reliance upon or ineffective warning systems; 

 Carelessness in industrial production; 

 Lack of foresight regarding computer equipment/programs 

Source: adapted from McEntire (2001) 
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3.2.1.3 Characteristics of the DRR approach 

DRR is applicable to all kinds of hazards. In fact, the approach that is used by DRR is a 

multi-hazard approach. However, there is no “one size fits all” strategy in a disaster. 

Each disaster event is unique, which sometimes requires specific approaches to deal 

with the impacts (UNISDR, 2012b).  

As identified in Table 3-2, the DRR approach can be characterized by describing 

components such as emphasis, operations, time horizon, and information use 

management and social and political rationale (UNISDR, 2008c).  

Table 3-2 Characteristics of the disaster risk reduction field 

Components  Character of DRR measures 

Emphasis 
 Primary focus on vulnerability and risk issues  

 Dynamic, multiple risk issues and development scenarios 

 Fundamental need to assess, monitor and update exposure to 

changing conditions  

Operations 
 Extended, changing, shared or regional, local variations 

 Involve multiple authorities, interests, actors  

 Situation-specific functions, free association  

 Shifting, fluid and tangential relationship 

 Dependent on related practices, abilities, and knowledge base 

 Specialized expertise, squared with public views, prioritizing local 

needs 

Time horizon 
 Comparative, moderate and long time frames in outlook, planning, 

values, returns 

Information use and 

management 

 Accumulated, historical, layered, updated, or comparative use of 

information 

 Open or public information, from multiple, diverse or changing 

sources, differing perspectives, points of view. 

 Multiple use, shared exchange, inter-sectoral use of information 

 Matrix, nodal communication 

 Dispersed, lateral flows of information  

Social and political 

rationale 

 Matters of public interest, investment and safety 

 Source: adapted from (UNISDR, 2008b) 

3.2.2 Important milestones in disaster risk reduction  

Figure 3-2 shows the important milestones that have occurred over the past 4 decades in 

relation to the development of DRR. 

The genesis of the DRR field was triggered by the massive impacts of natural disasters 

on global communities during the 1960s to 1990s (UNISDR, 2012a). In the 1960s the 
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world was shocked by a series of severe disasters that killed hundreds of thousands of 

people. In 1962 an earthquake hit Iran and caused the death of 12,000. In 1963, an 

earthquake that killed 1200 people hit Yugoslavia. In the same year, a number of 

countries were struck by a powerful hurricane. These countries included Cuba, 

Dominican Republic, Haiti, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, and thousands of people 

were reported killed. Another earthquake struck Iran in 1968 and killed more than 

10,000 people. These disasters attracted the attention of the international community 

including the UN General Assembly who provided assistance to those nations affected 

by the disasters. During this period, efforts to deal with all of these disaster events were 

limited to disaster relief, which is narrowly focussed on providing assistance during the 

emergency phase in the aftermath of a disaster event (Guzman, 2003). 

Figure 3-2 Summary of key milestones in the disaster risk reduction field 

 

Source: modified from UN, 1994; UNISDR, 2005, 2011b, 2012a, 2013a, 2015 

 

1960s 
•A number of severe natural disasters happened resulting hundred thousands people were killed.  

1971 
•The United Nations Disaster Relief Office (UNDRO) was established.  

1989 
•UN General assesmbly declared 1990-1999 as the International decade for Natural Disaster Reduction  

1994 
•The World Conference on Natural Disaster Reduction launched The Yokohama Strategy for a Safer World 

1999 
•The UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction(ISDR) was established as the Inter-Agency Task Force on 

Disaster Reduction  

2002 
•The World Summit on Sustainable Development launched the Johannesburg Plan 

2005 
•Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015: Building the resilience of nations  and communities to 

disasters 

2007 
•UN General Assembly established a biennial Global Platform on disaster risk reduction to support the 

implementation of Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 

2009 
•Second Session of Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction (Highlighted the issue of climate change) 

2011 
•Third Session of Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction (Highlighted the issue of urban resilience and 

sustainable development in DRR actions) 

2013 
•Fourth Session of Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction (recommendation for a post-2015 HFA era) 

2015 
•Fith World Conference on DRR in Sendai Japan, 'Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030' 
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In 1971 the United Nations Disaster Relief Office (UNDRO) was established. Aside 

from disaster response, this office was also mandated to conduct research to improve 

disaster prevention, control, and prediction.  

In 1988, another series of disasters struck the global community again. For example: 

floods in Sudan and Bangladesh, typhoons in the Philippines, and hurricanes in Latin 

America and the Caribbean. Following this, 1990-1999 was declared by the General 

Assembly as the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction to pay more 

attention to the active efforts to reduce the risk of disasters before they occur (UNISDR, 

2004).  

In 1994, the World Conference on Disaster Reduction was held in Yokohama, Japan 

resulting in the Yokohama Strategy, which consisted of guidelines for natural disaster 

prevention, preparedness and mitigation, and its plan of action (IFRC, 2009; UN, 1994).  

Further, the 1990-1999 period was vital for DRR field as there was significant research 

conducted in relation to disasters during this time. Lessons were taken from this decade, 

and one of the most important lessons was the importance of building a culture of 

prevention to reduce the risks of disaster. It was identified that DRR should be 

integrated into the sustainable development process as well as environmental 

management planning (UNISDR, 2004). The emergence of the DRR field reflected the 

understanding that the ‘disaster relief’ approach was not sufficient to deal with 

increasing disaster risks and confirmed that proactive measures are much better than 

reactive ones (IFRC, 2007b). 

Another important milestone for DRR was the establishment of the United Nations 

International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) in 1999. UNISDR replaced the 

previous body, the secretariat of the International Decade for Natural Disaster 

Reduction. The DRR field became no longer only the domain of humanitarian agencies 

but also the domain of developmental agencies. A more comprehensive understanding 

of the DRR concept developed particularly through the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development in 2002 in Johannesburg (Johannesburg Plan) and the launching of the 

Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 in 2005. The Johannesburg Plan was launched 

to ensure that each country mainstreamed DRR in their policies and development plans, 

and the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) aimed to ‘build the resilience of nations 

and communities to disasters’. The HFA consists of five priority elements for activities, 

including (UNISDR, 2005):  
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(1) Ensuring that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a 

strong institutional basis for implementation (institutional and legal basis) 

(2) Identifying, assessing, and monitoring disaster risks and enhancing early 

warning (identification of disaster risks and early warning)   

(3) Using knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and 

resilience at all levels (culture of safety and resilience) 

(4) Reducing the underlying risk factors  

(5) Strengthening disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels 

(preparedness) 

For the implementation of this framework, the General Assembly established a biennial 

Global Platform on DRR (GP DRR) in 2007 in Geneva, Switzerland. This global 

platform is useful for countries to learn from one another particularly in developing an 

understanding about the concept of disaster risks and to share applicable DRR measures 

and resilience building actions around the globe.  

The GP DRR 2007 focussed on the urgency for all stakeholders to engage and commit 

to DRR (UNISDR, 2007a, 2007d). GP DRR 2009 highlighted the growing concern 

about global climate change and increasing disaster risk. At this session, disaster risk 

reduction was acknowledged as one of the important elements of climate change 

adaptation (UNISDR, 2009d). At GP DRR 2011, involvement of developmental 

agencies in DRR activities was acknowledged as significant. This development 

importance was reflected in the title of the conference ‘Global Platform for Disaster 

Risk Reduction and World Reconstruction’ and in the fact that the World Bank joined 

the opening session of the conference. This session also highlighted the urgency of 

building resilience in urban settings, home to more than half of population in the world 

(UNISDR, 2011b). The GP DRR 2013 discussed the recommendations for a post-2015 

HFA era. Amongst the key results of this session were the importance of leadership and 

integrated risk governance in dealing with increasing disaster risks at local level 

(UNISDR, 2013b). This session also highlighted that clear responsibilities, strong 

coordination, enabling local action, appropriate financial instruments, and a clear 

recognition of a central role for science are fundamental to disaster risk reduction 

governance (UNISDR, 2013a).  

The most recent World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR), which was 

held in Sendai from 14-18 March 2015, stressed the importance of international and 



70 

 

regional partnership to reduce underlying risk factors particularly for developing 

countries. It also developed the Sendai framework, which highlights the urgency for 

collaborative governance between relevant sectors and agencies to enhance community 

resilience towards disaster and climate related risks. 

3.2.3 Global and Indonesian institutional and policy arrangements for DRR 

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) is an integral part of disaster risk management. It is 

driven by the paradigm of ‘prevention is better than cure’. Figure 3-3 shows that 

disaster risk reduction lies within the field of disaster risk management. The UNISDR 

defines DRR as “systematic efforts to analyze and manage the causal factors of 

disasters, including through reduced exposure to hazards, lessened vulnerability of 

people and property, wise management of land and the environment, and improved 

preparedness for adverse events” (UNISDR, 2009a, p. 10).  

 

Figure 3-3 Positioning of DRR within a disaster risk management framework 
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3.2.3.1 Global DRR platforms  

Within the United Nations system, many UN entities, including UN agencies, the UN 

Coordination mechanism, the Chief Executives Board for Coordination, the United 

Nations Development Group and the Inter-Agency Standing Committee, have specific 

roles and responsibilities in the context of DRR (UNISDR, 2009c).  

The UNISDR, as the lead agency, coordinates international efforts in DRR and provides 

guidance for global actions for building resilience of nations and communities. The 

overall vision of UNISDR “is to enable societies to become more resilient to the effects 

of natural hazards and related technological and environmental phenomena in order to 

reduce human, economic, and social losses” (United Nations, 2001, p. 5). To achieve 

this vision, UNISDR identifies 5 main objectives: (1) increase public awareness; (2) 

promote commitment of public authorities; (3) stimulate interdisciplinary and 

intersectoral partnership; (4) expand risk reduction networking; and (5) improve 

scientific knowledge of the underlying causes of disasters (United Nations, 2001).  

Another important role of UNISDR is to organize and convene the biennial Global 

Platform on DRR and support the establishment of Regional Platforms and National 

Platforms. Regional Platforms were established to support inter-governmental 

collaboration and coordination, which is the key to addressing DRR at a regional level.   

The establishment of National Platforms reflects the commitment of nations in pursuing 

a DRR agenda. This platform is nationally owned and consists of a multi-stakeholder 

committee. Up until 2013, 86 national platforms have been established to support the 

institutionalization of disaster risk reduction at country level (United Nations, 2013). 

Table 3-3 summarizes some key objectives of the different platforms of DRR.  
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Table 3-3 Global, regional, and national platforms for DRR 

DRR Platforms Notes 

Global Platform on 

DRR 
 A biennial forum for leaders and decision makers around the world to 

advance risk reduction policies and support the establishment of regional 

and national platforms  

Regional Platform 

on DRR 
 To improve intergovernmental collaboration and coordination at regional 

level  

 To serve as a knowledge and experience sharing forum  

National Platform 

on DRR 
 To serve as a coordination mechanism to enhance multi-stakeholder 

collaboration and coordination for the sustainability of DRR activities 

through a consultative and participatory process in line with the 

implementation of the HFA 

 To foster an enabling environment for developing a culture of prevention, 

through advocacy of and awareness-raising on DRR and the necessity and 

importance of integrating DRR into development policies, planning and 

program 

 To facilitate the integration of DRR into national policies, planning and 

programs in various development sectors as well as into international or 

bilateral development aid policies and programs.  

 

Source: (adapted from UNISDR, 2007e, 2011b) 

At a national level, the focal point agency for DRR activities is varied and depends on 

the law/act that is implemented in each specific country. Table 3-4 shows some 

examples of focal point agencies for DRR for different countries. 

Table 3-4 Focal point of disaster risk reduction (Examples from some countries) 

Country Focal point agency Related Act 

Australia National Emergency Management Coordination Centre, State 

Disaster Coordination Centre  

Australia Emergency 

Management Arrangements  

Bangladesh Disaster Management Bureau  Disaster Management Act, 2008 

Brunei 

Darussalam 

National Disaster Management Agency, Ministry of Home 

Affairs  

N/A 

Bhutan Disaster Management Division, Ministry of Home and 

Cultural Affairs  

National Disaster Management 

Act 

Cambodia National Committee for Disaster Management General 

Secretariat  

Sub-decree No.35 ANK 

China Natural Disaster Reduction Centre, Ministry of Civil Affairs  More than 30 laws and 

regulations 

India National Institute of Disaster Management, Ministry of Home 

Affairs  

Disaster Management Act 2005 

Indonesia National Disaster Management Agency Disaster Management Act No 24 

/2007 

Japan Disaster Management Office, Cabinet Office  Disaster Counter Measures Basic 

Act  

Lao PDR National Disaster Management Office, Ministry of Labor and 

Social Welfare 

N/A 

Malaysia National Security Division  National Security Council 

Directive No. 20, 1997 

Myanmar Relief and Resettlement Department, Ministry of Social 

Welfare 

Rehabilitation Board Act. 1950, 

DM Act is still being drafted  

The 

Philippines 

Office of Civil Defense, Department of National Defense Disaster Risk Reduction, 

Management, and Recovery Act 

Vietnam Disaster Management Centre, Department of Dike 

Management and Flood Storm Control, Ministry of 

Agriculture Rural Development  

Decree No 168 1990 

Source: Adapted from Ishiwatari (2013) 
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3.2.3.2 Indonesian DRR platform    

Kellet, Caravani, and Pichon (2014) have observed that Indonesia now has well-

articulated DRR legislation that serves as the policy umbrella. This policy umbrella for 

disaster risk reduction includes both national and provincial level arrangements. At the 

national level, the key policy umbrella is the Disaster Management Act No 24/2007 and 

Government Regulation (PP) No 21/2008. Provincial level arrangements will be 

presented in Chapter 7. The National Planning Agency listed the key improvements of 

this new system by comparing key elements with the old system (Table 3-5). 

 Table 3-5 The old and new system of disaster management in Indonesia 

 Old system (before 2007) New system (after 2007) 

Legal basis Sectoral General  

Paradigm  Relief / response  Mitigation and preparedness, relief and 

response, rehabilitation and 

reconstruction  

Institution  National Coordination 

Agency for Disaster 

Management  

National Disaster Management Agency 

(BNPB) 

Role of 

community  

Limited  Full involvement  

Delegation of 

authority  

Mostly implemented by 

Central Government  

Distributed evenly between central, 

provincial, and district governments 

Developmental 

Planning  

Separated from National 

Development Planning aspect  

Integrated with National and Provincial 

Development Planning through the 

National Action Plan for Disaster Risk 

Reduction (RAN PRB), Disaster 

Management Plan (RPB), and Regional 

Action Plan for Disaster Risk Reduction 

(RAD PRB) 

Mitigation 

approach  

Focus only on vulnerability 

aspect  

Risk analysis (combining vulnerability 

and capacity) 

Multi-

stakeholder 

platform  

Non existent  National Platform for Disaster Risk 

Reduction, Provincial Platform for 

Disaster Risk Reduction  

Budget 

allocation  

Centralized by National 

Government  

Depends on the scale andmagnitude of 

disaster  

Disaster 

management 

guidelines  

Fragmented across different 

institutions  

By the National Disaster Management 

Agency (BNPB) or Provincial Disaster 

Management Agency (BPBD) 

Link with land 

use planning  

Not considered yet  DRR is mainstreamed within Land Use 

Planning.  

Source: (Bappenas, 2008, p. 7) 

The Act No 24/2007 highlights the responsibility of both central and provincial 

government to conduct disaster risk reduction (DRR) measures (Government of 

Indonesia, 2007).  
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The Government Regulation (PP) No 21/2008, in Chapter 2 Article 7 Point 2, clearly 

states the guiding principles for disaster risk reduction efforts in Indonesia, which 

include:  

(1) Understanding and monitoring disaster risks; 

(2) Disaster management participatory planning;  

(3) Promote culture of disaster awareness; 

(4) Enhance stakeholders’ commitment towards disaster management;  

(5) Implementing technical and non-technical measures and regulating disaster 

management (Government of Indonesia, 2008). 

 

According to the Act Number 24 / 2007 on Disaster Management, disaster is 

everybody’s business. The National Disaster Management Agency (BNPB) and the 

Provincial Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) are the focal points for disaster 

management planning, which include disaster risk reduction, at national and provincial 

levels respectively. The roles and responsibilities of BNPB are:    

(1) To guide and coordinate disaster risk management efforts nationally  

(2) To provide the standardization and address the needs of disaster risk 

management efforts  

(3) To disseminate information to public  

(4) To provide regular report to the President  

(5) To empower available resources for the purpose of disaster management either 

from national or international sources 

(6) To be accountable for all budget expenditures (Government of Indonesia, 2007). 

 

In addition to this, the mission statements of BNPB are:  

(1) Protecting the nation from disaster threat through disaster risk reduction  

(2) Developing appropriate disaster management system  

(3) Implementing planned, integrated, coordinated, and comprehensive disaster 

management actions (BNPB, 2010, p. 10). 
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Figure 3-4 Disaster risk reduction planning framework in Indonesia 
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The planning process for disaster risk reduction is done at three different levels: 

national, provincial, and district. Figure 3-4 shows the interconnectedness between 

different levels of planning and the positioning of DRR action plans amongst other 

planning documents in Indonesia, namely Long Term Planning (RPJP), Mid-term 

Planning (RPJM), and Sectoral Strategic Planning (Ministerial level).  

As mentioned in the latest National Action Plan of Disaster Risk Reduction (NAP 

DRR), there are seven key themes of DRR actions in Indonesia. They include: (1) 

strengthening regulation and capacity of institutions, (2) comprehensive disaster 

management planning, (3) research, education, and training, (4) increase participation 

and capacity of the community in disaster risk reduction, (5) prevention and mitigation 

of disasters, (6) early warning systems, and (7) preparedness (Bappenas & BNPB, 

2010).  

Further, in Indonesia, the funding for DRR actions comes from the national budget and 

foreign donors/institutions. Table 3-6 shows some examples of DRR actions/projects 

funded by foreign institutions.  

Table 3-6 DRR projects funded by foreign donors in Indonesia 

No Title of DRR project Year Source of funding 

1 Australia Indonesia Facility for Disaster 

Reduction  

 

2009-2014 Australian Aid (AUSAID) 

2 Institutional Revitalization project for flood 

management and flash flood disaster management 

2007-2010 

2008-2011 

Japan International 

Cooperation Agency  

3 Multi-disciplinary hazard reduction  

 

2009-2011 Japan International 

Cooperation Agency  

4 Promoting Private Sector Role in Disaster Risk 

Reduction  

2008-2010 US Agency for 

International Development  

5 Safer Community through Disaster Risk 

Reduction (SCDRR) 

2007-2011 UNDP (with support from 

DFID and AusAID) 

6 Mainstreaming DRR in Indonesia  2008-2010 World Bank (Global 

Funding on DRR) 

7 Jakarta Emergency Dredging Initiatives (JEDI) 2012-2015 World Bank  

Source: adapted from UNISDR and The World Bank (2009) 

The President of the Republic of Indonesia received a Global Champion of Disaster 

Risk Reduction award at the Third Session of the Global Platform for Disaster Risk 

Reduction and World Reconstruction Conference in Geneva in 2011 (UNISDR, 2011b). 

This reflects significant progress made by Indonesia in terms of promoting disaster risk 

agenda within the country.  
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In recognition that DRR is everybody’s business, not solely relying on one sector only 

(i.e. the National Disaster Management Agency), several ministries have made their 

contributions to mainstreaming DRR into their areas of jurisdiction. For example: A 

strategy to mainstream disaster risk reduction at school (Strategy Pengurangan Risiko 

Bencana di Sekolah) by the Ministry of Education (see Kementrian Pendidikan 

Nasional, 2010); and building the nation’s resilience through disaster risk reduction by 

National Planning and Development Agencies (Bappenas, 2014a). 

As mentioned in the National Strategic Plan of BNPB , the key challenges for disaster 

risk management in Indonesia can be classified into institutional and disaster awareness.  

Institutional challenges include lack of a disaster management agency at the district 

level, over dependency of funding from central government, lack of a database 

management system, lack of disaster loss and damage assessment, lack of coordination, 

and lack of financial allocation from provincial or district budget. 

Disaster awareness challenges include lack of a disaster risk communication system, 

disaster risks reduction is still not integrated with development planning effectively, and 

lack of translation from national policy into provincial or district level (BNPB, 2010).     

In the last two decades, scholars have suggested an additional global challenge due to 

changes in climate variability and climate uncertainties. Thus previous research has 

suggested that the concept of climate change adaptation should be embedded within 

disaster risk reduction. The next section presents the concepts and definition of the 

climate change adaptation field.   

3.3 Understanding the climate change adaptation field  

The key policy responses by humans towards the climate change phenomenon can be 

grouped into mitigation and adaptation. In general terms, mitigation describes efforts to 

limit the anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases, while adaptation refers to efforts 

to limit the negative impacts and enhance the positive impacts of climate change (IPCC, 

2007a).  

Both mitigation and adaptation are necessary to be implemented to deal with climate 

change risk (Klein et al., 2007). While mitigation is more about dealing with the causes 

of climate change, adaptation is more about responding to the impacts of the ongoing 

and future climate change (Adger, Arnell, & Tompkins, 2005; Laukkonen et al., 2009).  
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Adaptation provides immediate and longer-term reductions in risk in the specific area 

that is adapting. On the other hand, mitigation reduces future risks in the longer term 

and at the global scale (Klein et al., 2007; Mitchell & Tanner, 2006).  Adaptation is 

fundamental for saving human lives and the environment through reducing the 

vulnerabilities and increasing the capacity of the system to deal with the potential 

impacts of climate change (Adger et al., 2005; IFRC, 2010b).  

3.3.1 Basic concepts and definitions 

The terminology of adaptation originates from the natural sciences, specifically from the 

evolutionary biology field of study (Smit & Wandel, 2006). IPCC defines adaptation as 

the process of adjustment to actual or expected climate and its effect. In human system, 

adaptation seeks to moderate or avoid harm or exploit beneficial opportunities. In some 

natural system, human intervention may facilitate adjustment to expected climate and 

its effects (IPCC, 2014b, p. 5).  

Smit, Burton, Klein, and Street (1999, p. 204) argue that adaptation aims to ‘better suit’ 

the new conditions. They further note that adaptation measures that fail to reduce 

vulnerability (and increase it instead) are named ‘maladaptation’. 

The basic concept of adaptation covers ‘vulnerability’, ‘adaptive capacity’, ‘sensitivity’, 

and ‘exposure’.  Vulnerability refers to the degree to which the systems are susceptible 

to and less able to cope with a stimuli (in this case, climate stimuli) (Schneider et al., 

2007). Vulnerability to climate change is also defined as a function of exposure, 

sensitivity and adaptive capacity (IPCC, 2007a). Exposure here is the presence of 

people, livelihood, environmental services and resources, infrastructure or economic, 

social, or cultural assets in place that could be impacted by climate change risks (Levina 

& Tirpak, 2006).  Meanwhile sensitivity means “the degree to which a system is 

affected, either adversely or beneficially, by climate-related stimuli”(IPCC, 2007a).  

Adaptive capacity has the opposite meaning to vulnerability. Adaptive capacity defines 

to what extent humans can adapt to the impacts of climate change. Adaptive capacity 

refers to the ability or potential of a system to respond successfully to climate variability 

and change, and includes adjustment in both behaviour and in resources and 

technologies  (Adger et al., 2007, p.727). Brooks, Adger, and Mick Kelly (2005) refer to 

adaptive capacity as the capacity of a particular system to adapt so as to better tackle the 

implications of climate hazard or set of hazards. Adaptive capacity is synonymous to 
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other commonly used concepts, including adaptability, coping ability, management 

capacity, stability, robustness, and flexibility (Smit & Wandel, 2006).  Adger (2003) 

argues that adaptive capacity of a particular setting is dependent on its natural resources, 

human resources, social capital and financial capital. 

3.3.1.1 Evolution of adaptation concepts  

Adaptation to climate variability has existed ever since life began. It is necessary for the 

continued existence of life of human beings and other species (Pittock & Jones, 2000).  

The Mayan civilization of Mexico and Central America from 250 to 900 A.D. is just 

one example. During that era, the Mayan had to find a way to deal with prolonged 

drought that threatened their sources of foods and vegetables (Orlove, 2005).  

The history of climate change adaptation cannot be separated from the discovery of 

climate change science. The idea that human activities particularly burning fossil fuels 

could influence the global Earth temperature was first published in 1896. In 1930, 

scientists discovered that the average temperature of the United States and North 

Atlantic had become warmer compared to the previous years. Since then, global 

warming and climate change has been the subject of extensive discussion around the 

globe (Treut et al., 2007; WMO & UNEP, 1988).  

3.3.1.2 Different types of adaptation measures  

Smith et al. (2011) grouped types of adaptation based on the general differentiating 

concept or attribute including: 

1) Purposefulness (e.g. autonomous or planned; spontaneous or purposeful; 

automatic or intentional; natural or policy; passive or active strategy) 

2) Timing (e.g. anticipatory or responsive; proactive or reactive; ex ante or ex post) 

3) Temporal scope (e.g. short term or long term; tactical or strategic;  

4) Spatial scope (e.g. localised or widespread) 

5) Function (e.g. retreat, accommodate, or protect; prevent, tolerate, spread, 

change, or restore) 

6) Form (e.g. structural, legal, institutional, regulatory, financial, or technological) 

7) Performance (e.g. cost, effectiveness, efficiency, implement ability, or equity). 

 

Moser and Ekstrom (2010) argue that adaptation initiatives can be classified into three 

groups based on their scope and scale (as shown by Figure 3-5. Coping measure or 
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capacity type of adaptation is considered as a short-term adaptation as it aims to cope 

with the existing implications for survival (Berman, Quinn, & Paavola, 2012). Coping 

capacity here is defined as “the means by which people or organizations use available 

resources and abilities to face adverse consequences that could lead to a disaster” (Few, 

Osbahr, Bouwer, Viner, & Sperling, 2006, p. 29). This for example is the adaptation 

mechanism used by some low-income urban communities in Vietnam to the health risks 

posed by flooding. Actions include householders sandbagging to prevent flood water 

from coming inside their house and causing infections due to exposure to flood water 

(Few, Pham, et al., 2004). 

 

Figure 3-5. Scope and scale of adaptation to climate change  

Source Moser and Ekstrom (2010) 

For this type of adaptation, Wamsler and Brink (2014a) stated that no substantial 

adjustment is taken and the focus of response is survival (ad hoc) towards existing 

hazards without taking into consideration the potential climate risks in the future. 

Therefore they urge there is a need to move beyond short-term coping and adaptation.  

Moser and Ekstrom (2010, p. 2) noted that adaptation with more substantial adjustments 

“requires changes in some aspect of systems without complete transformation”. This is 

referred to as incremental adaptation. Smith, Horrocks, Harvey, and Hamilton (2011, p. 

199) define incremental adaptation as “adjustments that are aimed at enabling the 

decision-makers to continue to meet current objectives under changed conditions” 

(Figure 3-5). An example of this might include economic diversification of the people 

who live in hurricane prone areas in Caye Caulker, Belize to address the potential 

impact of disasters on livelihood (Wamsler & Brink, 2014a).  
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A further step from incremental adaptation is transformative adaptation. Transformative 

adaptation addresses fundamental changes in the current adaptation objectives (M. S. 

Smith et al., 2011). In addition to this, Revi et al. (2014, p. 27) stated that the notion of 

transformative adaptation “is used to highlight non-linear change to systems and is 

contrasted with incremental adaptation, which seeks to maintain existing systems”. 

Therefore, in this case, Moser and Ekstrom (2010) argue that transformative adaptation 

requires a shift in paradigm. Further, Kates, Travis, and Wilbanks (2012) argue that this 

degree of adaptation requires not only technological change but also behavioural or 

human change.   

3.3.2 Important milestones in climate change adaptation  

At the early stage, the adaptation policy response to climate change was not as popular 

as the mitigation response. Pielke Jr (1998) noted that in these early years most 

international negotiations focussed only on mitigation and that adaptation had a minimal 

role and contribution in terms of climate policies. Moreover as Schipper (2006) has 

suggested, that during that early period adaptation was seen as an ‘un-constructive’ 

discussion as it might distract the attention of the global community from mitigation.  

In the mid-90s, people started to think that mitigation would not be sufficient to avoid 

or even limit certain implications of climate change, so that adaptation became no 

longer an option but a ‘must’ (Schipper, 2006). Since then, adaptation responses have 

received much more attention and this is reflected by the significant increase in 

international publication in scientific journals on ‘climate change adaptation’ during 

early 1980s when the climate change phenomenon first started to be explored as shown 

by Figure 3-6 – a Scopus Analytics.  

Figure 3-6 Number of published research papers related to 'climate change adaptation' 

in Scopus 
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Table 3-7 provides a compilation of the important milestones in the development of the 

CCA field. The Bali Action Plan in December 2007 was a key milestone for the 

adaptation field. This global action plan was adopted at the Conference of Parties (COP) 

13 in Bali, and it identified adaptation as “one of the key building blocks” in addressing 

climate change implications (UNFCCC, 2008). The Bali Action Plan aimed to enhance 

action on adaptation, including (UNFCCC, 2008, p. 4): 

 Risk management and risk reduction strategies, including risk sharing and 

transfer mechanisms such as insurance;  

 Disaster reduction strategies and means to address loss and damage associated 

with climate change impacts in developing countries that are particularly 

vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change; and 

 Economic diversification to build resilience. 

Table 3-7 Important milestones for adaptation field 

Year Event Key outcome 

1992 The Framework Convention on Climate 

Change  

Text adopted  

1994 The Framework Convention on Climate 

Change  

Text entered into force 

1997 COP 3 (Kyoto, Japan) The Adaptation Fund 

2001 COP (Marrakesh, Morocco) Decision 5/CP.7, National adaptation 

program of actions  

2004 COP 10 (Buenos Aires, Argentina) Buenos Aires Program of work on 

adaptation and response measures  

2006 COP 12 (Nairobi, Kenya) The Nairobi work on program on 

vulnerability, impacts, and adaptation to 

climate change 

2007 COP 13 (Bali, Indonesia) The Bali Action Plan  

2010 COP 16 (Cancun, Mexico) The Cancun Adaptation Framework 

2009 COP 15 (Copenhagen, Denmark) The Copenhagen Accord 

2011 COP 17 (Durban, South Africa) Durban Platform for Enhance Action 

2014 COP 20 (Lima, Peru) Lima Adaptation Knowledge Initiative 

 

Following the Bali Action Plan, under the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and 

Technological Advice (SBSTA) of the UNFCCC, the Nairobi Work Program was 

launched in 2007. This program aims to assist all parties (particularly developing 

countries, the least developed countries and small island developing states):  

 To improve understanding about climate change impacts assessment and 

vulnerability, and  
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 To make informed decisions on practical adaptation actions and measures to 

respond to climate change on a sound scientific, technical and socio-economic 

basis, taking into account current and future climate change and variability 

(UNFCCC, 2007, p. 2). 

Further, another important step for the adaptation field emerged from the Cancun 

Adaptation Framework (CAF), which was adopted at COP 16 in Cancun in December 

2010. The objective of this framework was to enhance adaptation action through 

international partnership (UNFCCC, 2011).     

3.3.3 The local adaptation planning process 

To cope with the current and future risks of climate change, sound and planned 

adaptation is imperative (Carter et al., 2014). Planned adaptation includes adaptation 

measures that are implemented deliberately through decision-making processes (this 

includes individual, businesses or institutions) triggered by awareness that the 

conditions have changed or might change in order to return to, maintain, or achieve a 

desired state (Levina & Tirpak, 2006; Smit et al., 2007).  Fussel (2007) noted that 

planned adaptation consists of actions that aim to limit the risks and optimize the 

opportunities associated with climate change. 

3.3.3.1 Framing adaptation in policy and practice   

In policy and practice, planning for adaptation depends on how the system (such as 

community institution) or the setting frames the issues of adaptation (Preston, 

Westaway, & Yuen, 2011). Framing adaptation is where the system needs to address the 

question of “what is the meaning of adaptation in our specific context?” Fünfgeld and 

McEvoy (2011) note that to ‘unpack adaptation framing’ there are four things to be 

considered: (1) adaptation to what, (2) who or what adaptation, (3) how does adaptation 

occur, and (4) what is good adaptation.  Table 3-8 explores objectives of these questions 

(next page).  
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Table 3-8 Framing adaptation 

Adaptation to 

what? 

Identify the existence of climatic and non-climatic hazards and to understand 

the possible implications following these hazards 

Who or what 

adaptation? 

Identify the system elements at risk, system(s) that requires adaptation, and to 

define the goal of adaptation 

How does 

adaptation 

occur? 

Understand the intended outcome of adaptation, identify stakeholders that need to 

be involved, decide on how the planning process is to be done, and agree on 

distribution of roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder 

What is good 

adaptation  

Understand the drivers of effective adaptation, the measurement tools of 

successful adaptation, and needs assessment for robust adaptation outcomes  

Source: Adapted from Fünfgeld and McEvoy (2011) 

Juhola, Keskitalo, and Westerhoff (2011) explained that framing adaptation consists of 

activities such as identification of the existing vulnerabilities, assessment of potential 

damage and loss, and preparation of required actions to deal with the potential impacts. 

They further explain that different framing will result in different adaptation solution.  

Despite adaptation being relevant within a local, national, and international context, it is 

often perceived as a local specific issue (Conway & Mustelin, 2014) and hence local 

governments play an important role to develop and implement adaptation plans for their 

local areas (Measham et al., 2011).  

As an example in Australia, the Productivity Comission (2012) highlighted that local 

governments play a vital role in managing climate change risks by: 

(1) Protecting life and preserving infrastructure (such as through emergency 

management), and  

(2) Playing a role as a regulatory body for development and planning, public health, 

and environmental management.   

However, without support from other relevant stakeholders, it is not possible for the 

local government to plan a comprehensive adaptation strategy and to implement it in an 

effective manner. Pinkse and Kolk (2012) conclude that adaptation is ‘a local collective 

good’ that is closely connected to many different sectors.  

In order for the local government to be able to develop a robust adaptation plan, 

Mastrandrea, Heller, Root, and Schneider (2010) note the importance of vulnerability 

assessment with combination bottom-up and top-down methods. They also underline 

the need for a strong linkage between the scientific community and decision makers.  
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In relation to this, Suroso, Kombaitan, and Setiawan (2013) suggested that a risk 

mapping approach that overlays existing potential hazards and vulnerability maps of a 

specific setting allow the decision makers to generate some adaptation options for that 

particular setting. 

Further, Picketts, Déry, and Curry (2014) have demonstrated, local government plays a 

critical role in incorporating adaptation measures into a local long-term development 

planning. They identified that incorporation of adaptation measures into a local long-

term development planning will contribute to mainstream climate change adaptation 

into all relevant sectors including environmental management, public health, and 

emergency management. 

To be able to do this, Akompab et al. (2013) identified that a collaborative decision-

making process that involves both state and non-state sectors is fundamental. To support 

this statement, they describe the heat-health policy in Adelaide that was successfully 

developed through the application of collaborative governance with political 

commitment from both government and non-government institutions within a legislative 

framework.  

Leck and Simon (2013) identified that multi-scalar collaboration and cooperation is 

required for effective governance of climate change adaptation, however weak 

horizontal and vertical networking between government tiers is often the case. 

Additionally, as argued by Regmi, Star, and Leal Filho (2014) there is often a gap 

between national and city or local level adaptation planning, which can undermine the 

process of adaptation. They provided a case example in Nepal where ‘a silo and single-

led agency’ adaptation planning process was not working effectively.  

3.3.4 Global and Indonesian institutional and policy arrangement for CCA 

Climate change adaptation (CCA) measures are supported by numerous conventions 

and action plans at a global and national context.  

3.3.4.1 Global CCA platforms  

As reported by Parry, Canziani, Palutikof, Linden, and Hanson (2007) the establishment 

of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations 

Environmental Program (UNEP) and the World Meteorological Organization (WMO),  

in 1988, was in response to the widespread recognition that greenhouse gas emissions – 
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which have been exacerbated by human activities –  have the potential to make changes 

to the climate system. The IPCC consists of 3 working groups: Working Group I (the 

science of climate change), Working Group II (impacts, adaptation, and vulnerability), 

and Working Group III (mitigation of climate change). IPCC played a key role in 

organizing the evidence for the establishment of the United Nation Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 1992 with the objective to provide legal 

instruments to address climate change (UNFCCC, 2012).  

3.3.4.2 Indonesia CCA platforms 

Indonesia has been actively responding to the issues of climate change in the 

international arena. After attending the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992, 

Indonesia prepared environmental protection recommendations for the Non Aligned 

Movement (NAM) summit (Petrich, 1993).  

In 1994, Indonesia ratified the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) through Act No. 6 / 1994. This Act highlights the importance of 

mainstreaming environmental sustainability into all development planning processes in 

Indonesia (Government of Indonesia, 1994). A decade later, Indonesia ratified the 

Kyoto Protocol through Act No. 17 / 2004. This Act describes the position of Indonesia 

with regards to the Kyoto Protocol and the follow up actions after the ratification of the 

protocol, which include a more integrated and coordinated mechanism in developing 

climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts (Government of Indonesia, 2004).  

Leading institution at National level 

In 2008, the President of Republic of Indonesia released President Regulation No. 46 / 

2008 on the National Council on Climate Change. This Act serves as the umbrella for 

establishment of the National Council on Climate Change or Dewan Nasional 

Perubahan Iklim. The National Council is mandated by the President to implement 

certain tasks including:  

1) To formulate national guidelines, strategy, program, and  activities related to

climate change mitigation and adaptation;

2) To coordinate actions to respond to climate change including adaptation,

mitigation, technological transfer and financing;

3) To formulate policy that regulates carbon trading mechanism;

4) To monitor and evaluate policy implementation related to climate change; and
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5) To strengthen the bargaining position of Indonesia to push developed nations to 

be more responsible to mitigate climate change (President of Republic of 

Indonesia, 2008). 

In response to the demand for coordination and harmonization in adapting to climate 

change, the Ministry of Development and Planning released Ministerial Decree No 

Kep.38/M.PPN/HK/03/2012 regarding the establishment of a coordination team for 

climate change. This coordination team consists of 6 working taskforces, namely 

(Bappenas, 2014b): (1) agriculture task force; (2) forest and wetlands taskforce,  (3) 

energy, transportation, and industrial taskforce, (4) waste management taskforce, (5) 

cross cutting taskforce, and adaptation taskforce. 

Just recently, in January 21
st
 2015, the new President of Republic of Indonesia made 

dramatic changes in relation to CCA governance in Indonesia by dismantling the DNPI 

and BP REDD (Coordinating body for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 

Forest Degradation – REDD). The President, through Perpres No 16: 2015, merged the 

Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Forestry and formed a new ministerial 

institution called the Ministry of Environment and Forestry. Within this new ministry, 

there is a Director General for Climate Change Control (DG-CCC) that is mandated to 

lead mitigation, adaptation, green-house gases reduction, ozone depletion reduction, 

resources mobilization, inventory of green-house gases, monitoring, reporting and 

verification of climate change and forest fires control. More specifically, the DG-CCC 

holds responsibilities to: (1) develop policies; (2) develop standards, procedures, and 

criteria; (3) coordinate and synchronize policies; (4) provide technical support and 

supervision; (5) conduct evaluation and monitoring (President Republic of Indonesia, 

2015). 

National action plan for adaptation  

The source of finance for adaptation utilizes many different mechanisms. Existing 

climate change financing mechanisms include: public financing from GOI state budget, 

public financing from bilateral cooperation sources on a grant basis, public financing 

from bilateral cooperation on a loan basis, multilateral financing on grant basis, and 

private financing (Bappenas & Ministry of Finance, 2009). The GOI established the 

Indonesian Climate Change Trust Fund (ICCTF) for the coordination and 

harmonization of the financial allocations for adaptation measures. It is responsible to 

pool and coordinate funds from international and private sectors (ICCTF, 2012).   
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In 2010, the National Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS) published the 

Indonesian Climate Change Sectoral Roadmap (ICCSR) 2010-2030 (MoE Republic of 

Indonesia, 2010). This road map points out the 3-phases of the climate change road 

map. The first phase (or known as KNOW-MANAGE) is about awareness and capacity 

building, policy reorientation, and roadmap development. The second phase (PLAN-

PRIDE) covers program formulation and the process of integrating into development 

planning. The third phase (ICON-MONEV) includes implementation of annual 

government work plan and monitoring and evaluation (Bappenas, 2010).   

In the latest National Action Plan for Adaptation (NAPA), adaptation to climate change 

is defined as reducing the negative implications of climate change as much as possible 

and enhancing resilience as well as reducing the vulnerabilities to climate change risks 

(Bappenas, 2014b).  

The NAPA is developed to provide guidance to mainstream climate change adaptation 

into development planning at the national level. Figure 3-7 shows that Indonesia’s 

NAPA focuses on 4 priority objectives. Each with focused programs to be implemented. 

These priority objectives are economic resilience (including food and energy security), 

livelihood resilience (health, settlements, and infrastructure), environmental services 

resilience (ecosystem and biodiversity), and resilience of special areas (urban areas, and 

coastal areas and small islands) (Bappenas, 2014b).  

Figure 3-7 National Adaptation Plan for Action in Indonesia 

 

Source: adapted from Bappenas (2014b) 
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Further, Table 3-9 summarizes existing planned adaptation measures in Indonesia. Each 

program focus comprises of a range of activities to enhance resilience through reducing 

vulnerabilities and improving adaptive capacity (Bappenas, 2014b).  

Table 3-9 Adaptation measures per focus area in Indonesia 

Focus area Adaptation measures are including but not 

limited to 

Reference 

Food security   Greater emphasis on system of rice intensification (SRI),  

 Training of farmers on best agricultural practices through 

climate field schools, 

 Upgrading of irrigation systems through asset management, 

and  

 Developing rice cropping calendars 

(Sano, Prabhakar, 

Kartikasari, & 

Irawan, 2013) 

Health   Identification of vulnerability and risk factors that can be 

attributed to climate change  

 Strengthening of the alert and early warning system 

 Strengthening of regulations, laws, and institutional capacity 

 Strengthening of knowledge, innovation, and participation of 

the community in health adaptation 

(DNPI, 2012) 

 Strengthening the surveillance and health information system 

 Increase basic health system coverage particularly those in 

vulnerable areas 

(Kementrian 

Kesehatan, 2011) 

Settlements   Provide safe and affordable houses for people 

 Relocation of slums settlements  

 Increase participation of the community members to be 

prepared for future disasters  

(Bappenas, 2014b) 

Infrastructure  Improve basic water and sanitation coverage  

 Reinforcing primary bridges and roads  

 Climate change vulnerability mapping for vital infrastructure 

system  

(Kementrian 

Pekerjaan Umum, 

2012) 

 Improve drainage system  

 Construct more water catchment areas  

(Bappenas, 2014b) 

Ecosystem 

and 

biodiversity  

 Practicing fish culture using sylvofishery (MoE Republic of 

Indonesia, 2010) 

 Improve technology to locate fish 

 Improve fishing boat that is environmental friendly and able to 

cope with extreme weather  

(DNPI, 2012) 

 Improvement of forest fire reduction strategy through law 

enforcement, partnership, and community empowerment 

(Herawati & 

Santoso, 2011) 

Resiliency of 

urban areas  

 Evaluation of Spatial planning and law enforcement  

 Community risk mapping  

 Implementation of green city program  

 Increase community awareness to climate change risks  

 Improve flood early warning system  

(Bappenas, 2014b) 

 Community empowerment and establish community disaster 

contingency planning at sub district level  

(BPBD Provinsi 

DKI Jakarta, 

2013b) 

Coastal areas, 

small islands  

 Mangrove rehabilitation  

 Development of dike with polder system  

(MoE Republic of 

Indonesia, 2010) 
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To synergize adaptation plans across sectors and regions for a more effective 

communication and coordination system, the NAPA is linked to a number of key 

development planning documents in Indonesia including national medium-term 

development planning (RPJMN), and national long-term development planning 

(RPJPN) (Bappenas, 2012). Figure 3-8 shows the NAPA and its position within the 

development process at national and provincial/district levels. 

 

Figure 3-8 Position of NAPA within Development Planning in Indonesia 

 

Different ministerial agencies or sectors have different priorities and interest in climate 

change adaptation. Therefore, different departments have released their own regulations 

specific to their area of interest. For example:  

 Ministry of Public Work Regulation No. 11/PRT/M/2012 on National Action 

Plan for Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation for Public Work Sector 

2012-2020 (Kementrian Pekerjaan Umum, 2012); 

 Ministry of Health Regulation No.1018/MENKES/PER/V/2011 on Strategy for 

Climate Change Adaptation on Health Sector (Kementrian Kesehatan, 2011); 
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 Ministry of Marine and Fisheries Regulation No. Per.17/MEN/2008 on 

Conservation Areas for Coastal and Small Islands(Kementrian Kelautan dan 

Perikanan, 2008); 

 Ministry of Forestry Regulation No. P.4/Menhut-II/2014 on Technical 

Guidelines for Head of District of Berau, Malinau, and Kapuas Hulu on 

implementation of forestry and climate change program (Kementrian 

Kehutanan, 2014); 

 Integrated Planning for Climate Extreme Preparedness by National Disaster 

Management Agency (BNPB, 2011b). 

Orleans et al. (2013) observe that there has been a paradigm shift in Indonesia that is 

from ‘too linearly on technical solutions’ to climate impacts to a more transformative 

adaptation, which will require larger development and a collaborative governance 

system, that takes more of a resilience approach to climate change adaptation. 

BAPPENAS published a handbook to guide provincial and district governments to build 

resilience through mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into regional development 

planning (Bappenas, 2014a). In relation to this, Djalante, Holley, Thomalla, and 

Carnegie (2013) suggest that the resilience approach will enable the Government of 

Indonesia (GOI) to address complexities and uncertainties associated with climate 

change.   

Despite a sound platform for action, the implementation of adaptation to climate change 

in Indonesia is facing many challenges and barriers. DNPI (2012) stated that 

understanding climate change vulnerability and the needs for effective adaptation for 

each specific local context are still lacking in Indonesia. The literature has identified 

that most of the common barriers to effective adaptation in Indonesia are related to the 

governance system of climate change adaptation. For instance: fragmented institutions 

and thus competing priorities between different sectors or localities (Förster et al., 

2011), absence of an effective mechanism for cross-scale coordination (Larsen et al., 

2012; Yoseph-Paulus, 2014), unclear roles and responsibilities (Wingqvist & Dahlberg, 

2008), lack of mutual trust and leadership (Otto-Zimmermann, 2011), and lack of 

knowledge sharing and resources (Hiwasaki, Luna, Syamsidik, & Shaw, 2014b). This is 

similar to what Friend et al. (2014) has demonstrated, that the barriers of climate change 

adaptation process are mostly related to the governance system.   

To respond to these barriers, previous studies have recommended strengthening the 

governance system when facing climate change and building a more collaborative 
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approach as the main solutions (UNDP, 2012; Wever, Glaser, Gorris, & Ferrol-Schulte, 

2012; Yoseph-Paulus, 2014). However, basic research into challenges and opportunities 

for collaborative governance within climate change adaptation and applications is 

limited.  

3.4 Conclusion  

The overall goal of this research is to understand the challenges and opportunities for 

collaborative governance between disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change 

adaptation (CCA) fields. Thus, to contribute to this research, this chapter has provided 

detail descriptions of each field. This chapter discussed the concepts, definitions, 

important milestones, and also the institutional and policy arrangements for both DRR 

and CCA globally and in Indonesia. 

Prior to discuss about the collaborative governance, which will be addressed in the next 

chapter, this chapter reviewed the existing guidelines or policy briefs that promote 

collaborative works between DRR and CCA. The last part of this chapter discussed the 

potential main challenges for each field.  

The next chapter will elaborate on the concepts of partnership action and collaborative 

governance in the context of DRR and CCA.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



93 

 

CHAPTER 4 PARTNERSHIP AND COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE IN 

THE CONTEXT OF DISASTER RISK REDUCTION AND CLIMATE 

CHANGE ADAPTATION 

4.1 Introduction  

Chapter 2 identified that climate change introduces growing challenges and ‘surprises’ 

to the disaster risk management cycle (Birkmann & Pardoe, 2014). Ward et al. (2014) 

argued that climate change might cause the frequency, intensity and location of hazards 

to change and as pointed out by Adger and Vincent (2005), uncertainty is the only 

certain factor with respect to climate change related disasters..  Further, climate change 

is likely to increase people’s vulnerability and challenge their traditional coping 

capacity (IFRC, 2009). 

As a result of this there is an increasing demand from global communities for 

‘integration’ or ‘linkage’ between the disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change 

adaptation (CCA) fields, particularly in the context of reinforcing community resilience 

towards climate and disaster risks (e.g. CARE Bangladesh, 2014; Chakrabarti, 2010; 

IPCC, 2012; Phong & Duc Tinh, 2010; Schipper, 2009; Turnbull et al., 2013; UNISDR, 

2011a; UNISDR & UNDP, 2012). Existing literature has suggested that the 

‘integration’ or ‘linkage’ between DRR and CCA is manifested by ‘partnership actions’ 

between the two in the process of resilience building (e.g. European Forum on Disaster 

Risk Reduction, 2013; Few et al., 2006; Godden et al., 2013; Mercer, 2010; Mitchell, 

Aalst, & Villanueva, 2010; Phong & Duc Tinh, 2010; Turnbull et al., 2013).  

In this research, partnership action between DRR and CCA is seen as an outcome of 

collaborative governance between the two fields. In relation to this, much research has 

observed and highlighted the contribution of the governance system in developing 

effective partnership actions between DRR and CCA fields (e.g. Climate and Disaster 

Governance, 2011; Djalante, 2011; Godden et al., 2013; Plan International, 2010). 

Further, collaborative governance is important for DRR and CCA processes, 

particularly to develop a comprehensive risk reduction strategy (Getha-Taylor, 2007; 

Kapucu, 2011; Kapucu & Garayev, 2011) and promote robust adaptation (Barton, 

Krellenberg, & Harris, 2014; Emerson & Murcuie, 2010).  

As Chapter 3 has elaborated the DRR and CCA fields, this chapter focuses on 

‘partnership and collaborative governance’ as one of the contextual fields for this 
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research. The first section of this chapter presents basic knowledge about partnership 

including concepts, definitions, and theories. This section also discusses the challenges 

for effective partnership action. The second section elaborates the examples of 

partnership actions between DRR and CCA in reinforcing community resilience to 

climate and disaster risks. The third section introduces collaborative governance as an 

enabling factor for partnership actions between DRR and CCA. Last but not least, the 

final section provides the basic definition, concepts and frameworks for collaborative 

governance. 

4.2 Conceptualizing partnership  

There is abundant literature related to partnership sourced from a variety of subject 

areas identified via Google Scholar as well as Scopus Online Database. This reflects 

that partnership has received much attention and is an important concept used by many 

kinds of disciplines.  

In public policy, Mackintosh (1992) states that partnership has become one of the 

fundamental building blocks for making an effective policy. Its presence has become 

vital, as it is seen as central to the delivery of any government program (Fox & Butler, 

2004). 

In the context of government, partnership can be conceptualized both as a challenge and 

as a solution. It is a challenge as it requires not only adopting new policy and 

institutional arrangements but also changing values in all components of government 

and ability to recognize and work with other stakeholders (Economic Commission for 

Africa, 2005). It is a solution as it explicitly embraces the roles of each stakeholder 

involved (Miller & Ahmad, 2000), builds public trust (Dietz, 2004), and enables the 

government to solve complex issues (Boydell & Rugkåsa, 2007). In relation to this, The 

Compassion Capital Fund (2010) point out that partnership is a framework to work 

together between different partners. Bassett (1996, p. 545) states that partnership can 

create a better working environment by reducing the potential of “parochialism, 

rivalries, suspicious, complacency, and procrastinations”.  

4.2.1 Definitions, concepts, theories, and elements of partnership 

The term of partnership is used to “describe a wide variety of types of relationship in a 

myriad of circumstances and locations” (McQuaid, 2002, p. 10). The Concise Oxford 
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Dictionary (1992) defines ‘partnership’ as: “to be one of a pair on the same side in a 

game”, and “a person who shares or takes part with another, especially in a business 

firm with shared risks and profits”. Collins English Dictionary (1991) defines it as 

“equal commitment” and “the state of being a partner”.   

As cited in Uhlik (2007, p. 33) the original definition of partnership by White (1909) is 

“a contract of two or more competent persons to place their money, efforts, labour and 

skills, or some or all of them in lawful commerce or business, and to divide the profit 

and bear the loss in certain proportion”. Carnwell and Carson (2005, p. 7) defines 

partnership as a shared commitment, where all partners have a right and an obligation 

to participate and will be affected equally by the benefits and disadvantages arising 

from the partnership. Markwell, Watson, Speller, Platt, and Younger (2003) consider 

partnership as an effective way out to address problems that cannot be solved by single 

agencies. Courtney, Ballard, Fauver, Gariota, and Holland (1996) define partnership as 

‘the negotiated sharing of power’ and ‘the process of mutually determining goals and 

actions between institutions/individuals’. They further point out that the ultimate goal of 

partnership is to build the capacity of the involved institutions.  

Uhlik (2007) argues that partnership develops along  a continuum (illustrated in Figure 

4-1), which consists of several classifications including predation, domination, 

coordination, cooperation, collaboration, and partnership. He believes that the level of 

partnership within societies or between institutions is somewhere within this continuum 

process according to the collective predisposition of their members or partners involved.  

Figure 4-1 Partnership as a continuum process 

 

Source: Uhlik (2007, p. 33) 
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Almost similar to this, Griffith (2002) as cited in Fox and Butler (2004) believe that 

there is a spectrum of partnership building process. He argued that the spectrum of 

partnership building process consists of four stages: (1) networking, (2) co-operation, 

(3) coordination, and (4) integration. Figure 4-2 shows the stages of partnership process 

from networking to integration.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Fox and Butler (2004) 

Aside from the stages of the process, it is also important to understand the approaches 

and elements of partnership.  

Existing literature has suggested several key elements of partnership. Markwell et al. 

(2003) comprehensively elaborated the elements of partnership: 

(1) Leadership (vision, commitment, and relationship); 

(2) Organisation (participation, flexibility, management, and communication); 

(3) Strategy (strategic development, information and evaluation, action and review); 

(4) Learning (valuing people, knowledge and skills, innovation); 

(5) Resources (social capital, financial resources, information, technology); and  

(6) Program (planning, delivery, and monitoring).  

These elements are further discussed in the following section: 

 Relationships are 

loose and informal 

 No commonly defined 

mission, structure or 
planning effort 

 Main function is 
information exchange 

 Partner organizations 

swap information and 
learn from other’s 

experience 

 Relationship may be 

more formal 

 Partner organizations 

agree to cooperate  

 Goals are remain 

individual rather than 
collective, but see 

their future as linked 

 Some planning and 
division of roles may 

be required 

 

 Relationships are 

formal 

 Each partner 

organizations is 
committed to do 

certain tasks and 

responsibilities  

 Common goals have 

been agreed upon 

together  

 Sense of ownership of 

all partner 
organization to the 

activities and goals  

 All partners 
organization are 

committed to resource 
sharing to reach the 

common goals 

 Might require new 

structure organization  

Stage 1: 
Networking 

Stage 2: 
Cooparation 

Stage 3: 
Coordination 

Stage 4: 
Integration 

Figure 4-2 Stages and levels of the partnership 
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Leadership. Lasker, Weiss, and Miller (2001) argued that ‘traditional type of leaders’; 

characterised as being narrow minded, speak only language that cannot be understood 

by general public unless by the people inside their inner circle, frequently use command 

and control approach, and treat other people as their followers; will hinder the process 

of partnership building. Instead, they suggested that for successful partnership leaders 

should understand the needs and capacities of each partner, be able to distribute roles 

and responsibilities, foster respect and inclusiveness, create supportive environments 

where each partner can speak differently, and have capacity to manage potential 

conflicts.  

As Dickinson and Glasby (2010) has observed, leadership is a trigger factor within a 

partnership building process. Leaders play an important role to develop relationships 

and convince the potential stakeholders to be partners, to persuade each partner to be 

committed in sharing their resources, and to share the common vision of the partnership 

actions (Audit Commision, 1998). It is also important to note that to become a good 

leader, at the same time, he or she also needs to be a good follower (Hollander & Webb, 

1955). 

Organization. Partnership actions might change working arrangements therefore 

partnership requires each partner organization to have a degree of flexibility (Dietz, 

2004). Rigid bureaucracy often becomes the reason why partnership doesn’t work 

(Dickinson & Glasby, 2010). Geddes, Davies, and Fuller (2007) pointed out that 

communication flow between partners will ensure smooth partnership process. 

Brinkerhoff (2002) highlighted the importance of equal participation in decision-making 

processes as this will determine whether partnerships are able to reach consensus or not.  

Strategy. Markwell et al. (2003) underline the need for clear strategy development 

within a partnership process. They explain that strategy development covers 

coordination mechanisms, common issues, plans of actions, and targets to be achieved.  

Halliday, Asthana, and Richardson (2004) urge that a partnership strategy has to be 

communicated throughout partner organizations to ensure a sense of belonging to the 

strategy that has been agreed upon.  

Learning. “A healthy partnership promotes an atmosphere of learning” (The 

Compassion Capital Fund, 2010, p. 5). With partnership each partner organization 

might learn something that they have not done before. Thus, Halliday et al. (2004) 

believe that the learning process is part of the requirements of partnership building 
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process. The learning process will allow each partner organization to contribute 

different kinds of knowledge and skills (Lasker et al., 2001). Also, it should be 

acknowledged that partnership might result in a breakthrough solution or innovation to 

solve any defined problems (Miller & Ahmad, 2000). 

Resources.  Pooling of resources is required so the defined problems, which cannot be 

solved by a single agency, can be solved (Lasker et al., 2001). Babiak (2009) observe 

that cross-sectoral inter-organizational partnership might require pooling of resources. 

Markwell et al. (2003) argue that the resource pooling is including elements like social 

capital, financial resources, and usage of information and technology.  

Program. One of the aims of working in partnership might be to improve the program 

delivery so as to meet the needs of end users (e.g. public members) (Birner & Wittmer, 

2006). To achieve this, Markwell et al. (2003) consider joint program planning as one of 

the important elements of partnership. They also mention that monitoring and 

evaluation should be implemented with involvement of all partner organizations.  

4.2.2  Advantages of working in partnership  

Numerous studies have explored the advantages of working in partnership. These 

advantages include: (1) more comprehensive approaches, (2) breakthrough solutions 

and innovation, (3) improving service delivery, (4) increasing resource efficiency and 

effectiveness, (5) learning new skills and knowledge, and (6) increasing involvement.  

A partnership brings a more comprehensive approach and enhances creativity to 

develop program strategies) (Chu et al., 2000; Fox & Butler, 2004; Khan & Rahman, 

2007; Østensvig, 2006; Pinkse & Kolk, 2012). Working in partnership allows decision 

makers to address issues using a comprehensive approach. Chu et al. (2000), for 

example, observed that involvement of experts from different professional backgrounds 

enables policy makers to develop a health promotion strategy with a holistic approach. 

Therefore, they suggest that a partnership approach is fundamental for health promotion 

for workplace settings. Additionally, Østensvig (2006) observe that partnership between 

different agencies led to a more accurate and comprehensive response to Hurricane Ivan 

in Jamaica. 

A partnership promotes breakthrough solutions and innovation (e.g. Fox & Butler, 

2004; Hunter et al., 2010; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Rummery, 2009; Sagar, Bremner, & 

Grubb, 2009; Samii, Van Wassenhove, & Bhattacharya, 2002). For instance, Samii et 
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al. (2002) discovered that working in partnership led to the development of new 

services. Mohr and Spekman (1994) demonstrate that the formation of partnerships 

between different agencies is also part of a way to innovate a better conflict resolution 

technique. Furthermore, Birner and Wittmer (2006) observed that multi-sectoral 

partnership enables country leaders to develop a working solution to reduce potential 

political conflicts within the governance system of the forest sector in Guatemala. 

Almost similar to this, the Economic Commission for Africa (2005) highlight the 

important of partnership between governments as a way out from the current socio-

economic crises and a solution to achieve prominence in political and developmental 

discourse in Africa. 

A partnership approach enhances services delivery (e.g. Fox & Butler, 2004; Gillies, 

1998; Glendinning, 2002; Huang, Liang, Chu, Rutherford, & Geng, 2009; Zadek & 

Radovich, 2006). For example: Huang et al. (2009) support the development of a 

public-private partnership for the health system in China as it enhances the health 

program system delivery particularly in meeting health care needs. Rummery (2009) 

confirms that partnership working between health and other sectors will improve the 

health care services particularly in protecting the interests of vulnerable populations. In 

addition, in a decentralized era, Work (1999) examine that a partnership approach 

triggers more involvement of different sectors include private, non-governmental 

organization, and the general public. He also points out that partnership between 

government and the public enhances people centred service delivery at local level.  

Further, a partnership can help to ensure effectiveness and efficiency through resource 

sharing and pooling (e.g. Andrews & Entwistle, 2010; Dennehy et al., 2011; Ijose, 

2010; Queena & Edwin, 2008; Stephenson, 1991; Suman, 1997). As Andrews and 

Entwistle (2010) have indicated, cross-sectoral partnership is positively associated with 

effectiveness and efficiency of public services. Similarly, Dennehy et al. (2011) 

describe that the partnership approach allows health care providers to deliver services in 

resource-limited primary care settings. 

Partnership also provides opportunities for partner organizations to learn new skills 

and knowledge from one another (e.g. Inkpen & Beamish, 1997; Loke & Chow, 2007; 

Pemberton & Stonehouse, 2000). Cheminais (2009) identifies the role of multi-agency 

practitioners in educational settings and children’s centres to create a mutual learning 

process that is beneficial for all partners. Loke and Chow (2007) also demonstrated that 
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partnership in the form of peer tutoring amongst nursing students promoted a supportive 

learning environment for students so that they could gain more knowledge, improve 

communication, and build self-confidence.  

Lastly, a partnership will also trigger more active participation and involvement from 

different sectors (e.g. Barnes, 2000; Bassett, 1996; Fox & Butler, 2004; Heenan, 2004; 

Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004). For instance, Barnes (2000) 

found that a partnership approach increased the number of New Zealand Maori who 

became involved in a program to reduce alcohol-related problems.  Work (1999) 

highlighted a success story from India in implementing a partnership approach through 

a village assembly method. This method helped the rural local government particularly 

in increasing community-level participation in decision-making processes.  

4.2.3 Steps and barriers to effective partnership  

Establishing a partnership needs a process and takes time. The previous section 

presented the stages/levels of partnership (Section 4.2.1). As illustrated by Figure 4-3, 

this section will describe the steps in the partnership process which include: (1) defining 

the need for a partnership, (2) exploring potential partners, (3) inviting  partners, (4) 

partnership action, and (5) maintaining partnership (Courtney et al., 1996; The 

Compassion Capital Fund, 2010).  

Figure 4-3 Steps of the partnership development process 

 

Source: adapted from Courtney et al. (1996) and The Compassion Capital Fund (2010) 
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4.2.3.1 Defining the need for a partnership  

To start the process of partnership, in the first place, it is important to define the need 

for a partnership. Asthana, Richardson, and Halliday (2002) argued that for each partner 

to understand the needs for a partnership is the key strength of partnership actions.  In 

relation to this, some reasons why partnership is necessary include: 

1) To deliver coordinated packages of services to individuals (or community 

members); 

2) To tackle so-called ‘wicked issues’; 

3) To reduce the impact of organizational fragmentation and minimise the impact 

of any preserve incentives that result from it;  

4) To bid for, or gain access to, new resources; and  

5) To meet a statutory requirement (Audit Commision, 1998, p. 9).  

In addition to this, The Compassion Capital Fund (2010, p. 6) suggests five points to be 

considered before starting a partnership building process: 

1) Identify principal achievements; 

2) Identify the factors associated with successful partnership development; 

3) Identify any principal barriers to the partnership;  

4) Acknowledge and recognize the extent of dependency upon individuals to 

achieve goals; and  

5) Focus on partnership added value.  

4.2.3.2 Exploring potential partners 

The next step of the partnership building process is exploring potential partners. 

Murray-Webster and Simon (2006) suggest that a stakeholder mapping technique is 

very helpful to identify potential agencies to become a partner.  They observe three 

considerations when conducting stakeholder mapping. These are: power (e.g. how much 

influence they have), interest (e.g. common problems and objectives), and attitude 

(whether they will support, be neutral, or reject).   

4.2.3.3 Inviting partners 

Once the potential partners are identified, then the next step is preparing an invitation 

for partnership (Courtney et al., 1996). Department of Planning and Community 

Development (2008) suggest that while inviting potential partners, it is important to 
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clearly articulate the objectives and consequences of partnership. It is important to 

remember that a fundamental principle of partnership such as rights, potential risks, and 

responsibility has to be explained clearly when inviting another agency to become a 

partner (CARE USA, 1997).  

4.2.3.4 Partnership action  

After the potential agencies have agreed to become a partner, then the next step is to 

develop the partnership action. It is important to involve and consult with partners when 

making a decision to ensure their full contribution to the partnership action (National 

Health and Medical Research Council, 2005). 

4.2.3.5 Partnership maintenance and sustainability 

Finally, it is crucial to maintain the partnership to ensure its sustainability. Brandstetter 

et al. (2006) observe that maintaining partnership is more challenging than starting the 

process of partnership. To keep the partnership going, they suggest several points for 

consideration such as:   

1) Ensure understanding of cultural or professional differences 

2) Ensure clear tasks and responsibilities  

3) Ensure feasibility of objectives  

4) Maintain commitment  

5) Maintain ongoing resources  

6) Ensure equal capacity building between partners 

7) Allow transfer of experiences and skills  

8) Maintain communication and accountability  

Building partnership is often not easy and can be very challenging. There are many 

potential barriers to successful partnership. A number of common barriers to successful 

partnership have been identified and are summarized in Table 4-1.   
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Table 4-1. Summary of obstacles or barriers to effective partnership 

 Common goals are not clear 

 Domination of one partner and 

unbalanced power and control 

 Unhealthy competition for the 

lead 

 Lack of clear purpose and 

inconsistent level of 

understanding of purpose 

 Lack of understanding roles 

and responsibilities  

 Lack of agreement about 

sharing 

 

 Lack of support from partner 

organizations with ultimate 

decision making power  

 Differences of values and 

working styles 

 Lack of commitment and 

unwilling to participate  

 Key interests and/or people 

missing from the partnership  

 Hidden agendas  

 Conflicts and poor decision-

making processes 

 

 Failure to communicate  

 Lack of evaluation or 

monitoring systems 

 Failure to learn  

 Much planning but 

limited implementation 

 Too little time for 

effective consultation 

 Competing ideologies  

 Lack of appreciation and 

acknowledgment or each 

other 

 

(Source: Audit Commision, 1998; Dickinson & Glasby, 2010; Fox & Butler, 2004; The 

Compassion Capital Fund, 2010) 

As my research focuses on building urban community resilience to flood risks through 

disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation approaches, the next section will 

elaborate partnership actions in the context of the disaster risk reduction and climate 

change adaptation fields as identified in the published and grey literature. 

4.3 Partnership in the context of DRR and CCA  

Climate change risks place more burden on disaster risk management (IFRC, 2010b). 

Climate change is likely to change the exposure level of the climate related hazards 

(such as floods, droughts, and cyclone) and also modify the vulnerabilities within the 

societies and environment (this for instance: impacts on water accessibility and air 

pollution) (Sperling & Szekely, 2005).  

The need for partnership between disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change 

adaptation (CCA) has received global attention since the United Nations Climate 

Change Conference in Bali in 2007. The UNISDR (2007b) notes that the Bali Action 

Plan paragraph 1c highlights the importance of DRR within CCA strategy and building 

resilience towards climate risks. The content of the paragraph is shown in Box 4-1.  
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Box 4-1. Bali Action Plan 

“Enhanced action on adaptation, including, inter alia, consideration of: 

(i) International cooperation to support urgent implementation of adaptation actions, including 

through vulnerability assessments, prioritization of actions, financial needs assessments, 

capacity-building and response strategies, integration of adaptation actions into sectoral 

and national planning, specific projects and programs, means to incentivize the 

implementation of adaptation actions, and other ways to enable climate-resilient 

development and reduce vulnerability of all Parties, taking into account the urgent and 

immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse 

effects of climate change, especially the least developed countries and small island 

developing States, and further taking into account the needs of countries in Africa affected 

by drought, desertification and floods;  

(ii) Risk management and risks reduction strategies, including risks sharing and transfer 

mechanism such as insurance 

(iii) Disaster reduction strategies and means to address loss and damage associated with 

climate change impacts in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the 

adverse effects of climate change.  

Source UNFCCC (2008, p. 4) 

4.3.1 Advantages of working in partnership for DRR and CCA 

Both DRR and CCA approaches aim to reduce vulnerability and build resilience (IFRC, 

2008; Schipper, 2009; Turnbull et al., 2013; UNISDR, 2011a). Previous studies have 

identified the potential advantages of synergies between DRR and CCA. There are 9 

main themes of potential advantages as identified from existing literature. These 

include:  

1) Improving comprehensiveness of understanding risks, the root of vulnerability, 

and exposure  (Dwirahmadi et al., 2013; Gaillard et al., 2013; Thomalla et al., 

2006) 

2) Providing an integrated framework to build resilience towards climate extreme 

and disasters (Birkmann & Pardoe, 2014; Climate and Development Knowledge 

Network, 2012; Few et al., 2006; A Gero, Meheux, & Dominey-Howes, 2010; 

Mitchell et al., 2010; Pulhin, Tapia, & Perez, 2010; Thomalla et al., 2006; 

UNDP, 2012); 

3) Strengthening coordination between actors involved (ADPC, 2013; Birkmann & 

von Teichman, 2010; Chakrabarti, 2010; IFRC, 2008; UNISDR, 2011a); 
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4) Improving the information and knowledge base for decision making processes 

(Birkmann & von Teichman, 2010; Chakrabarti, 2010; Few et al., 2006; Gaillard 

et al., 2013; Godden et al., 2013; Tanner, Mitchell, Polack, & Guenther, 2009); 

5) Enhancing stakeholder engagement and participation (Few et al., 2006; Godden 

et al., 2013; Handmera et al., 2014; UNISDR, 2011a; Vogel, Moser, Kasperson, 

& Dabelko, 2007); 

6) Promoting efficiency and effectiveness in resource management (Becken, 2005; 

Economic and Social Comission for Asia and the Pacific, 2014; Handmera et al., 

2014; Mercer, 2010; Mitchell & Aalst, 2008); 

7) Enabling a cross-learning environment between different sectors (Chakrabarti, 

2010; Howes et al., 2013; Mercer, 2010); 

8) Developing no-regrets solution and robust adaptation (Ireland, 2010; IRI 

Climate and Society, 2011; Tanner et al., 2009; Wilby & Dessai, 2010); and 

9) Improving disaster risk management strategies (ADPC, 2013; IFRC, 2013; 

Mills, 2007; Prabhakar, Srinivasan, & Shaw, 2009; Sperling & Szekely, 2005; 

UNISDR & ACMAD, 2012; Wilby & Dessai, 2010; Wilby & Keenan, 2012; 

World Bank, 2011). 

Recently, a number of program guidelines have been developed by respected 

institutions to identify ways to integrate across the two. All of these guidelines discuss 

the importance of cross-sectoral or agency partnerships as one of the main requirements 

for successful integration between DRR and CCA.  

Table 4-2 lists existing guidelines published by a number of well-known institutions at 

international, regional, or national level that promote collaboration works between DRR 

and CCA. The types of documents were mainly program guideline or policy brief.   
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Table 4-2 Existing guideline documents that promote DRR-CCA collaboration 

 

No Institution Document Title Scale Citation  

1  IFRC  A guide to mainstreaming disaster risk 

reduction and climate change adaptation 

Global (IFRC, 2013) 

2 United National 

Development 

Group  

Integrating disaster risk reduction into the 

CCA and UNDAF: A guide for UN 

Country Teams 

Global (United Nations 

Development Group, 

2009) 

5 Emergency 

Capacity Building 

(ECB) Project  

Towards resilience: A guide to disaster 

risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation  

Global (Turnbull et al., 

2013) 

6 Food Agriculture 

Organization 

(FAO) 

Guidelines for integrating disaster risk 

reduction and climate change adaptation 

into agriculture development planning  

Vietnam (Quang, Huy, & Hai, 

2011) 

7 Provention 

Consortium  

Tools for mainstreaming disaster risk 

reduction: Guidance notes for 

development organizations  

Global (Benson, Twigg, & 

Rosetto, 2007) 

8 UNISDR, UNDP, 

and GFDRR 

Disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation in the Pacific: An institutional 

and policy analysis  

Pacific 

Region 

(UNISDR & UNDP, 

2012) 

10 UNISDR At the crossroads: Climate change 

adaptation and disaster risk reduction in 

Asia and the Pacific 

Asia Pacific (UNISDR, 2011a) 

11 ADPC Integrating disaster risk management into 

climate change adaptation 

Global (ADPC, 2013) 

13 European Forum on 

Disaster Risk 

Reduction  

How does Europe link DRR and CCA: 

Working paper 

Europe  (European Forum on 

Disaster Risk 

Reduction, 2013) 

15 Care  Integrating disaster risk reduction and 

climate change adaptation into 

development program: Experiences from 

Northern Chars in Bangladesh 

Bangladesh (CARE Bangladesh, 

2014) 

15 UNESCAP Integrating disaster risk reduction and 

climate change adaptation for sustainable 

development 

Global (Economic and Social 

Comission for Asia 

and the Pacific, 2014) 

16 Care International  Reaching resilience: Handbook resilience 

2.0 for aid practitioners and policymakers  

Global (CARE Nederland et 

al., 2013) 

17 Tearfund Linking climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction 

Global (Tearfund, 2008) 

18 UNICEF Climate change adaptation and disaster 

risk reduction in the education sector: 

Resource manual 

Global (UNICEF, 2012) 

19 NCCARF and 

Griffith University 

Climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction in the education 

sector: Resource manual 

Australia (Howes et al., 2013) 

20 European 

Commission  

Linking climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk management for sustainable 

poverty reduction  

Europe (Few et al., 2006) 

21 OECD Climate change adaptation, disaster risk 

reduction, and social protection  

Global (OECD, 2009) 

22 Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC) 

Managing the risks of extreme events and 

disasters to advance climate change 

adapation 

Global (IPCC, 2012) 

23 International 

Organization for 

Migration (IOM) 

Disaster risk reduction, climate change 

adaptation, and environmental migration 

Global  (International 

Organization for 

Migration, 2010) 
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This research reviewed these 23 guidelines and identified a number of key points in 

relation to collaboration between DRR and CCA:: 

1) Several common terminologies were used to explain collaboration and 

partnership. They included: ‘integration’, ‘convergence’, ‘linking’, and 

‘mainstreaming’. These terms are sometimes  used interchangeably in different 

documents; 

2) Several key words for areas for collaboration were ‘building resilience’, 

‘sustainable development’, ‘poverty reduction’, ‘climate-related disaster’, 

‘livelihood and food security’, ‘migration’, ‘health and care’, ‘shelter and 

settlements’ and ‘natural resource management’.  

3) The main purposes of collaboration work between DRR and CCA were: to 

enhance ability to deal with uncertainties of climate risks, to enhance program 

effectiveness, to enhance comprehensiveness of the approach, to optimize 

limited resources, to avoid ‘reinventing the wheel’, and to prevent unnecessary 

duplications.  

4) Driving factors for collaboration were: policy and strategic framework; 

leadership and management; institutional arrangement and capacity; and 

political advocacy.  

4.3.2 Enabling factors for partnership between DRR and CCA 

Previous studies have characterised some enabling factors that facilitate partnership 

actions between DRR and CCA. Table 4-3 summarizes the main and the common 

enabling factors of partnership actions between the two approaches based on an analysis 

of the relevant literature.   
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Table 4-3 Enabling factors for partnership actions between DRR and CCA 
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PLATFORM, POLICY AND 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS  
 

               

1 Local Development 
planning policy 
(medium and long 
term) 

  X X    X X X X    X 

2 Existing international / 
regional platform  

X   X X X         X 

3 Policy initiatives     X    X X X X     

4 Existing law and 
regulation  

        X  X    X 

 
FINANCING MECHANISM 
 

               

5 Foreign support / 
international fund 

   X    X       X 

6 Funded project     X X X  X       X 

7 National fund               X 

 
NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP 
 

               

8 History of partnership         X        

9 Structures  X        X      X 

10 Political relation  X        X    X   

 
METHODS AND TOOLS 
INTEGRATION 
 

               

11 Knowledge integration 
(holistic approach) 

   X X   X   X     

12 Framing issues of 
vulnerability and risks 

      X X      X X 

13 Integration of 
technologies 

      X   X X     

14 Science / research 
linkage  

              X 

15 Use of common 
language 

    X           

16 Comprehensive 
awareness raising 

          X     

17 Integrated risk 
assessment and 
mapping 

    X   X X   X   X 

 
COMMON AGENDA / 
GROUNDS  
 

               

18 Poverty reduction  X      X   X     

19 Sustainable 
development  

 X             X 

20 Resilience towards 
climate related 

  X  X  X X X    X X X 
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6 main enabling factors for partnership actions between DRR and CCA were classified 

within Table 4-3. These main enabling factors are: platform, policy and regulatory 

frameworks; financing mechanism; nature of relationship, methods and tools of 

integration; common agenda or grounds; and collaborative governance mechanism.   

Since the identified gaps within this research setting (i.e. Indonesia) relate mostly to the 

governance mechanism, this study will focus only on this particular enabling factor. 

Others will be discussed as background information to describe the context.  

4.4 Collaborative governance: definition, theories, and concept in use  

Fukuyama (2013) defines governance as government’s ability to make and enforce 

rules, and to deliver services, regardless of whether that government is democratic or 

disasters 

21 Focus on impacts / 
loss and damages  

   X X  X    X     

22 Water and sanitation     X   X        X 

23 Food security     X       X     

24 Livelihood security          X      

25 Coastal zone 
management 

      X        X 

26 Health     X X      X     

 
COLLABORATIVE 
GOVERNANCE MECHANISM  
 

               

27 Governing institution         X      X 

28 Leadership  X         X X    X 

29 Good governance           X     X 

30 Accountability and 
transparency 

X        X    X   

31 Participatory Decision 
making process  

      X  X X      

32 Priority issues / 
interests  

   X   X  X       

33 Institutional 
arrangement  

X   X    X       X 

34 Agreement/ 
Cooperative approach 

   X       X    X 

35 Commitment and 
synergy 

        X       

36 Roles and 
responsibilities  

    X          X 

37 Political and executive 
support 

        X      X 

38 Access to information          X      

39 Clear plan of actions 
(road map) 

      X  X      X 

40 Mutual understanding               X 

41 Resource accessibility X   X     X X      

42 Empowerment and 
inclusion 

        X X  X X   

43 Responsiveness and 
flexibility  

        X    X   

44 Dialogue / 
communication flow  

       X X   X   X 
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not. Governance comprises the arrangements (e.g. political, economic, social, 

environmental, legal, and administrative structure and process) put in place to ensure 

that the intended outcome for stakeholders are defined and achieved (IFAC & CIPFA, 

2014, p. 8). In a very short statement, McLellan (2011, p. 2) argues that governance is 

the way things get done, rather than the things that are done.  

The terminology of collaborative governance has come to light in  discussions in the 

last two decades (Ansell & Gash, 2007). It is believed that this concept emerged in 

response to the need for public leaders to build a better governance system (Australian 

Public Service Comission, 2007; Freeman, 1997; Zadek, 2008).  

A collaborative governance mechanism is fundamental for a government to develop an 

effective partnership strategy (Lasker et al., 2001; Selsky & Parker, 2005; Work, 1999; 

Zadek & Radovich, 2006). To be more specific, some authors suggest that collaborative 

governance is the ideal governance system model that will lead to successful 

partnership actions (see Ansell & Gash, 2007; Choi & Robertson, 2014; Emerson et al., 

2012). 

The concept of collaborative governance has been widely utilized to address a number 

of so called ‘wicked’ issues that require a multi-actor, multi-level, and multi-sector 

solution approach (Gollagher & Hartz-Karp, 2013; Rigg & O'Mahony, 2012). Huxham, 

Vangen, Huxham, and Eden (2000) believe that collaborative governance is applicable 

to address complex societal problems. They include: solving a conflict (see Kowalska, 

2012), water scarcity issues (see Fish, Ioris, & Watson, 2010; Kallis, Kiparsky, & 

Norgaard, 2009), emergency situation and disaster management (see Getha-Taylor, 

2007; Kapucu, 2011; Kapucu & Garayev, 2011; Maldonado et al., 2010), and climate 

change issues (see Emerson & Gerlak, 2014; Emerson & Murcuie, 2010; Telesetsky, 

2011; Zeppel, 2012).  

4.4.1 Basic definition of collaborative governance 

As suggested by Wood and Gray (1991) understanding definitions is important for 

theory building. The notion ‘collaborative governance’ comes from a combination of 

‘collaboration’ and ‘governance’. Grey (1989) in Lasker et al. (2001, p. 183) defines 

collaboration as a process through which parties who see different aspects of a problem 

can explore constructively their differences and search for solution that go beyond their 

own limited vision of what is possible. Kapucu, Yuldashev, and Bakiev (2009) argued 
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that collaboration means to ‘co-labour’ to address the common issues involving 

stakeholders from different backgrounds, territories, and sectors. In addition, Legacy 

(2010) notes that collaboration is a continuum process that reflects a high level of 

mutual commitment. In the context of public policy, Harter (2009) suggest that 

collaboration is ‘an extraordinarily powerful means’ to build a comprehensive decision 

making process. He argues that collaboration is an effective way to deal with 

fragmentation and potential frictions between agencies within a governance system. 

From these discussions, it is clear that there are many defining attributes of 

collaboration. These are summarised in Table 4-4.  

Table 4-4 Defining attributes of collaboration 

 Intellectual and cooperative 
endeavour  

 Knowledge and expertise 
more important than role 
or title  

 Joint venture  

 Team working 

 Participation in planning 
and decision making  

 Non-hierarchical 
relationship  

 Sharing of expertise 

 Willingness to work 
together towards an agreed 
purpose 

 Trust and respect in 
collaborations  

 Partnership  

 Interdependency  

 Highly connected 
network  

 Low expectation of 
reciprocation  

Source: Carnwell and Carson (2005) 

There has been no common agreement on the definition of collaborative governance. 

Some authors argue their definition of collaborative governance is more comprehensive 

than others. For example Ansell and Gash (2007, p. 544), defined collaborative 

governance as a governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly 

engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision making process that is formal, 

consensus oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy 

or manage public programs or assets. In response to this definition, Emerson et al. 

(2012) argue that the definition of collaborative governance should capture a ‘fuller 

range of emergent forms of cross-boundary governance’. Emerson et al. point out that 

collaborative governance should be defined as the process and structures of public 

policy decision making and management that engage people constructively across the 

boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private, and 

civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be 

accomplished (p. 2).  



112 

 

Following these discussions, Choi and Robertson (2014, p. 225) argued that the two 

definitions have successfully captured the nature of collaborative governance as a 

deliberative decision-making process among different key institutions. However they 

highlighted that a limitation of these definitions that is that they do not give much 

attention to the nature of the public problems that collaborative processes aim to 

address, or to the mechanism for organizing the collaborative decision process. 

Therefore, they suggest that the definition of collaborative governance should be 

extended to: a consensus based deliberative decision-making and/or implementation 

process involving stakeholders with different interest and power from multiple sectors 

who are organized in a way that enables them to address complex public problems that 

are not tractable by government alone.  

4.4.2 Concepts and frameworks for collaborative governance  

In the past two decades, various authors have elaborated on the concept of collaborative 

governance. Wood and Gray (1991) established the ground rule of working in 

collaboration. They comprehensively identified the vital roles of collaboration theory 

within the governance system. They simply suggested three critical issues for 

collaboration: (1) precondition factors that make collaboration possible or not (e.g. 

inter-organizational problem domain), the collaboration process itself, and outcomes. 

Following on, Wood and Gray, Ring and Van de Ven (1994) observed the nature of 

working cross-sectoral collaboration. They proposed that there are several steps needed 

to be taken to develop a successful collaboration including negotiations step, 

commitments step, and executions step. They highlight the importance of building inter-

organizational relationship throughout these steps.  

In addition to this, from a different angle, Huxham et al. (2000) discussed the concept of 

collaborative governance through identifying potential challenges and barriers. They 

suggested there are six inter-related dimensions of structural complexity that include: 

working relationships, organizational membership, governance and task structures, 

pluralism, ambiguity and dynamics.  

Thomson and Perry (2006) revisited the concept of collaborative work and argue that 

collaborative governance is part of the process within the ‘antecedent-process-outcome 

framework’. As suggested by the name, their framework highlights three components 

including ‘antecedent’, ‘processes’ and ‘outcome’. They described that the antecedents, 
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or the causing factors, include high levels of interdependence, need for resources and 

risk sharing, resource scarcity, previous history of efforts to collaborate, situations in 

which each partner has resources that other partners need, and complex issues. They 

then argued that the process of collaboration should comprise of governance, 

administration, organizational autonomy, mutuality, and norm of trust and reciprocity. 

They pointed out that the outcomes of the collaboration work are such as: achievement 

of goals, instrumental transaction among organization, increase of resource 

accessibility, and collective action to solve the problems.   

Unlike Thomson and Perry, but similar to Huxham, Bryson, Crosby, and Stone (2006) 

proposed that elements of contingencies and constraints should also be included in the 

framework. In their framework, aside from contingency and constraint, they also 

considered elements of initial conditions, process, structure and governance, outcomes 

and accountability.  

In addition to this, Ansell and Gash’s review of 137 cases of collaborative governance 

drawn from different formal policy sectors discovered five important variables for  

successful collaborative governance (2007). These variables included: prior history of 

conflict or cooperation, incentives for stakeholders to participate, power and resources 

imbalances, leadership, and institutional design. In their concept, they highlight that 

there are ‘starting conditions’, which will definitely influence the collaborative 

governance process. Further, they explain that the collaborative process consists of five 

fundamental elements, which are interconnected and include ‘face-to-face dialogue’, 

‘trust building’, ‘commitment to process’, ‘shared understanding, ‘and ‘intermediate 

outcome’ (see Figure 4-4). 
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Figure 4-4. Collaborative governance model 

 

Source: Ansell and Gash (2007, p. 550) 

In response to this, Emerson et al. (2012) argued that there is still a knowledge gap 

within the framework developed by Ansell and Gash (2007). Emerson et al. argued that 

the framework developed by Ansell and Gash is still too narrow and is only limited to 

government related works and formal arrangements.  Hence, Emerson et al. propose a 

broader context of collaborative governance framework as can be seen in Figure 4-5. 

Figure 4-5. An integrative collaborative governance framework 

 

Source Emerson et al. (2012, p. 6) 
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Emerson et al. drew three boxes representing the three dimensions of a collaborative 

governance framework. These three dimensions are system context, collaborative 

governance regime, and collaboration dynamics. Here they defined the system context 

as the surrounding environments that will affect and will be affected by the 

collaborative governance regime (in this research topic this would be building 

community resilience towards flood risks in Jakarta).   

Similar to other previous authors, Emerson et al. believe that there are drivers, or 

causing factors, for a collaborative governance process (see Ansell & Gash, 2007; 

Bryson et al., 2006; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Wood & Gray, 1991). These drivers 

influence the collaboration dynamics, which is the innermost circle of collaborative 

governance mechanism. Emerson et al. suggested that collaboration dynamics consist of 

3 interactive components including (1) principled engagement (include discovery, 

definition, deliberation, and determination), (2) shared motivation (mutual trust, mutual 

understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared commitment), and (3) capacity for joint 

action (institutional arrangement, leadership, and knowledge). 

4.4.3 Existing collaborative governance initiatives  

Gero et al. (2011) has recommended that partnership between relevant stakeholders is 

important to overcome obstacles to integration. The United Nations Office for Disaster 

Risk Reduction (UNISDR) stated that DRR and CCA are not sectors in themselves 

therefore involvement of relevant cross-agencies is important (UNISDR, 2011a). 

Tearfund (2008) recommended that both DRR and CCA should explore their potential 

synergies and differences. They underlined the need for effective dialogue, information 

exchange, and joint working between the two. Plan International (2010) confirmed that 

multi-stakeholder partnership between DRR and CCA is fundamental to address the 

cross-cutting issues between the two sectors. To be more specific, Ireland (2010) 

demonstrated that DRR and CCA should be working in partnership to deal with climate-

related hazard (e.g. floods, cyclones), which can be the entry point of partnership 

between the two sectors.  Further, in the context of public policy provision, partnership 

is also conceptualized as “the modality for a good governance” (Economic Commission 

for Africa, 2005).  



116 

 

To highlight that partnership between the two fields is important, there are a number of 

initiatives from different countries that aim to build community resilience towards 

climate and disaster risks through a partnership approach between DRR and CCA. Each 

of these initiatives has its specific strategies as well as challenges. Table 4-5 

summarizes the projects or initiatives integrating DRR and CCA from different 

countries in the world.  

Table 4-5. Summary of project or initiatives to integrate DRR and CCA 

Project/initiatives Location Objectives References 

Building the Resilience and 

Awareness of Metro Manila 

Communities to Natural 

Disaster and Climate Change 

Impacts (BRACE Program) 

The 

Philippines  
 To improve urban resilience development strategy 

through disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation approaches 

(DFAT Australia, 

2011; Pulhin et 

al., 2010) 

Community Based Health 

and First Aid (CBHFA) 

Samoa   To assess the specific vulnerabilities of the 

village and develop a targeted response to 

educate people in ways to overcome and become 

more aware of the risks in their daily lives 

(A Gero et al., 

2010) 

Establishing links between 

disaster risk reduction and 

climate change adaptation in 

the context of loss and 

damage 

Bangladesh  To establish effective approaches to address loss 

and damages in Bangladesh  

(Shamsuddoha, 

Roberts, 

Hasemann, & 

Roddick, 2013) 

Institutional and policy 

integration of disaster risk 

reduction and climate change 

adaptation   

Cook Islands, 

Federated 

States of 

Micronesia, 

Fiji, Palau, 

Samoa, 

Tonga, 

Vanuatu 

 To ease the burden of programming 

development assistance 

 To minimise duplication of efforts and 

redundancies  

 To reduce potential conflicts in policy 

development 

 To make efficient use of scarce resources, and  

 To increase recognition, especially at 

community level, that there is little practical 

difference between the two 

(UNISDR & 

UNDP, 2012) 

Linking climate change 

adaptation and disaster risk 

management for sustainable 

poverty reduction  

Kenya 

 
 To strengthen implementation of sustainable 

poverty reduction through establishment of 

linkage between climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk management approach  

(Few et al., 2006) 

Integrated adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction in 

Vanuatu 

Vanuatu  To avoid unnecessary duplication or overlaps 

between agencies  

 To strengthen coordination between relevant 

agencies to deal with climate and disaster risks 

(Handmera et al., 

2014) 

Community Resilience to 

Climate and Disaster Risk 

Project (CRISP) 

The Solomon 

Islands  
 To increase the capacity of selected rural 

communities to manage natural hazards and 

climate change risk. 

(Handmera et al., 

2014; World 

Bank, 2014a, 

2014b) 

Integrating disaster risk 

reduction and climate change 

adaptation into agriculture 

development planning plans 

in Northern Mountain 

Regions 

Vietnam  To improve DRR measures to reduce climate 

change impacts related losses 

 To improve resource efficiency  

 To enhance effectiveness and sustainability of 

CCA and DRR approaches  

(Quang et al., 

2011) 

Strategic National Action 

Plan for Disaster Risk 

Reduction and Climate 

Change Adaptation (SNAP 

DRR CCA) 

Maldives   To sustain the progress in all fronts that have 

been initially achieved since government 

authorities have recognized the challenges  

 To consolidate actions to build resilient 

communities as Maldivians learn from nations 

(The Republic of 

the Maldives, 

2012) 
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As can be seen from Table 4-5, it is clear that there is a wide spectrum of degree of 

partnership actions or integration or convergence between DRR and CCA. Some 

countries preferred to (only) build communication and coordination networks between 

the two, for example in Vietnam (see Quang et al., 2011) or Papua New Guinea (see 

Mercer, 2010); some developed a brand new institution or structure that involves both 

DRR and CCA, like in Vanuatu (see Handmera et al., 2014), Solomon Islands (see 

World Bank, 2010b); and some agreed to develop  joint strategic planning as the 

platform for working in partnership for instance in the Philippines (see Pulhin et al., 

2010), and the Republic of Maldives (see The Republic of the Maldives, 2012). 

Figure 4-6 illustrates the spectrum of partnership actions between DRR and CCA based 

on this literature review. It is important to clarify that this spectrum of partnership 

actions does not represent how advanced the partnership foundation between DRR and 

CCA is, rather it illustrates the variety of options for partnership actions between DRR 

and CCA that currently exist.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

that have developed mechanism and learned 

from past experience 

 To incorporate risks reduction into government’s 

decentralization strategy  

Disaster risk reduction and 

climate change adaptation in 

Papua New Guinea (PNG) 

Papua New 

Guinea 
 To develop a comprehensive approach in 

dealing with climate and disaster risks  

(Mercer, 2010; 

World Bank, 

2010b) 

Linking comprehensive 

disaster management and 

climate change strategies in 

Caribbean Region  

Caribbean 

Region 
 To strengthen regional, national and community 

level capacity for mitigation, management and 

coordinated response to natural and 

technological hazards and the effects of climate 

change 

(Caribbean 

Disaster 

Emergency 

Management 

Agency, n.d.; 

Rahat, 2011) 

Spectrum of partnership actions between DRR and CCA 

Information 
sharing platform 

for DRR/CCA 

(e.g. Vietnam and 

PNG) 

Merging 

institutions into 

one 
(e.g. Vanuatu and 

Solomon Islands)  

Integrated DRR and 

CCA Plan of Action 

(e.g. The 
Philippines, 

Maldives) 

Set up 
Coordination and 

communication 

network 
(e.g. Bangladesh, 

Kenya) 

Figure 4-6. Illustration of spectrum of partnership actions from existing 

examples  



118 

 

4.5 Conclusion 

This chapter presented the basic concepts and theories of partnership and collaborative 

governance. Partnership actions between disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation are required to deal with climate change implications such as increasing 

urban flooding and climate uncertainties. Collaborative governance is an ideal model for 

a governance system that can lead to successful partnership actions.  

Hence this research proposes that the concept of collaborative governance for 

partnership actions is beneficial for disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation fields in the context of building community resiliency towards flood risks in 

Jakarta. There has been only limited study regarding the governance system of 

partnership actions between the two in Jakarta. Thus it is hoped that this research will 

provide important recommendations to relevant stakeholders or agencies.  

The next chapter will provide the detailed explanation regarding the methodology that is 

used in this research.  
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CHAPTER 5 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Introduction  

This research explores how collaborative governance can be used to enhance 

partnership actions between disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation in the 

context of building urban flood resilience in Jakarta.  

Previous chapters have established the foundation for the research and provided the 

basis of knowledge of the contextual fields of this research, which include urban 

flooding and resilience (Chapter 2), disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation (Chapter 3) and collaborative governance (Chapter 4).  

This chapter concentrates on explaining the research methodology that was employed 

by this study. It first describes the research site; that is Jakarta Special Capital Territory 

Province, the research rationale, the aims and objectives of this research, and the overall 

research questions and focus questions for this research. Then it provides the conceptual 

framework for this research.  

Section 5.3 presents the research design, data collection and analysis methods that were 

applied in this research. This is followed by a description of the research rigour and 

ethical issues of this research, and then by a research matrix that links the focus 

questions with the methods and rigour issues. 

5.2 Development of the conceptual framework  

I have adopted  a realist-analytical approach as described by Cohen and Crabtree (2006) 

to conduct this study. This considers four important elements: 

(1) A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods; 

(2) Conduct of the research in more natural settings; 

(3) Application of methods that involve respondents’ ways of knowing and 

perceiving (such as by interviews and field observation); and 

(4) Openness of the research design to new discovery as part of the research 

findings. 

To develop the conceptual framework this section will firstly introduce the setting of the 

research. This is followed by the research rationale, the aim and purposes of the 
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research. This section will then present the research and focus questions. Finally, the 

last part of this section will present the conceptual framework of the research.  

5.2.1 Research site 

This research was focussed on Daerah Khusus Ibukota (DKI) Jakarta or Jakarta Special 

Capital Territory (hereafter referred to as Jakarta City). Jakarta City is located on the 

north-eastern side of Java Island, one of the 5 main islands in Indonesia (Figure 5-1)  

Figure 5-1 Map of Indonesia  

 

Jakarta consists of 6 administrative districts: Western Jakarta, Northern Jakarta, Central 

Jakarta, Southern Jakarta, Eastern Jakarta, and Kepulauan Seribu (Statistics of DKI 

Jakarta Province, 2010). Jakarta is located on an alluvial plain with 13 rivers (Kali in 

Indonesian terminology). They are Kali Mookevart, Kali Angke, Kali Pesanggrahan, 

Kali Baru, Kali Grogol, Kali Krukut, Kali Ciliwung, Kali Baru Timur, Kali Cipinang, 

Kali Sunter, Kali Buara, Kali Jati Kramat, and Kali Cakung (Government of Jakarta 

Province, 2012a). Figure 5-2 shows a map of Jakarta City.  
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Figure 5-2 Map of Jakarta Special Capital Territory 

 

Jakarta is the most populous city in Indonesia and the fourteenth most populous in the 

Asian region. By night, Jakarta is home to more than 9.6 million people with a 

population density of more than 14.476 per km
2
 (BPS Jakarta Province, 2014). By day, 

Jakarta is a centre of activity for 11 million people (Government of Jakarta Province, 

2015).  

BPS (2013) projected that the total population of Jakarta will exceed 11.4 million by 

2035, however many authors have suggested that the biophysical environment of 

Jakarta will struggle to support further population increases (Abidin et al., 2011; M. 

Douglas, 2010; Firman, Surbakti, Idroes, & Simarmata, 2011),  

Flooding is the most frequent climate-related disaster in Jakarta (Surbakti, Idroes, 

Simarmata, & Firman, 2010; World Bank, 2010a). In fact, the city has a long history of 

devastating floods. Since the 17
th

 century flooding has been one of the top issues of 

concern. The oldest flood record was from 1621 when most of the city was under water 

causing extensive economic loss to the Dutch Colonial government at that time (PT 

Mirah Sakethi, 2010). 
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5.2.2 Research rationale 

Enhancing urban community resilience to flood risks is one of the top priority issues for 

Jakarta and is mentioned in mission statements of the Jakarta Government (Jakarta 

Government, 2013). Both climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction 

approaches are required in the process of enhancing urban community resilience to 

flood risks (IPCC, 2012). Collaboration between the two is fundamental for a more 

effective effort to deal with flood issues in urban settings (UNISDR, 2008a, 2009b) 

The Jakarta Government is now striving to develop a mechanism for better collaborative 

governance between disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation 

(CCA) in building urban community resilience to flood risks.  

Although there has been some research to explore the theoretical frameworks for 

collaboration between the two approaches in Jakarta (e.g. Djalante, 2011; Dwirahmadi 

et al., 2013), research about the aspect of collaborative governance to facilitate better 

engagement between the two is still limited.  

At present, the implementation of DRR and CCA measures are still overlapping and 

thus leading to unnecessary duplications, inefficiencies, and confusion within the 

community.   In the meantime, there is little knowledge about the challenges to 

collaborative governance for partnership actions between DRR and CCA in the context 

of urban flood resilience building in Jakarta.  

This research provides inputs to understand such challenges to collaborative governance 

for the three key stakeholders of this research including the Jakarta Provincial 

Development Planning Agency (Bappeda), the Jakarta Provincial Environmental 

Management Agency (BPLHD) and the Jakarta Provincial Disaster Management 

Agency. This research will also recommend an integrated framework for collaborative 

governance for DRR and CCA in the context of flood resilience building.  

It is anticipated that this study will provide suggestions for the policy makers to 

improve the collaborative governance mechanism for DRR and CCA not only in 

Jakarta, but also other cities with similar characteristics in Indonesia and globally.  
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5.2.3 Aim and purposes of research 

This research aims to investigate the opportunities and barriers for collaborative 

governance for disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation with respect to 

building urban community resilience to floods in Jakarta, Indonesia.  

This research applied exploratory types of questions. As postulated by Marshall and 

Rossman (2010, p. 33), there are three purposes of exploratory study: (1) to investigate 

little-understood phenomena, (2) to identify or discover important categories of 

meaning, and (3) to generate hypotheses for further research.  

Here, the purposes of this research are: 

(1) To understand the governance of DRR and CCA in the context of building urban 

resilience to flood risks in Jakarta  

(2) To understand the perspectives of key stakeholders of DRR and CCA on urban 

community resilience and urban community resilience building in Jakarta 

(3) To identify potential entry points for partnership actions between DRR and CCA 

stakeholders  

(4) To analyze the potential conflicts within the collaboration dynamics between 

DRR and CCA stakeholders  

5.2.4 Research and focus questions 

To achieve the aim of this research, this research will address this research question: 

What are the barriers to and opportunities for collaborative governance for DRR and 

CCA to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta?  

Four focus questions are required to answer this overall research question: 

(1) What are the perspectives of DRR and CCA groups with regard to urban 

community resilience and urban community resilience building in Jakarta? 

(2) How DRR and CCA are governed in the context of building urban resilience to 

flood risks in Jakarta?  

(3) What are the common grounds for partnership between DRR and CCA 

stakeholders?  

(4) What are the potential barriers within the collaboration dynamics between DRR 

and CCA stakeholders? What are needed to solve these barriers?  
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5.2.5 Research conceptual framework  

Jakarta City is under continuous threat of flooding. The human consequences of 

flooding are many and include disruption of livelihoods, damage to housing, and 

disruptions of transport. Public health issues such as loss of life and increases in 

sanitation related diseases are also important consequences of flooding. 

Floods are unavoidable in Jakarta. Further, the risk of flooding has been increasing due 

to natural and anthropogenic climate change factors (Firman et al., 2011; Ward et al., 

2013; Wilhelm, 2011). As presented in Chapter 2, in the face of such risks, one 

sustainable way to deal with flooding is by enhancing the resilience of the community 

towards flood risks.   

In building urban community resilience to flood risks, both disaster risk reduction 

(DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) strategies are utilized in Jakarta.  In 

general terms DRR focuses more on a multi-hazard approach, learning from the 

previous disaster events to tackle future disasters, and increasing coping capacity, while 

CCA concentrates more on climate related hazards, the projection of emerging issues 

associated with climate change, and increasing adaptive capacity.  

In the context of Jakarta City Government, though DRR and CCA are not individually 

recognized agencies in themselves, DRR is represented by the Regional Agency for 

Disaster Management (BPBD Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2013a), and CCA by the Regional 

Agency for Environmental Management  (BPLHD Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2013).  

Though each field represents different concepts, approaches, strategies, key 

stakeholders, and policies, there are also many commonalities between the two 

(Dwirahmadi et al., 2013; Few et al., 2006; A. Gero et al., 2011; Mitchell et al., 2010; 

Schipper, 2009). The two fields actually share the ultimate goal: that is building urban 

community resilience, targeting the same community, which is the most vulnerable 

groups, and facing the same source of risks, which are climate related disasters (which 

in the case of this research, flooding (IFRC, 2008; IPCC, 2012; UNDP, 2012; UNISDR, 

2011a).    

Therefore, as presented in Chapter 4,  collaborative actions and partnership between the 

two are fundamental to achieving effective adaptation and risk reduction measures 

(Climate and Development Knowledge Network, 2012; Howes et al., 2013; IFRC, 

2008; Rivera, 2014; Thomalla et al., 2006; UNISDR, 2011a).  
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The Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the United Nations 

International Strategy of Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) have also indicated that to build 

resilience towards increasing climate change-related disasters, collaborative work 

between DRR and CCR is required (IPCC, 2012; UNISDR, 2010, 2012b).  

To create enabling environments for effective collaborative actions and partnership 

between DRR and CCA, a collaborative governance mechanism is required (Gaillard et 

al., 2013; Godden et al., 2013; Howes et al., 2013; Mercer, 2010; Phong & Duc Tinh, 

2010; Turnbull et al., 2013; UNISDR, 2011a).  

This research adapted the concept of an integrative framework for collaborative 

governance developed by Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2011). Chapter 4 has 

presented their framework that identifies that collaborative governance consists of three 

layers: collaboration dynamics, collaborative governance regime, and system context. 

Collaboration dynamics, the innermost layer, is fueled by three elements: principled 

engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action. Collaboration dynamics 

will lead to collaborative efforts, and then eventually will impact the system context in 

urban settings.  

Figure 5-3 shows the overall conceptual framework for this research. The shaded areas 

are the focus of this study. The potential findings of this research are the challenging 

barriers to collaborative governance and possible ways to address these barriers. These 

findings will serve as the feedback and recommendations for the stakeholders 

(particularly the three research stakeholders: Provincial Development Planning Agency, 

Provincial Environmental Management Agency, and Provincial Disaster Management 

Agency).  
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5.3 Research design, data collection and analysis methods 

5.3.1 Mixed method design  

This research utilized both quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative and 

qualitative approaches differ in many ways, but they complement each other (National 

Disaster risk 

reduction (DRR) 

Climate change 

adaptation (CCA) 

Sustainable development 

Increasing flood risks due to anthropogenic 

climate change and other natural causes in 

Jakarta 

Urban community resilience building to 

flood risks in Jakarta 

Partnership actions 

Key stakeholders: 

Disaster, adaptation, and 

developmental groups 

Capacity for joint 
action 

Shared 
motivation 

Principled 
engagement 

Collaboration dynamics  

Potential findings: 

 Challenging barriers to collaborative governance 

 Suggestions to address these barriers  

Recommendations 

Figure 5-3 Research conceptual frameworks 
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Institute of Health, 1999; Neuman, 2006). “Quantitative research addresses the issue of 

integrity by relying on an objectivity of technology such as precise statements, standard 

techniques, numerical measures, statistic, and replication; meanwhile qualitative 

approaches emphasize intimate firsthand knowledge of the research setting, avoid 

distancing from people or events they study, and trustworthiness as a parallel idea to 

objective standards” (Neuman, 2006, pp. 152-153).   

The nature of qualitative research is seeking authenticity (which means the quality of 

being fair and honest) rather than the idea of a single version of truth (Neuman, 2006). 

A multiple data sources approach is applied to avoid exploration through one lens, but 

rather through multiple lenses to reveal and understand a complex phenomenon. 

Multiple data sources also improve the data credibility of research (Baxter & Jack, 

2008). Using both quantitative and qualitative methods is also important for research 

triangulation (Neuman, 2006). 

Quantitative methods will be used to address Focus Question 1, while qualitative 

methods will be used to answer Focus Question 2,3, and 4.  

5.3.2 Data collection methods 

Data collection was carried out during the period between early 2012 to the end of 2014. 

To gather qualitative data, this research utilized key informant in-depth interviews, 

document review and field observation in Jakarta, Indonesia. Quantitative data was 

collected through a survey questionnaire. Table 5-1 shows the data collection methods 

and links to the focus questions.  

Table 5-1 Data collection methods and focus questions 

Question  Data collection methods 

Focus question 1: How are DRR and CCA governed in the context 

of building urban resilience to flood risks in Jakarta? 

In-depth interviews and 

document review 

Focus question 2: What are the perspectives of key stakeholders of 

DRR and CCA on urban community resilience and urban community 

resilience building in Jakarta? 

Survey questionnaire  

Focus question 3: What are the potential entry points for partnership 

actions between DRR and CCA stakeholders?  

In-depth interviews, document 

review  

Focus question 4: What are the potential barriers within the 

collaboration dynamics between DRR and CCA stakeholders? What 

are required to overcome these barriers?  

In-depth interviews, document 

review, and field observation 
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To help plan the data collection activity, I first conducted stakeholder identification to 

ensure that the respondents involved were relevant to the topic of research.    

5.3.2.1 Stakeholder identification 

It was difficult to easily identify the key informants for this research. One reason is 

because DRR and CCA are not unique sectors in themselves (as already explained in 

Chapters 3 and 4) and also because many stakeholders claim involvement in both fields. 

While it was impossible to interview all relevant stakeholders in Jakarta, using my 

networks established prior to this research in Jakarta, I approached the two main 

agencies, BPBD and BPLHD who are responsible for DRR and CCA, respectively.  

Then I applied a snowball sampling method with these agencies as the starting point. A 

snowball sampling method allowed me to identify and determine the key informants 

suited to the needs of the research through existing networks (Biernacki & Waldorf, 

1981).  

The criteria used to identify key informants for this study were that they should be 

involved in any DRR and/or CCA activity related to flood issues in Jakarta City and that 

they must be available to be interviewed during the allocated data collection phase.  

On the basis of these criteria a total of 26 key stakeholders were selected. They included 

individuals from government agencies, non-governmental organizations, private 

organizations, multi-platform institutions, international organizations or donor agencies, 

the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement, research institutions or universities, and 

community based organizations. Table 5-2 lists the 26 stakeholders involved in the 

interview process, the coding allocated, and their self-reported scope of work (DRR or 

CCA or both).  
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Table 5-2 Key stakeholders of research, code, and scope of work 

Group Institution Code Scope of work 

Government Jakarta Regional Board for Planning and 

Development (Bappeda) 

Ins-01 DRR & CCA 

Jakarta Regional Disaster Management Board 

(BPBD) 

Ins-02 DRR 

Jakarta Regional Health Office Ins-03 DRR & CCA 

Jakarta Regional Public Work Office Ins-04 DRR & CCA 

Land use planning agency for Jakarta Province Ins-05 DRR & CCA 

Jakarta Regional Board for Environmental 

Management  

Ins-06 CCA 

Indonesian Climate Change Trust Fund  (ICCTF) Ins-07 CCA 

International 

Organization / 

Donor 

World Bank Ins-08 DRR & CCA 

DFAT – Australia Ins-09 DRR & CCA 

ASEAN Humanitarian Centre Ins-10 DRR 

Red Cross Red 

Crescent 

Movement 

American Red Cross Ins-11 DRR & CCA 

International Federation of Red Cross Red Crescent 

Societies (IFRC) 

Ins-12 DRR & CCA 

Indonesian Red Cross Ins-13 DRR & CCA 

Community 

Based 

Organization 

Gerakan Ciliwung Bersih Ins-14 CCA 

Jakarta Ready Ins-15 DRR 

Private 

Institution 

Disaster Resource Partnership Ins-16 DRR 

Zurich Insurance Ins-17 DRR & CCA 

Multi-platforms 

institution 

National Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction 

(Planas PRB) 

Ins-18 DRR 

National Council for Climate Change (DNPI) Ins-19 CCA 

Research 

institution / 

University 

Faculty of Public Health, University of Indonesia Ins-20 CCA 

Indonesian Institute of Science (LIPI) Ins-21 DRR 

Centre for Climate Risk and Opportunity 

Management, Bogor Agriculture Ins 

Ins-22 CCA 

Research Centre for Disaster Management – 

National Development Uni. 

Ins-23 DRR 

Non-

governmental 

organization 

Indonesian Disaster Management Society Ins-24 DRR 

Mercy Corps Indonesia Ins-25 DRR & CCA 

Catholic Relief Service Ins-26 DRR & CCA 

5.3.2.2 In-depth interviews 

The in-depth interview method was deemed useful to gain detailed information about a 

person or organization’s thoughts and behaviours or wants and helps to provide 

information about new issues in depth (Morgan, 1996). This method involves an 

intensive interview technique with individuals or a small number of respondents (Boyce 

& Naele, 2006).  
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26 semi-structured key informant interviews were conducted using open-ended types of 

questions as a guide for the interview. This type of interview allowed me to explore the 

perceptions and opinions of the interviewee and to get further detailed information and 

clarifications (Barriball, 1994). An open-ended type of question allowed me to gather 

the most information possible in the time available (Law et al., 1998).  

5.3.2.3 Literature review  

Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) as cited in Randolph (2009, p.2), argue that a literature 

review is important because it allows the researcher to delimit the research problem, 

seek new lines of inquiry, avoid fruitless approaches, gain methodological insights, 

identify recommendations for further research, and seek support for grounded theory.  

In this research, a literature review was used to enrich data collection and to set up the 

baseline information for both primary and secondary data collection. An extensive 

literature review was considered fundamental to explore the existing information 

regarding the contextual fields of this research: urban flooding and resilience, disaster 

risk reduction, climate change adaptation and collaborative governance, and hence 

identify current concepts, thinking, debates, and gaps.  

This research considered a wide range of literature. They included: government 

documents, reports, guidelines, regulations/laws/acts, project documents, minutes of 

meetings, press releases, newspaper articles, magazine articles, theses, web pages, 

conference papers, proceedings, journal articles and also unpublished work.  

The literature for this research was sourced from both offline and online databases. 

Included in the offline database for this research were Perpustakaan Nasional Republik 

Indonesia (National Library of Republic of Indonesia), Perpustakaan Propinsi DKI 

Jakarta (Jakarta Provincial Library), and the Griffith University Library. Some of the 

key stakeholders contacted for this research also allowed me to access literature from 

their private library.  

Included in the online database for this research were the Griffith Online Library, 

Google Scholar, and Scopus as the three main “search engines” for exploring scientific 

journals.  In addition to this, I specifically searched literatures from the web pages of 

credible institutions that are relevant to the topic of this research. They were: 
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 United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) - 

http://www.unisdr.org 

 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) - http://www.ipcc.ch 

 International Federation of Red Cross Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) - 

http://www.ifrc.org 

 United Nations Frameworks Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) - 

http://newsroom.unfccc.int 

 United Nations World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction - 

http://www.wcdrr.org 

 United Nations for Development Programme (UNDP) - 

http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home.html 

 United Nations Human Settlements Program (UN Habitat) - http://unhabitat.org 

 World Bank - http://www.worldbank.org 

 Prevention Web - http://www.preventionweb.net/english/ 

I used a number of key words to find the literature that suited the needs of this study. 

Table 5-3 lists the key words grouped according to their contextual fields.  
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Table 5-3 Key words for literature searching 

Research 

contextual field 

Key words for  

Disaster risk 

reduction  

 ‘Disaster risk reduction and urban resilience’;  

 ‘Disaster risk reduction and flood resilience’;  

 ‘Disaster risk reduction in climate change era’;  

 ‘Disaster risk reduction in urban settings’ 

 ‘Disaster risk reduction in developing countries’ 

 ‘Challenges and barriers in disaster risk reduction’. 

Climate change 

adaptation  

 “Climate change adaptation and urban resilience’; 

 ‘Climate change adaptation and flood resilience’; 

 ‘Climate change adaptation and disaster management’; 

 ‘Climate change adaptation in urban settings’ 

 ‘Climate change adaptation in developing countries’; 

 ‘Challenges and barriers in climate change adaptation’. 

Urban flooding 

and resilience  

 ‘Urban flood resilience’;  

 ‘Building flood resilience in urban settings’; 

 ‘Challenges and barriers, urban flood resilience’; 

 ‘Adaptation to flood risk in urban settings’; 

 ‘Flood risk reduction in developing countries’. 

Collaborative 

governance (in 

the context of 

DRR and CCA) 

 ‘Collaborative governance’ 

 ‘Collaboration between disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation’; 

 ‘Linking disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation’; 

 ‘Partnership frameworks for disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation’ 

 ‘Collaborative governance and disaster risk reduction’; 

 ‘Collaborative governance and climate change adaptation’; 

 ‘Partnership and collaboration for urban flood resilience’; 

 ‘Challenges and barriers for collaborative governance’. 

Jakarta City 

(setting) 

 ‘Jakarta and climate change vulnerability’; 

 ‘Jakarta and flood risks’; 

 ‘Jakarta and disaster resilience’; 

 ‘Jakarta and disaster risk reduction’; 

 ‘Jakarta and climate change adaptation’; 

 ‘Jakarta and flood risks governance” 

 

As this research also considered the literature in the Indonesian language, the 

Indonesian translation of the abovementioned key words was also applied to find 

relevant documents for this research. 

To deal with the overwhelming amount of information identified in the initial process, I 

used the following strategies to narrow the journals or articles for inclusion: 

(1) Literature had to be written in English or Indonesian,  

(2) Literature had to be already published,  

(3) The complete version of the literature had to be accessible,  
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(4) Literature was not from personal Blogs or websites that consisted of personal 

opinions, 

(5) Literature was not written by any interest group (e.g. political party web site) 

that might be biased.  

5.3.2.4 Survey questionnaire  

Survey research is useful to learn people’s beliefs or opinions on something (Neuman, 

2006). In survey research, the same questions are given to a large number of people, and 

their answers are recorded and analyzed (Neuman, 2006). “Survey research or 

questionnaires are a systematic way of asking people to volunteer information about 

their attitudes, behaviors, opinions, and beliefs” (Polland, 2005, p. 1). A survey can also 

be used to describe phenomena and summarize them (Neuman, 2006).  

The development of questions used in the questionnaire was governed by a descriptive 

perspective aimed at capturing respondents’ perceptions on urban community resilience 

and urban community resilience building in the context of Jakarta. The key themes 

within the questionnaire were developed on the basis of the literature review (refer to 

Chapter 2: Urban flood risks and urban resilience).  

The questionnaire was structured into 3 parts with a total of 45 questions (refer to 

Appendix 3 for the full survey):  

(1) Part 1 contained a series of questions about respondents’ views on the concepts 

of urban community resilience towards flood risks in the context of Jakarta. 

This part had 18 questions.  Two main questions for Part 1 included: 

a. What are the key characteristics of urban community resilience to flood risks 

in Jakarta according to each group?  

b. What are the key barriers to the process of urban community resilience 

building in Jakarta according to each group? 

(2) Part 2 contained a series of questions about perceptions on how to build urban 

community resilience towards flood risks in Jakarta. There were 22 questions 

in this part. Two main questions for Part 2 included:  

a. What are the priority aspects for urban community resilience building in 

Jakarta according to each group?  

b. What are the priority strategies to build urban community resilience in 

Jakarta according to each group?   
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(3) Part 3 contained questions related to the respondents (e.g. background

institution, sex). This part included 5 questions

Initially, this survey was administered using a paper-based questionnaire. However, the 

Jakarta January 2013 flooding event occurred when I was doing the field research in 

Jakarta.  This caused unavoidable delay in the process of questionnaire collection, 

particularly as many of the respondents were significantly engaged in the flood 

response. Therefore, to increase the response numbers for the questionnaire, an online 

survey was conducted. The online version had the same questions as the paper based 

version but was presented in a different format for the convenience of the respondents. 

Since it was online, I had to cut some wording but added some pictures attached to 

some questions instead. Ethical clearance to add this online survey as part of the data 

collection method was submitted and granted approval (Appendix 2)  

LimeSurvey was used to conduct the online survey. LimeSurvey is an open source and 

free software application. This software has been widely used by many social 

researchers to administer their surveys (e.g. Chesney & Penny, 2013; Fuster et al., 2012; 

Klieve et al., 2010). Engard (2009) suggested that LimeSurvey allows researchers to 

have many options to view their survey. Engard (2009) also found that it is much easier 

to compile the final data with LimeSurvey compared with other online survey 

applications. The Research Survey Centre of Griffith University maintains all survey 

data securely on a server (Griffith University, 2014). I participated in a two-day training 

course hosted by the Griffith Research University Survey Centre to develop competence 

in using the software. 

This study applied a maximum likelihood ratio for data analysis. Thus, for the sample 

size, as suggested by Siegel and Castellan (1988) the minimum valid and reliable 

sample size was considered to be 200 for this type of analysis. 

I personally distributed the paper-based survey questionnaire to institutions involved in 

DRR and/or CCA related activities (from December 2012 to February 2013) and the 

online-based survey was distributed through existing system networks such as DRR and 

CCA professional email group lists and existing social media networks such as the DRR 

and CCA Facebook group. The link to access the online survey was active for a period 

of three months (from 30
th

 January – 30
th

 April 2014). Table 5-4 lists the names the

groups through which the link to the online survey was sent.  
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Table 5-4 List of networks used to distribute online survey 

Title Notes 

Professional 

Email 

List/Group 

Milist Bencana (or Disaster email 

list) 

Email group for those who are interested in 

disaster management / DRR related topics  

Milist Energy Terbarukan Indonesia 

(or Indonesian Renewable energy 

email list) 

Email group for those who are interested in 

climate change and environment in general 

topics 

Professional 

Facebook Group 

Indonesian Water Scholar Group interests are water, river, climate 

change adaptation 

Berkawan akrab dengan bencana (or 

Live harmony with disasters) 

Group interests are disaster management 

Go Green Indonesia ku (or Go green 

Indonesia) 

Group interests are environment 

Adaptasi Perubahan Iklim (or 

Climate change adaptation) 

Group interests are climate change 

adaptation  

Ikatan Ahli Kesehatan Masyarakat 

Indonesia (or Public Health Expert 

Association of Indonesia) 

Group interest are anything related to Public 

Health (disaster and climate change impacts 

are included) 

5.3.2.5 Participant observation 

Mack, Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest, and Namey (2005) suggest that participant 

observation is useful for a deep understanding of the context, relationships between 

participants, and behaviour of participants. They also state that “participant observation 

can provide information previously unknown to researchers that is crucial for project 

design, data collection, and interpretation of other data” (p. 15).   

I participated in 2 series of important meetings during my data collection period in 

Jakarta. They were:  

(1) Meetings to develop disaster management plans (Rencana Penanggulangan

Bencana – RPB) for DKI Jakarta Province, and

(2) Meetings to develop climate change adaptation plans (Rencana Adaptasi Daerah

– RAD) for DKI Jakarta Province.

The BPBD (Disaster Management Agency) led the process of the development of the 

disaster management plan, while the BPLHD (Environmental Management Agency) led 

the process of the development of the climate change adaptation plan. Both meetings 

were attended by agencies from different sectors and levels of government 
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5.3.3 Data analysis method 

As many authors have suggested, mixed method research should employ both 

quantitative and qualitative data analysis (e.g. Creswell, 2003; Neuman, 2006; 

Onwuegbuzie & Combs, 2011). The following sections explain the analysis method for 

both quantitative and qualitative data in this research.  

5.3.3.1 Quantitative data analysis 

The analysis of quantitative data aimed to describe the respondents’ perspectives on 

urban community resilience towards flood risks and how to build urban community 

resilience in the context of Jakarta. Frequency data was used to characterize respondents 

answers to the questions.  This study followed Siegel and Castellan (1988), who 

suggested that maximum likelihood ratio is a suitable method for analysing frequency 

data. 

As can be seen in Figure 5-4 and as discussed earlier in Section 5.3.2.4, this research 

used both a paper and online based survey questionnaire. After data was coded, data 

from the paper based survey was entered manually to the software (SPSS) while data 

Export LimeSurvey data into 

SPSS (Automatic data entering) 

Data coding 

Data Display and 

analysis (Microsoft 

Excel for Graphs) 

Paper based survey Online based survey 

Data coding 

Entering data into SPSS 

(Manual data entering) 

Merging SPSS data 

Cleaning data 

Figure 5-4 Quantaitive daya analysis procedure 
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from the online survey was automatically entered from LimeSurvey database to SPSS. 

Next, both SPSS files (from paper and online) were merged into one file. This research 

only used completed questionnaires thus data cleaning took place before data was 

displayed and analyzed.   

5.3.3.2 Qualitative data analysis 

As suggested by Ulin, Robinson, and Rolley (2005), there are 5 important steps in 

qualitative data analysis in this research: reading, coding, displaying, reducing and 

interpreting. Figure 5-5 shows the qualitative data analysis procedure.  

Figure 5-5 Qualitative data analysis procedure 

Adapted from Ulin, et.al, 2005 

The procedure consisted of: 

(1) Reading

Firstly I read, reread, and reviewed transcripts carefully. This step helped me to

build a close relationship with the collected data and understand the content of the

data. This step also focused on the quality of the data, the details of the descriptions,

and the pattern of the data. Interpretation of data started during this step.

Intepreting 

Coding 

Displaying 

Reducing 

Reading 
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(2) Coding  

This step aimed to find the emerging themes by attaching codes to key words or 

chunks inside the text that represented those emerging themes. This research used 

MindJet MindManager software version 2012 to do a thematic analysis of the 

collected data and information. This software allowed me to examine and 

understand the key themes and their relationships and to build a knowledge map of 

the study (Balım, 2013; Yu-Tien, Huan-Ming, & Chan-Chao, 2009).  

 

(3) Displaying  

This was a crucial step for me to evaluate the richness of the data.  At this step, all 

data was laid out to capture the variation, see how in depth the available information 

was and note any differences between different respondents / key stakeholders.  

 

(4) Reducing  

This step was important to ensure that information was relevant to the research 

question.  The purpose of this process was to reduce information that was not related 

to the topic of this research and to define or distinguish the primary and secondary 

themes and decide the most common themes.  

 

(5) Interpreting  

Interpreting is not only about drawing conclusions. Rather, “it is also identify ways 

that the many different pieces of the research puzzle (emerging themes, subthemes, 

connections, and contradictions) fit - what it all means” (Ullin et al, 2005, p. 162). 

5.4 Research rigour and ethical issues  

5.4.1  Research rigour: Validity and reliability  

Validity means truthfulness or whether the idea of the research illustrates the actual 

condition or not (Neuman, 2006). Numerous validity issues were considered including 

construct validity, internal validity, and external validity.  

Construct validity relates to whether the research establishes correct operational 

measures for the concept being studied.  To deal with construct validity, this research 

used multiple sources of evidence and established a chain of evidence. In addition, as 
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suggested by Neuman (2006), literature reviews of previous studies were conducted to 

help deal with this type of validity issue through careful design.  

Internal validity refers to minimizing error within the design or the framework of the 

research (Yin, 1994 in Amaratungga & Baldry, 2007; (Neuman, 2006). Thus for 

instance, there were careful consultations about  the resilience survey, testing, refining 

of questions and linkage with literature. 

External validity addresses the question: if something happens within a group in a 

particular location within the research, can this finding be generalized to other locations 

or globally (Neuman, 2006). To deal with this type of validity, this research used a 

replication logic tactic with the experience of cities in other developing countries in 

terms of collaborative governance for disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation in urban community resilience building to flood risks.  

Reliability refers to “the extent to which results are consistent over time and an accurate 

representation of the total population under study … and if the results of a study can be 

reproduced under a similar methodology, then the research instrument is considered to 

be reliable” (Joppe as cited in Golafshani, 2003, p. 598). Reliability means dependency 

or consistency. The same result should be obtained if the research is repeated or recurs 

under the identical or very similar conditions (Yin, 1994 in Amaratungga & Baldry, 

2007; Neuman, 2006,).  

To improve validity and reliability a triangulation method was used. To do 

triangulation, this research used multiple sources of data, applied multiple data 

collection methods and interviewed key stakeholders from different backgrounds 

(including government, non-governmental organizations, private institutions, 

international organizations, community based organizations, research institutions, multi-

platform institutions, and the Red Cross /Red Crescent Movement). Concurring with 

Olsen (2004),  triangulation is not only for validation and reliability, but also for 

deepening the understanding and enriching data and information,  

 

5.4.2 Ethical issues  

This research complied with Griffith University Human Research Ethics Manual and 

obtained its ethical clearance with Protocol Number ENV/52/12/HREC (Appendix 1). 
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To be ethical is a moral and professional obligation for every researcher (Neuman, 

2006). Ethical issues are an important element of research in determining the quality of 

the research including the publication of the findings. Ethical issues and politics should 

be part of evaluative rigour. 

This research involved aspects of confidentiality and anonymity to address the ethical 

issues. The researcher provided a brief explanation of the study using the local language 

(Indonesian language) before data collection was conducted. This brief explanation 

consisted of information on the purpose of the data collection, benefits to the 

community or to the institution, contribution to the scientific publication, the right to 

have feedback and particular follow-up procedure, voluntary aspect and confidentiality 

aspect. Along with this brief explanation, written informed consent was required for 

each participant. Informed consent covers four principles:  

 Autonomy: people must be free to make their own informed decisions about 

participation in research  

 Non-maleficence: research must not inflict harm  

 Beneficence: research should benefit others  

 Justice: people must be treated equally within the research process.  

 

Data and information gathered from all sources were kept confidential. As for the 

publication, the identity of the source of information will be hidden and will be 

presented in such a way that individuals’ identity cannot be established.  

5.5 Conclusion 

This chapter has provided the methodology used in the research. It has described the 

research design and conceptual frameworks. This chapter also explained the data 

collection methods, analysis, data sources and conceptual framework used  for the 

research. The last section of this chapter presented the research rigour and ethical issues 

for the research.  
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CHAPTER 6 STAKEHOLDERS’ VIEWS ON URBAN COMMUNITY 

RESILIENCE TO FLOOD RISKS IN JAKARTA 

6.1 Introduction 

Chapter 3 presented that disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation 

(CCA) represent two different policy goals, institutions, platforms, regulations, 

methods, and also groups of people. The two have their own methods to build resilience 

towards flood risks.  

This chapter presents the findings of the survey questionnaire that aimed to examine 

whether or not DRR and CCA share the same views or perspectives about the concept 

of urban community resilience building to flood risks from the context of Jakarta, 

Indonesia.  

Section 6.2 provides basic information regarding the survey questionnaire. This section 

explains the characteristics of the respondents and presents the 4 main questions in the 

survey. Section 6.3 presents the survey findings related to the characteristics of urban 

community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. Section 6.4 presents the survey findings 

related to barriers to urban community resilience building. Section 6.5 provides the 

survey findings related to questions about the prioritization of aspects of resilience 

building in Jakarta. Section 6.6 provides the survey findings relating to the priority 

strategies to build urban community resilience to flood risks.  

6.2 The survey tool 

The survey questionnaire was administered in two ways; paper and on-line. The total 

number of respondents was 221; 70 paper-based and 151 online surveys. The response 

rate for the paper survey was 35% (70 survey were returned out of 200 that were 

distributed). For the online survey, the response rate was not possible to identify as the 

link to the survey questionnaire was distributed through networks of networks of related 

professionals (e.g. social media, email groups, etc.).  

No initial signup was required for the online survey, thus to prevent the same 

respondents completing the survey more than once, the following strategies were 

applied:  
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(1) Message at the invitation page to request the invitee to only fill the survey once 

and to disregard the invitation if they received it more than once.  

(2) One unique computer can only complete the online survey once. 

In terms of stakeholder classification, as described in Chapter 5, the respondents were 

asked to choose from which group or stream that best describe themselves, either: (1) 

disaster risk reduction – DRR, (2) climate change adaptation – CCA, or (3) both DRR 

and CCA (here defined as Developmental Group).  

The Development stream contributed the most survey respondents (97 respondents or 

43.9%), followed by DRR (69 respondents or 31.2%) and CCA (55 respondents or 

24.9%).  

Table 6-1 shows that the background institution of the respondents was dominated by 

the government sector (75 respondents or 33.9%) 

Table 6-1 Background institution of respondents 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid Government 75 33.9 

NGO 42 19.0 

Private sector 30 13.6 

University / research institute 28 12.7 

Red Cross Red Crescent  25 11.3 

International organization 13 5.9 

Community members 8 3.6 

Total 221 100.0 

 

The questionnaire was designed to address the research focus question: What are the 

views of DRR and CCA groups with regard to urban community resilience and urban 

community resilience building in Jakarta?  

To address this focus question, the main questions in the questionnaire  (generated from 

the literature review in Chapter 2) included:  

a. What are the key characteristics of urban community resilience to flood risks 

in Jakarta according to each group?  

b. What are the key barriers to the process of urban community resilience 

building in Jakarta according to each group? 
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c. What are the priority aspects for urban community resilience building in 

Jakarta according to each group?  

d. What are the priority strategies to build urban community resilience in 

Jakarta according to each group?   

6.3 Characteristics of a flood resilient community in Jakarta 

As presented earlier in Chapter 2, the key features or characteristics of urban 

community resilience to flooding are specific to each setting. To understand the view of 

each group on these characteristics, the respondents were asked to identify the most 

important character of urban flood resilience in Jakarta.  

The options given on key features or characteristics of a flood resilient community in 

Jakarta included: (1) a community that is aware of flood risks; (2) a community that has 

ability to project floods; (3) a community that has ability to do flood respond; (4) a 

community that has technical ability to tackle the impacts of flood; (5) a community 

that has ability to do recovery; (6) a community that is willing and has ability to learn 

from the previous floods; (7) a community that has financial capacity to cope with the 

impacts; (8) a community that has the capacity to prevent flood related diseases; (9) a 

community that its members have sustainable livelihoods; (10) a community that has an 

early warning system and the ability to do early action; (11) a community that has a 

protection (such as flood wall) to preserve their properties from flooding; (12) a 

community where its members have a strong community value, social sensitivity, 

community networks and a wider supportive environment. 

The survey asked respondents to pick their 3 most preferred characteristics of a flood 

resilient community amongst the 12 provided statement options and to put them in 

priority order (first, second, and third most preferred characteristics). 

Figure 6-1 presents a combined response (across all groups). It is clear from this figure 

that the majority of respondents believed that “a community that is aware of flood risks” 

is the most important characteristic of a flood resilient community in Jakarta (72.8% 

chose this first). This was then followed by “a community that has capacity to respond 

(46.1%) and “a community that has ability to recover” (40.7%)  
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Figure 6-1 Combined response of respondents views on characteristics of a flood 

resilient community in a Jakarta context 

 

These findings are consistent with Akmalah and Grigg (2011) who argued that lack of 

community awareness on flood risks has made Jakarta more vulnerable to flooding. 

They argued that community awareness should be the first priority to enhance the 

resilience level of Jakarta to urban flooding. In addition to this, Valdés, Amaratunga, 

and Haigh (2013) also commented that awareness is the key to make cities resilient. 

Further, they argued that one of the focus areas of the second phase of My City is 

Getting Ready program (2013-2015) is to “know more and commit” which means to 

foster awareness and advocacy among local governments. 

This research also examined the views by the key groupings.  Table 6-3 shows that  all 

groups shared the same view about the first most important characteristic of flood 

resilient community in Jakarta, that is “a community that is aware to flood risks” 

(62.3% for DRR; 54,5% for CCA, and 45.4% for developmental stream).  

As for the second most important characteristic of a flood resilient community, each 

group had a differing view. The DRR group indicated that the second most important 

characteristic is “a community that has ability to recover” (10.1%). This finding is 

consistent with the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning document that stated that a 
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recovery process in the aftermath of disaster event has to fully involve the affected 

community members   (BPBD Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2013b).  

Table 6-2 Characteristic of community resilience to flood risks according to each group 

Group/Stream       Frequency Percent 

DRR Community is aware 43 62.3 

Able to project future floods 2 2.9 

Has capacity to respond floods 6 8.7 

Has technical ability and innovation  4 5.8 

Able to recover 7 10.1 

Able to learn from the previous floods 2 2.9 

Has early warning and early action 1 1.4 

Has strong community value 4 5.8 

Total 69 100.0 

CCA Community is aware 30 54.5 

Able to project future floods 4 7.3 

Has capacity to respond floods 3 5.5 

have technical ability and 

innovation  
5 9.1 

Able to recover 3 5.5 

Able to learn from the previous floods 1 1.8 

Has sustainable livelihoods 1 1.8 

Has early warning and early action 3 5.5 

Has flood wall / protection 1 1.8 

Has strong community value 4 7.3 

Total 55 100.0 

Developmental Community is aware 44 45.4 

Able to project future floods 4 4.1 

Has capacity to respond floods 14 14.4 

have technical ability and innovation  4 4.1 

Able to recover 4 4.1 

Able to learn from the previous floods 6 6.2 

Has  financial capacity to cope with 

the impacts 
3 3.1 

Has capacity to prevent flood related 

diseases 
1 1.0 

Has sustainable livelihoods 2 2.1 

Has early warning and early action 6 6.2 

Has strong community value 9 9.3 

Total 97 100.0 

 

On the other hand, the CCA group viewed “a community that has technical ability and 

innovation” as the second most important character of a flood resilient 

community(9.1%). This finding is consistent with Amaratunga et al. (2009) who argued 

that innovation and knowledge is necessary to attain improved resilience to floods. 

Further Adger et al. (2005) observed that effective innovative actions within the 

community can lead to a successful adaptation to flood risks.  
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As for the third most important characteristic of flood resilience, the DRR group voted 

“a community that has capacity to respond floods” (8.7%). This finding is coherent with 

the National Strategic Planning for Disaster Management that stated that capacity of 

community member and local government to respond to disaster event is  key to 

increasing disaster resilience (BNPB, 2010). The CCA and the Developmental Group 

shared the same view for the third one that is “a community that has a strong 

community value”. Community value, in Indonesian context, is closely related to the 

spirit of gotong royong. Bowen (1986) believed that gotong royong or mutual assistance 

is the basis to build a society in Indonesia. Further, Kusumasari and Alam (2012) 

showed the case in Jogjakarta City where community value – local wisdom – sped up 

the disaster recovery process.    

6.4 Key barriers to urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta 

Chapter 3 has described the different areas of jurisdiction for DRR and CCA and 

highlighted how they might perceive barriers to urban community resilience to flood 

risks differently.  

Drawing on the literature review (Chapter 2), the survey questionnaire listed 9 

statements of barriers requiring respondents to identify which one they thought most 

relevant to the situation in Jakarta. These barrier statements included: (1) lack of 

financial capacity, (2) lack of technological capacity, (3) difficulties to change 

communities’ behaviour, (4) lack of coordination of related institutions, (5) lack of 

leadership of government, (6) unclear roles and responsibilities, (7) lack of information 

about who is doing what, where and how, (8) lack of social sensitivity, and (9) lack of 

community involvement.  

Consistent with the previous section, respondents were asked to choose three most 

influential barriers to urban community resilience building in Jakarta.  

The results of combined responses provided in Figure 6-2, show that the majority of 

respondents believed that “difficulties to change community behaviour” as the most 

influential barrier. In relation to this, Steinberg (2007) argued that inappropriate waste 

dumping by riverbank settlers not only increases flood risks but also created many other 

environmental problems and sustainability. Further, Sinaulan, Hanani, Tyasmoro, and 

Nugroho (2013) reported that the carrying capacity of the Ciliwung river (one of the 
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major rivers in Jakarta) has declined due to economic activities by the people around the 

river.  

Figure 6-2 Combined responses on perceived barriers to urban community resilience 

building in Jakarta 

 

The second and the third most influential barriers identified were “lack of coordination 

of related institution” and “high dependency of the community members to government 

relief aid”, 45% and 44% respectively. In relation to this, Simanjuntak, Frantzeskakib, 

Enserinka, and Ravesteijnc (2012) observed that lack of coordination between province 

and districts has caused significant delay in flood risk management activities. Further, 

Tanner et al. (2009) also found issues related to poor coordination between departments 

and agencies to address climate related risks in ten Asian cities (Bangkok, Chennai, 

Chittagong, Cochin, Dalian, Da Nang, Hangzhou, Ho Chi Minh City, Ningbo, and 

Surat). 

As for the issue relating to high dependency of community members to external support 

during disaster, Dodman, Mitlin, and Co (2010) observed the same problem in the 

Philippines. They reported that the Government of the Philippines needed to focus much 

effort to remove the passive dependency mentality from its community through a 

number of community-driven responses to climate change activities.  
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Further, as can be seen in Table 6-3, the top three responses from each group were 

examined, suggesting that the DRR, CCA, and developmental streams have some 

commonalities in terms of perceived barriers to urban community resilience building in 

Jakarta. Difficulties in improving behaviour of community members relating to 

dumping waste was the most voted barrier for all 3 groups DRR: 37.7%, CCA:43.6%, 

and Development:39.2%. The shaded areas in Table 6-3 indicate the common perceived 

barriers between groups.   
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Table 6-3 Perceived barriers to urban community resilience building in Jakarta 

Group Frequency Percent 

DRR Lack of financial capacity 4 5.8 

Lack of technological capacity 4 5.8 

Difficulties to change community 

behaviour of dumping waste to the river 
26 37.7 

Lack of coordination of related institution 9 13.0 

Lack of leadership of government 11 15.9 

Lack of information about "who is doing 

what, where, and how" 
3 4.3 

Lack of social sensitivity 4 5.8 

Lack of community involvement 2 2.9 

High dependency of the community 

members to government relief during 

annual flood 

6 8.7 

Total 69 100.0 

CCA Lack of financial capacity 1 1.8 

Difficulties to change community 

behaviour of dumping waste to the river 
24 43.6 

Lack of coordination of related institution 3 5.5 

Lack of leadership of government 5 9.1 

Unclear roles and responsibilities within 

the stakeholders 
12 21.8 

Lack of information about "who is doing 

what, where, and how" 
1 1.8 

Lack of social sensitivity 2 3.6 

Lack of community involvement 1 1.8 

High dependency of the community 

members to government relief during 

annual flood 

6 10.9 

Total 55 100.0 

Developmental Lack of financial capacity 6 6.2 

Difficulties to change community 

behaviour of dumping waste to the river 
38 39.2 

Lack of coordination of related institution 8 8.2 

Lack of leadership of government 17 17.5 

Lack of information about "who is doing 

what, where, and how" 
2 2.1 

Lack of social sensitivity 8 8.2 

Lack of community involvement 2 2.1 

High dependency of the community 

members to government relief during 

annual flood 

16 16.5 

Total 97 100.0 

 

The DRR and Developmental group voted “lack of leadership” as the second most 

influential barrier to urban community resilience building to flood risks in Jakarta with 

percentages of 15.9% and 17.5%, respectively. On the other hand, the CCA Group 

voted “unclear roles and responsibilities within the stakeholders” as the second highest 

(21.8%). Interestingly, all three groups considered “high dependency of the community 
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members to government relief during annual flood” as their third most influential 

barrier with percentages of 8.7% (DRR), 10.9% (CCA), and 16.5% (Developmental).  

6.5 Priority aspects of urban community resilience building to floods in Jakarta 

As described earlier in Chapter 2, the literature has identified six different aspects of 

building urban community resilience to floods. They include: human, technical, 

financial, natural, social, and institutional or political aspects. Included in human 

aspects are knowledge, education, public health preparedness, community skills, and 

community awareness. Technical or physical aspects include technology to reduce loss 

and damage, proper and sufficient physical infrastructure development to limit the risks, 

proper and adequate basic facilities to support the quality of life and equipment to 

respond to disaster events. The financial aspect refers to issues such as disaster 

insurance, access to soft loans, and household savings. Social related activities include 

linking communities, building trust between community members (bonding), building 

norms and values, strengthening networks between communities (bridging), and 

enhancing social sensitivity. The natural aspects relate to improving environmental 

conditions, improving resources stocks, and improving the quality of land and water. 

Last but not least, the political or institutional aspect of resilience building included 

activities such as enhancing risk governance and management, strengthening 

collaboration and multi-stakeholders partnership, building capacity of local institution, 

strengthening management of volunteers, and enhancing informal leadership within the 

community (e.g. mosques and churches) 

It is important to note that all of these aspects are important to build urban community 

resilience, however as suggested by Mayunga (2007) one particular aspect might need 

to be more prioritized due to limited resources.  

The respondents were asked to prioritize (1 being highest to 5 being lowest) each 

aspect. Combined responses of all groups showed that human aspect is considered the 

first priority aspect to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. This 

was then followed by – in order – social, institutional, technical, financial, and natural 

aspects.  The findings, again, indicate the need to strengthen the human aspect as a 

fundamental requirement to build urban community resilience. This finding is consistent 

with Walker, Holling, Carpenter, and Kinzig (2004) who argued that the collective 

capacity of humans in the system to manage resilience is crucial.  
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Table 6-4 Mean score (combined results of respondents) on priority aspects for building 

flood resilient community  

 

 

Human 

aspect  

Technical 

aspect  

Financial 

aspect  

Natural 

aspect  

Social 

aspect  

Institutional 

aspect 

DRR 1.10 1.83 1.99 2.12 1.54 1.64 

CCA 1.15 1.64 1.95 1.95 1.44 1.36 

Developmental 1.08 1.64 1.90 1.93 1.82 1.92 

 

As for each individual group, Table 6-4 (see the shaded areas) shows that each  group 

shared the same view about the first most important aspect for urban community 

resilience building, that is, human aspect. The DRR group considered the social aspect 

second, followed by institutional, technical, financial, and natural aspect.  

In contrast, the CCA group considered the institutional or political aspect as their 

second most important followed by social, technical, financial, and natural aspect. On 

the other hand, the Developmental group believed that the second most important aspect 

for building resilience is the technical aspect. This was then followed by social, 

institutional, financial, and natural aspects.  

6.6 Priority strategies to build urban community resilience to flood risks in 

Jakarta 

As described in Chapter 2, there are many practical strategy options to build urban 

community resilience. Similar to the previous section, a mean for each option was 

calculated to identify the rankings of strategies to build urban community resilience 

according to each stakeholder group (Table 6-5).  

As proposed by the literature, each group was expected to have a different view about 

prioritizing the options provided in the questionnaire. However, the findings show that 

all 3 groups surveyed have some distinct commonalities in terms of perception of 

prioritizing strategies to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. 

The shaded areas in Table 6-5 identify the 5 most important strategies considered by 

each stakeholder group. The DRR, CCA, and Developmental groups all shared their 

first and second most important strategies, “awareness raising” and “river cleaning 

program”. This finding relates to the finding in Section 6.3 where the most important 
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characteristic of urban community resilience identified by all 3 stakeholder groups was 

“a community that is aware of flood risks”.  

Table 6-5 Priority strategy to build urban community resilience 

Group DRR CCA Developmental  

Awareness raising 1.06 1.11 1.07 

Dissemination of information about the risks of flooding 1.42 1.40 1.49 

Personal hygiene and sanitation promotion 1.38 1.45 1.42 

Emergency response training at community level  1.43 1.56 1.46 

Community skills development program 1.61 1.73 1.78 

House adjustment 2.38 2.38 2.55 

River dredging 1.57 1.36 1.41 

Improve drainage system 1.32 1.18 1.23 

Relocation of people 1.57 1.24 1.45 

Build protection wall 1.99 1.93 2.14 

Increase number of rubber boat 2.22 2.22 2.34 

Improve waste management system 1.65 1.25 1.44 

Land use regulation  1.42 1.20 1.32 

Deep tunnel  2.07 2.08 1.96 

 Community saving program 1.74 1.75 1.96 

Micro-finance program 2.29 1.91 2.21 

Disaster insurance 1.77 1.85 1.71 

Soft loan program 2.46 2.38 2.45 

Alternative funding scheme for small scale disaster mitigation 1.70 1.82 1.81 

Improve collaboration and partnership 1.20 1.27 1.31 

Ensure readiness of stocks 1.68 1.78 1.79 

Increase accountability and transparency of flood management  1.52 1.51 1.56 

Contingency plan at community level 1.30 1.45 1.49 

Regulation enforcement 1.28 1.29 1.18 

More frequent disaster emergency and drills  1.51 1.82 1.54 

River cleaning program 1.17 1.09 1.08 

Hygienic environment 1.58 1.31 1.55 

Flood water retention 1.43 1.29 1.24 

Plant trees 1.48 1.27 1.30 

Improvement of drinking water accessibility 1.49 1.45 1.58 

Enhance community participation 1.33 1.38 1.28 

Community members bonding activities 1.55 1.64 1.47 

Enhance community and dialogue between key stakeholders 1.61 1.51 1.45 

Enhance social capital within the community members  1.56 1.50 1.50 

 

Further, the DRR group, similar to the Developmental group, considered “improve 

collaboration and partnership” as the third most important strategy.  In relation to this, 

Chapter 4 has presented the importance of collaboration and partnership to deal with 

complex issues like urban flooding. The findings are similar to what 

Raungratanaamporn et al. (2014) have investigated in Thailand. They argued that a 

collaboration mechanism – particularly between government and communities – is a 

key point for flood risk management  
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6.7 Conclusion  

This chapter has presented the findings of the survey that aimed to understand the views  

of DRR, CCA and development practitioners, policy makers and researchers towards 

urban community resilience to flood risks in the context of Jakarta. The findings 

showed that there were lots of commonalities between all 3 stakeholder groups in 

relation to perspectives about the important characteristics of urban community 

resilience, the key barriers to urban community resilience building, the priority aspects 

of urban resilience building, and the priority strategies to build urban community 

resilience to flood risks in Jakarta.  

These commonalities suggest that all 3 stakeholder groups working towards improving 

resilience of the Jakarta community share common understandings about the 

contributing problems, barriers, priority areas for investment and types of actions. 

Having established this is important for better understanding the effectiveness of 

collaborative works between the different stakeholder groups. The next chapter will 

present findings in regards to the opportunities for collaborative work between DRR 

and CCA groups in Jakarta to build urban community resilience to flood risks and the 

necessary requirements for such collaborative work to be successful.   
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CHAPTER 7 OPPORTUNITIES FOR COLLABORATIVE WORKS BETWEEN 

DISASTER RISK REDUCTION AND CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION 

7.1 Introduction  

Chapter 2 discussed how the climate change phenomenon can cause environmental 

degradation and disruptions to livelihood patterns. In response to this, the Indonesian 

National Adaptation Planning document recommends that adaptation planning at the 

local level should target three “pillars”: ecosystem resilience; economic resilience; and 

livelihood resilience (Bappenas, Ministry of Environment, National Council on Climate 

Change, & Meteorological Climatological and Geophysical Agency, 2013). Further to 

this, Chapter 2 also provided the reasons why building resilience requires both disaster 

risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA). 

As discussed earlier in Chapter 3, disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change 

adaptation (CCA) are not specific sectors on their own, like agriculture, health, public 

works or other sectors. They both have developmental agendas with an “additional 

flavour” of disaster and climate change issues.  

In the context of the Jakarta Special Capital Territory, the Jakarta Disaster Management 

Agency (Badan Penanggulangan Bencana Daerah - BPBD), according to PERGUB No 

26/2011, is the lead agency for disaster management related actions which include DRR 

planning in Jakarta. Although without a policy umbrella, the Jakarta Environmental 

Management Agency (Badan Pengelolaan Lingkungan Hidup Daerah - BPLHD) leads 

the process of CCA planning in Jakarta 

In Jakarta, the governance mechanism of DRR and CCA is still fragmented. In relation 

to this, Shaw, Pulhin, and Pereira (2010, p. 7) commented that “vulnerable communities 

do not feel the impact of climate change or natural disaster sectorally, but it hits them as 

a combined whole with devastating effects” (R. Shaw, Pulhin, & Pereira, 2010, p. 7). 

Identification of potential entry points for DRR-CCA partnership is necessary to harness 

the synergies between the two approaches. This chapter will address the opportunities 

for collaborative work to harness these synergies. 

Prior to identification and discussion of entry points, Section 7.2 reviews the existing 

governance for DRR and CCA and the challenges they face in Jakarta. Section 7.3 

reviews a number of key strategic policy umbrellas for the implementation of 
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development agendas for the current provincial government in Jakarta to determine 

potential entry points for DRR and CCA in Jakarta from a policy perspective.  

7.2 Existing facilitation mechanism and gaps for collaboration in Jakarta, 

Indonesia 

It is important to acknowledge that there have been significant achievements for DRR 

and CCA in Indonesia and in particularly in Jakarta City. The following sections 

presents the existing DRR-CCA facilitation mechanism and gaps at the national and 

Jakarta level.  

7.2.1 National context 

In Indonesia, there are numerous initiatives that promote collaboration between DRR 

and CCA. As can be seen in Table 7-1, DRR-CCA collaboration in the context of 

Indonesia were  related to resilience building towards climate related hazards. From this 

table we can also see that most of the projects were aimed at developing the capacity of 

local government and enabling the community members to be more resilient to climate 

related hazards. In addition to this, it is clear from this table that most of the DRR-CCA 

collaboration initiatives were ad hoc or project-based initiatives and funded by 

international sources. 

Program Api Perubahan (DRR and CCA Program), for example, funded by 

MercyCorps and USAID, was conducted in various places (including in West Jakarta 

District) to strengthen the capacity of key stakeholders, in particular the local 

government units, and the capacity of the general public to adapt to climate-related 

disasters. BPLHD and BPBD, as the key stakeholders in the project setting, were fully 

involved in program implementation not only to increase a sense of ownership of the 

project but also for knowledge and experience transfer so that if the project was 

successful the key government unit could replicate the project in different settings 

(USAID, MercyCorps, & MPBI, 2011)  
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Table 7-1 Existing DRR-CCA collaboration project in Indonesia 

Project title Donor Location Period Implementing 

agency 

Beneficiaries 

SIDIK GoI  National  - Ministry of 

Environment and 

Forestry  

Relevant key 

agencies (BNPB, 

Bappenas) 

Strategic planning 

and action to 

strengthen climate 

resilience of rural 

communities 

(SPARC) 

UNDP East Nusa 

Tenggara 

(NTT) 

Province 

2012-2016 Ministry of 

Environment and 

Local Government 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members  

Integrated 

Climate-induced 

Disaster Risk 

Management and 

Urban Climate 

Risk Management  

UNDP (SCDRR 

Phase II) 

East Nusa 

Tenggara, 

Cities of 

Kendari, 

Kupang, and 

Makassar 

2013-2015 BNPB and local 

government 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Making child 

friendly resilience 

city  

UNICEF Surabaya 

City  

2014-2015 DNPI, local 

government, World 

Vision Indonesia, 

and ITS 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Consortium 

Partner for 

Resilience  

Wetland 

International 

East Nusa 

Tenggara 

2012-2015 Indonesian Red 

Cross, Care 

International 

Indonesia 

Villagers in 30 

village in NTT 

Program Api 

Perubahan (DRR 

and CCA 

Program) 

MercyCorps and 

USAID 

Lampung, 

Maluku, 

West 

Sumatera, 

Jakarta, and 

Central Java 

Provinces  

2010-2015 BNPB and BPLHD Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

The Asian Cities 

Climate Change 

Resilience 

Network 

(ACCCRN) 

MercyCoprs Palembang, 

Tarakan, 

Blitar, 

Cirebon, 

Probolinggo, 

Pekalongan, 

and 

Semarang 

Cities 

2009-2014 DNPI and local 

government  

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Indonesia Forest 

and Climate 

Support (IFACS) 

USAID Papua, Aceh 

and 

Kalimantan 

2012-2015 WWF, URS, YIPD, 

FIELD 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Indonesia Marina 

and Climate 

Support (IFACS) 

USAID Papua, Aceh, 

Kalimantan  

2012-2014 Ministry of Fishery  Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Development of 

life-skill DRR and 

CCA 

Indonesian Red 

Cross 

Bandung and 

Jakarta 

2013 Canadian Red 

Cross, Belgian Red 

Crescent, and IFRC 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Community flood 

resilience 

program  

IFRC and Zurich  

  

Jakarta  2013-2017 Indonesian Red 

Cross 

Local government 

agencies and 

community 

members 

Adapted from Kementrian Lingkungan Hidup dan Kehutanan, Pemda Propinsi NTT, 

IPB, and UNDP (2015) 
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7.2.2 Jakarta context  

In seeking to understand the significant progress made in DRR and CCA in Jakarta, this 

study reviewed some key documents in Jakarta (Table 7-2).  

Table 7-2 Analysis of relevant planning documents  

No Relevant planning document Type  Stream  References  

1 PERDA No 1 / 2012 on Jakarta 

Spatial Planning 2030 

 

Provincial 

Government 

Regulation 

Developmental (both 

DRR and CCA) 

(Government of 

Jakarta Province, 

2012a) 

2 PERDA No 6 / 2012 on Jakarta 

Long-term Development Planning 

(RPJPD) 2005-2025 

 

Provincial 

Government 

Regulation 

Developmental (both 

DRR and CCA) 

(Government of 

Jakarta Province, 

2012b) 

3 PERDA No 2 / 2013 on Jakarta 

Medium-term Development 

Planning 2013-2017 

 

Provincial 

Government 

Regulation 

Developmental (both 

DRR and CCA) 

(Bappeda DKI 

Jakarta, 2013b) 

4 PERGUB No 47 /2013 on Jakarta 

Annual Planning 2014 

Governor 

regulation 

Developmental (both 

DRR and CCA) 

(Government of 

Jakarta Province, 

2014a) 

5 Disaster management planning 

for DKI Jakarta Province 2012-

2017 

 

Policy guideline DRR (BPBD Provinsi 

DKI Jakarta, 

2013b) 

6 Climate change adaptation 

planning document for DKI 

Jakarta Province (unpublished 

document) 2012-2017 

 

Policy guideline CCA (BPLHD DKI 

Jakarta Province, 

2013) 

7 Contingency planning at 

kelurahan (suburb) level in 

Jakarta (unpublished document).  

 

Policy guideline DRR (BNPB, 2011a) 

 

According to the Spatial Management Act No 26 / 2007, Spatial Planning or Rencana 

Tata Ruang Wilayah (RTRW) is a policy direction for development processes that have 

spatial implications. RTRW covers components like zoning regulation, land use 

planning, and strategic issues within the region that require spatial planning 

(Government of Jakarta Province, 2012a). 

The National Development Planning System Act No 24 / 2004 and Regional Autonomy 

Act No 32 / 2004 defined the regional long-term development planning strategic or 

RPJPD as the 20-year planning strategy that consists of vision and mission statements 

of the provincial government as they refer to national long-term development planning 

(Government of Jakarta Province, 2012b). RPJMD is a 5-year planning strategy that 
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spells out the provincial government’s vision and mission statements and the Head of 

Province’s program planning. The contents of RPJMD include financial directions, 

regional development strategies, analysis of strategic issues and general policy guidance 

for each of the government units or Satuan Perangkat Kerja Daerah – SKPD (Bappeda 

DKI Jakarta, 2013b). Lastly, RKPD is a 1-year planning strategy/document that serves 

as the yearly breakdown of the RPJMD. The RKPD covers the regional economic 

framework, the details of program priorities with reference to the longer term 

development planning, and the budgeting mechanism (Government of Jakarta Province, 

2014b). 

From the interviews and review of key documents (Table 7-2), this study identified 4 

significant achievements for DRR and CCA governance in Jakarta. They include: 

1) Mainstreaming DRR and CCA into regional planning documents,  

2) Development of  specific DRR and CCA planning documents for Jakarta, 

3) Enhancement of community capacity through community contingency plans at 

the suburb level,  

4) Establishment of a DRR and CCA forum in Jakarta, and 

5) Development of commons disaster and climate vulnerability mapping methods. 

The following sections elaborate each of these achievements. Relevant quotes from the 

in-depth interviews will be provided to illustrate key points or concepts. 

7.2.2.1 Mainstreaming DRR and CCA into regional planning documents 

As discussed in Chapter 3, disaster risk reduction has been seen as an integral part of the 

development planning agenda. The Disaster Management Act No 24/2007, Chapter 2, 

Article 6.a states that: 

 “The government has the responsibility to conduct disaster management that covers: 

reducing disaster risks and integration of disaster risk reduction approach into 

developmental program”  

In the context of Jakarta, there has been growing attention to climate change issues and 

increased disaster risks in key policy documents. The older spatial planning strategy 

(PERDA DKI Jakarta No 6 / 1999) released in 1999 did not make any explicit mention 

of disaster risks or climate change but in the Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030 policy 

released in 2012, the Governor of Jakarta clearly stated Jakarta’s commitment to 

address the issues of increasing risks of disaster and impacts of climate change.  
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“… in the meantime, Jakarta has to consider the challenge of global climate change that 

will make the capital city even more vulnerable to disaster risks, particularly coastal 

flooding, which has to be addressed with serious action…” (Government of Jakarta 

Province, 2012, p. iii).  

To some extent, the Jakarta Government has been quite successful in incorporating the 

issues of disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation into their strategic 

planning documents. There have also been several new key policies related to the 

governance of DRR and CCA including the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning 

2013-2017 and the Jakarta Adaptation Planning 2013-2017. 

A key informant who works for the planning agency reflects this mainstreaming 

approach being taken:  

 “Disaster risk reduction is not an option for government. The government has to make 

sure that disaster risk reduction approach is integrated into their development planning 

agenda” (INS-01) 

This is further reinforced through the clear statement made through one of the 

objectives of the Jakarta Spatial Planning document (Rencana Tata Ruang Wilayah – 

RTRW) 2030 which is to reduce disaster risks (Chapter 4, Article 5.h). A key person 

from a financial institution reflected that: 

 “Back then, we only saw DRR from a narrow perspective, that is, as a project. A sole 

project that is funded by some source of funding and is separated from our business as 

usual. But now we see DRR as our business as usual. Meaning that we have to put DRR as 

the soul of our every day basis planning or activities” (INS-08) 

In addition to this, a key stakeholder for environmental management in Jakarta believed 

that urban development is believed to be a key solution for DRR, and that poor urban 

planning can also trigger disaster.      

 “In Jakarta, space is very limited. Basically, any sort of urban development will end up 

either adding more risks to a disaster or reducing the risks. I would say there is no 100% 

neutral. It must be adding or reducing disaster risks” (INS-06) 

Further, a key person who works for an international humanitarian aid agency in Jakarta 

mentioned that:  

“For a disaster manager, the cyclic of life has three stages: before disaster, during 

disaster, and after disaster - which is literally before another disaster. Disaster risk 

reduction approach should be applied in all of these stages.” (INS-12) 

Therefore one of the key DRR actions, as mentioned in the Government Regulation 

(PP) No 21/2008 is to understand and monitor disaster risks.  

 “Some areas in Jakarta are having more exposures to disaster risks. In North Jakarta, for 

example, the burial ceremony has to be done in a quicker way; otherwise there will be 
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some water puddle inside the grave hole. This is because the area is lower than the sea 

level. For this type of area, we classified them as disaster prone areas. We have to be more 

careful when planning development to disaster prone areas and make sure the DRR 

approach is applied” (INS-05) 

As stated in Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030, to ensure that urban development in a 

disaster prone area is not adding more vulnerability to that specific area, the 

development has to follow eight principles:  

(1) Reducing disaster risks related to sea-water intrusion, flooding, urban fire, and 

terrorist attacks;  

(2) Land use planning according to area characteristics and types of disaster hazard; 

(3) Reducing disaster risks through disaster evacuation areas and routes particularly 

in the densely populated areas and urban centres; 

(4) Development of green space areas and public facilities in less densely populated 

areas; 

(5) Implementation of technical engineering measures and provision of 

infrastructure to anticipate future disasters; 

(6) Development of an early warning system; 

(7) Restriction of soil water extraction in areas that are vulnerable to land 

subsidence; and  

(8) Development of disaster management planning for each specific area. 

(Government of Jakarta Province, 2012a, p. 37) 

Despite this substantial achievement in mainstreaming DRR and CCA into planning 

documents, some challenges have also been identified. As stated by a few key 

informants, a challenge for relevant agencies in improving planning for disaster risk 

reduction is the difficulty in providing requested tangible or quantifiable outcomes of 

the actions. One example relates to behaviour change, which can take a long time and is 

not easily quantified. As stated by a government unit for disaster risk reduction:  

 “Disaster risk reduction involves changing people’s behaviour and building culture of 

safety within the society, it is of course difficult to calculate the exact socio-economic 

benefit of it” (INS-02) 

And this from a key respondent for climate change adaptation program planning in 

Jakarta: 

 “The Ministry of Finance always ask us regarding the way to evaluate the effectiveness of 

climate change adaptation program in Jakarta. It is easy to calculate the structural 

measures, like building bridge or so, but calculating non-structural adaptation measures is 

not an easy thing and it is also a long term process” (INS-06) 
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Informant responses suggest that both DRR and CCA groups in Jakarta are facing the 

same issue: the difficulties in measuring socio-economic outcomes for effective 

adaptation and risk reduction programs. Flood mitigation financing schemes always 

need verifiable indicators to measure the effectiveness of the program or project 

(Waluyadi, Jayadi, & Legono, 2007) . In relation to this, a key respondent for a 

financing institution in Jakarta stated that:  

 “There is always a debate during the process of project design regarding the socio-

economic outcomes of effective adaptation and risk reduction. In the end of the day, this is 

also a question for socio-economic of resilience building program” (INS-08) 

In relation to this, the interviewees also argued that in relation to this issue, policy 

makers tend to simplify and quantify the indicators of adaptation and risk reduction 

program.  As an example, this study found that within the planning documents for 

Jakarta Provincial Government in 2015 it is stated that: 

“The outcomes of enhancing the capacity of provincial government to manage and reduce 

risks of disaster and of enhancing the capacity of community to reduce disaster risks are an 

increase in the number of Taruna Siaga Bencana (Disaster Preparedness Personnel) 

from 1.863 to 2.798 personnel, and an increase in the number of disaster community 

based organization from 5 to 30 organizations”(the Jakarta RKPD 2015)” 

7.2.2.2 Development of specific DRR and CCA planning documents for Jakarta, 

Although the documents are not yet in an ideal format, such as including appropriate 

scaling for theme maps and comprehensive vulnerability data at sub-district levels, 

Jakarta city has already developed specific DRR and CCA planning documents.  At the 

time of data collection for this research, both the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning 

and the Jakarta Adaptation Planning were still in final draft version (not yet published). 

Table 7-2 shows the key features of both planning documents.  

Several key stakeholders for both adaptation and disaster risk reduction in Jakarta 

acknowledge the documents’ limitations but argue for their value: 

“This document is an exercise for us to learn how to measure the index of vulnerability to 

climate risks in Jakarta. This is a living document and not yet an ideal document that 

include all aspects of vulnerability. But at least we have started something” (INS-06) 

“This planning document serves as a guiding policy for all government units at local level 

to reduce risks of disaster from whatever they can start with. Thus for instance the 

Education Division unit plans to incorporate knowledge about disaster risks into the school 

curriculum” (INS-01)  

At a provincial level, the Governor Regulation (PERGUB) No 26 / 2011 provides the 

important institutional arrangements with legal, regulatory, and organizational 

frameworks for disaster management in Jakarta Province. PERGUB No 26/2011 
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regulates disaster management governance and provides a mandate to the Provincial 

Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) to lead the coordination of the disaster 

management process in Jakarta (Governor of Special Capital Territory of Jakarta, 2011).  

In the near future, the Jakarta Government will also have a provincial regulation 

(PERDA) for disaster management. PERDA is higher in terms of the legislative power 

hierarchy than PERGUB: 

 “The Provincial regulation (PERDA) on Disaster Management for Jakarta Province has 

been drafted. We have sent the draft to a number of experts and relevant stakeholders to get 

their feedback. Later, this PERDA will be the policy umbrella for disaster management 

strategies including disaster risk reduction measures for Jakarta Province. So currently at 

provincial level, we only have this PERGUB No 26 as the policy umbrella” (INS-02) 

The Jakarta DM Planning document lays out priority actions for disaster management 

including DRR in Jakarta. The Jakarta DM Plan was developed: 

1. To ensure disaster management is integrated into the planning process, 

2. To enhance cross-collaboration between different sectors for disaster 

management, 

3. To be the foundation of partnership actions within disaster management efforts, 

and  

4. To protect the people of Jakarta from disaster threats (BPBD Provinsi DKI 

Jakarta, 2013b): 

 

While this policy applies a multi-hazard approach, it focuses on the two most common 

climate-related risks: flooding and dengue. As mentioned in the policy, to deal with 

both flooding and dengue, a multi sectoral approach is required including sectors like 

energy, health, infrastructure, housing and settlements, and environmental services 

(BPLHD DKI Jakarta Province, 2013). 
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Table 7-3 Summary of key features of the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning and 

the Jakarta Adaptation Planning 

The Jakarta Disaster Management Planning 2013-

2017 

Key 

features 

The Jakarta Adaptation Planning Document 

2013-2017 

Jakarta Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) Lead 

institution 

The Jakarta Environmental Management Agency 

(BPLHD) 

1. Descriptions of Jakarta region and historical and 

trend of disasters  

2. Disaster risk assessment 

3. Disaster management policies 

4. Disaster management actions (distribution of 

roles and responsibilities) 

5. Reporting, monitoring, and evaluation of disaster 

management 

Contents 1. Climate change: history and projection into the 

future 

2. Climate change vulnerability and risks 

assessment 

3. Program and actions for mitigation and 

adaptation  

4. Institutional mechanism and implementation of 

adaptation measures 

1. As a policy guidance for all relevant stakeholders 

towards an integrated disaster risk management.  

2. As a basis for synergizing disaster management 

planning across jurisdiction areas. 

Objectives 

of 

document 

As a policy guidance for relevant stakeholders at 

provincial level to assess risks and impacts of climate 

change and to support decision-making process of 

adaptation measures.  

Focus on multiple hazards include: 

Flooding, urban fire, epidemic and disease outbreaks, 

extreme tides and erosion, technological failure, 

social conflicts , extreme weather, and earthquake 

Focused 

hazards 

Focus on specific hazards: 

Flooding and dengue  

1. Strengthening, developing, and synchronizing 

regulation  

2. Building stakeholders’ capacity for disaster 

management 

3. Planning and implementing integrated disaster 

management 

Key 

strategies 

1. Energy security (sustainability of energy supply) 

2. Health (early warning system for climate related 

diseases and reduce of health risks due to climate 

change) 

3. Infrastructure (climate-proof infrastructure, 

consistency of land uses, transport system, and 

coastal resilience) 

4. Housing and settlements (climate resilient 

settlements) 

5. Support (comprehensive climate risk mapping, 

strengthening institutional capacity for disaster 

risk management, strengthening food/relief 

distribution mechanism, resource sharing, 

increasing knowledge and capacity of the 

community, enhance partnership) 

1. Multiple hazard assessment map 

2. Disaster loss assessment map  

3. Capacity assessment map 

4. Disaster risks map 

Thematic 

map for 

Jakarta 

1. Projection map for flooding  

2. Projection map for dengue 

3. Climate risk map (combination between flood 

and dengue) 

Mixed method (qualitative and quantitative) Mapping 

method 

Quantitative method 

In the process to become Governor Regulation 

(PERGUB) 

Status  In the process to become Governor Regulation 

(PERGUB) 

 National: Disaster Management Act (UU) No24/ 

2007 and Government Regulation (PP) No 

21/2008  

 Provincial: Governor Regulation (Pergub) No 

26/2011 

Policy 

umbrella 

Environmental Protection Act No 32/3007 (not 

specifically on adaptation) 

5 years Planning 

period 

5 years 
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7.2.2.3 Enhancement of community capacity through community contingency 

planning at the suburb level 

Community contingency planning for each suburb is a key process in enhancing 

community preparedness for potential impacts of disaster events. According to the 

BNPB (2011a) a community contingency plan should comprise:  

1) Data and information gathering and sharing, 

2) Distribution of roles and responsibilities between different sectors, 

3) Projection of the needs across sectors, 

4) Identification, inventory, preparation of resources per sector 

5) Decision making process based on agreement, and 

6) Commitment to renew and refresh contingency plans, including drills. 

 

At the time of writing, 50 suburbs, out of 267 in Jakarta, had developed their 

contingency plans. A key informant for disaster management mentioned that 

community contingency planning highlights the important role of community 

engagement in understanding information and resources at a community level 

“This disaster contingency planning (should) belong to the community in each particular 

suburb. The Government of Jakarta only facilitates the community to develop contingency 

planning. We provided them with the guidance, but most of the ideas inside the plan 

originated from the community members” (INS-02)  

A key informant from a community based organization further highlighted the function 

of contingency planning in enhancing the community’s sense of responsibility and 

ownership by community members for their local disaster response and preparedness 

action plans.  

“With contingency planning, we could understand the overall capacity that we have and 

that is available to be accessed during emergency. By having this information (capacity) we 

then can find the strategy on how we can enhance our coping capacity and threshold 

capacity. We as community members would feel more ownership by this community 

contingency planning approach” (INS-15) 

In relation to this particular initiative, some key informants mentioned that sometimes 

the way the national government handles flood relief and funding, disempowers the 

local community process and undermines its benefits, as individuals in communities 

then rely on national supplies (such as ready to eat meals, blankets, household basic 

necessities (such as cooking oil, rice, etc.)) rather than developing their own resilience. 
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This is particularly important for the group of communities that are regularly affected 

by flooding but are not willing to move to safer ground: 

  “I know that some affected people are gaining benefit because of flooding and they really 

expect a flood to occur every year. This kind of behaviour should be diminished in the 

future. The Disaster Agency should know when they can provide relief items when they 

have to wait so that the affected community can enhance their capacity to respond and not 

become over-reliant on relief support from outside” (INS-17) 

“We even have not even declared this flooding as a provincial level disaster, but the 

National team have arrived and distribute blankets and ready to eat meal to the people. 

This will hinder the process that we are currently undergoing that is to make people more 

resilient and more able to help themselves with their own resources” (INS-02).  

7.2.2.4 Establishment of a DRR-CCA forum in Jakarta 

As mentioned in Box 7-1, the discussion regarding the need for establishment of a 

DRR-CCA forum started in the aftermath of the 2013 flooding in Jakarta. Initially, the 

forum was meant only for DRR related discussions, thus was named the ‘DRR forum’. 

At the first stage of the initiation, the forum received limited attention from non-disaster 

groups.  However after several meetings, the stakeholders of the forum agreed to 

incorporate issues of climate change adaptation into the forum. Finally the name of the 

forum was changed to ‘DRR-CCA Forum Jakarta City’. 

 

Box 7-1 Historical timeline establishment of DRR-CCA Forum in Jakarta 

a) February 23
rd

 2013, in the aftermath of a major flooding in Jakarta, UN-OCHA and BPBD DKI 

Jakarta hosted a meeting attended by 169 practitioners from government institutions, non-

government organisations, and private companies. This meeting agreed to form a networking forum 

called Forum Sadar Bencana (Disaster Aware Forum) / DRR Forum. 

b) In March 2013, a follow up meeting was hosted by Mercy Corps and BPBD DKI Jakarta. This 

meeting was attended by a number of NGOs, research centres, and the Red Cross and was aimed to 

discuss in detail the requirements and steps to activate the forum.  

c) Early 2014, Jakarta was hit by another annual flooding, BPBD DKI Jakarta hosted another meeting, 

which was attended by 45 participants from government institutions, universities, research centres, 

private companies, national and international NGOs. This meeting was held to put the forum into 

actions.   

d) In March 28
th

, 2014, DRR National Platform, UN-OCHA, and BPBD hosted a meeting with a larger 

audience from different sectors and backgrounds. In this meeting it was agreed that the name of the 

forum should be changed to the DRR-CCA Forum to ensure the integration of climate change 

adaptation elements into the forum.     

e) May 8
th

, 2014, to endorse the DRR-CCA Forum, the Vice Governor of Jakarta Province installed the 

60 committee members of the forum 

(Forum PRB API, 2014, pp. 1-2) 

 

 



166 

 

 

Some key informants agree that this unique DRR-CCA Forum provides a great 

opportunity for better joint actions between DRR and CCA in Jakarta.  

 “This is the first DRR-CCA forum in Indonesia at provincial level. We are quite optimistic 

that this forum can contribute a lot in assisting the government to deal with issues 

regarding DRR and CCA, particularly about collaborative mechanism between the two”. 

(INS-25) 

“The members of this forum were installed by the Vice Governor of Jakarta Province; it’s a 

good sign of political willingness from the local government I suppose.  (INS-24) 

The vision statement of the DRR-CCA Forum is “building community resilience in 

Jakarta towards disaster risks and climate change impacts”. To achieve this vision, the 

forum has 4 mission statements: 

 To push the efforts to create an environment that supports the culture of 

adaptation and disaster risk reduction through public campaigns, advocacy, and 

development of stakeholders’ capacity,  

 To push the development of assessment tools for the planning process, policy 

development, and implementation of disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation.  

 To push the usage of comprehensive perspectives and actions by multiple 

sectors and professional backgrounds. 

 To facilitate mobilization of resources and local stakeholders’ capacity, and 

relevant institutions at national, regional, and international 

However, several key informants admitted that the DRR-CCA forum is still mainly 

driven by DRR communities instead of both. Involvement of CCA communities 

particularly from the government side is still weak and needs to be improved:  

 “Actually, DRR is still dominant in this forum. As long as we equally invite all 

stakeholders; and no special treatment is given to a certain stakeholders. If they chose not 

to come to the meeting, it’s their decision.  Not much we can do. Just think positive, maybe 

they are too busy” (INS-25)  

“We are still trying to convince people that this forum was established for both DRR and 

CCA actors to share their knowledge and experiences. Imagine if we could have a platform 

for the two approaches for cross-learning” (INS-18) 
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7.2.2.5 Development of a shared vulnerability mapping tools (SIDIK) 

At a national level, there have been efforts to jointly manage information and 

knowledge between DRR and CCA.  The SIDIK (system inventory data indeks 

kesehatan - Health Index) is an on-line system developed by the Ministry of 

Environment and Forestry (KLHK) in collaboration with the National Disaster 

Management Agency (BPNB) to measure regional vulnerability to climate risks. To 

ensure data availability and accessibility several other key stakeholders are involved: 

Centre for Statistics Bureau (BPS), Geospatial Information Agency (BIG), and 

Meteorological, Climatological, and Geological Bureau (BMKG) (Kementrian 

Lingkungan Hidup dan Kehutanan, Pemda Provinsi NTT, CCROM IPB, & UNDP, 

2015).  

Figure 7-1 SIDIK Framework - Shared mechanism for regional risk mapping  

 

 

As shown in Figure 7-1, the national government is currently put their efforts so that the 

governments at provincial or district level will have access to SIDIK to do verifications 

of data related to climate and disaster risks. The outcome of SIDIK is regional 

vulnerability mapping that includes disaster and climate risk plus socio-economical and 

demographical data and information. Regional government will incorporate the 

mapping into regional development planning (Kementrian Lingkungan Hidup dan 

Kehutanan, Pemda Provinsi NTT, et al., 2015).  

The SIDIK framework is a good starting point for DRR-CCA collaboration as it 

provides equal opportunities for both sectors to get involved in making regional 
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vulnerability maps. In addition, according to interviews, this collaborative framework is 

also intended to empower and enhance the capacities of regional government. 

7.3 Analysis of potential entry points for joint actions between DRR and CCA 

This section provides a discussion of 4 identified key potential entry points for joint 

actions between DRR and CCA actors to build urban community resilience to flood 

risks in Jakarta. As shown in Figure 7-2, they include shared risk perceptions among 

stakeholders, development in disaster prone zoning areas, framing DRR and CCA under 

environmental protection and management, and focussing on impacts.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following sections elaborate these potential entry points for joint actions between 

DRR and CCA.   

7.3.1 Development in disaster prone zoning areas 

As stated in the Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030 and the Jakarta Long-term Planning 

2005-2025 policy documents, the vision statement of Jakarta City is: “Jakarta that is 

safer, liveable, productive, sustainable, and equal to other big cities in the world and 

inhabited by prosperous people”.  

In relation to this, the Government of Jakarta has acknowledged the close correlation 

between climate change and disaster risks. Climate change is believed to have the 

potential to exacerbate disaster risks, particularly flooding in Jakarta. The Medium-term 

Planning Policy (RPJMD) articulated more about the impacts of climate change to 

disaster risks and emphasized the importance of multi-stakeholder participation to 

anticipate them.  

Figure 7-2 Potential entry points for joint actions between DRR and CCA in Jakarta 
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 “Implications of climate change include changes of annual rainfall, increase of surface 

temperature, and uncertainties of wind pattern. Furthermore, climate change will also 

intensify hydro meteorological hazards such as floods, coastal inundation and droughts in 

Jakarta” (RPJMD DKI Jakarta 2013-2017, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.11) 

Both disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation are important for 

contributing to creating a safer Jakarta, as stated in RPJMD DKI Jakarta 2013-2017: 

 “To achieve the goal, Jakarta needs to… enhance the capacity of the community and 

provincial government for disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation” 

(RPJMD DKI Jakarta 2013-2017 Mission 1, Objective 8) 

A key informant involved in spatial planning said that it is not possible to totally 

eliminate flood risks due to geomorphological and climate factors and that instead, 

development should occur within disaster prone areas only if it meets important criteria 

and complies with regulations.  

 “Our job is to make sure whether the development in a particular location is to be done in 

a way that fits with local potential hazards. We cannot make the risk of flooding into zero 

so here our job is to decide disaster prone zoning areas. If the development, like for 

example building settlements, is going to be done in a place located in a disaster prone 

zoning area, they must comply with some regulations” (INS-05).     

The Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030 regulates development within disaster prone zoning 

areas (Government of Jakarta Province, 2012a). It explains that disaster prone areas are 

considered as protected conservation areas and states that DRR and CCA approaches 

are important to deal with development agendas in areas that are considered within a 

disaster zoning category. The document states that DRR and CCA policy directives for 

disaster prone zoning areas include:  

1) Use disaster prone areas for activities that cultivate high adaptive capacity  

2) Reduce disaster risk of disaster prone areas by technological measures and 

engineering approach. 

3) Development of North Coastal Region (Pantura) as an effort to anticipate 

climate change.  

4) Increase the coverage of blue space to anticipate intensified rainfall  

5) Improvement of urban environment by ensuring enough space for water 

discharge  

6) Increase adaptive capacity of urban environment and construction buildings to 

impacts of disaster. 



170 

 

7.3.2 DRR and CCA are framed within an environmental protection and 

management framework 

Chapter 5 has described that, with or without climate change issues, Jakarta is currently 

experiencing environmental degradation as part of the negative consequences of 

development. The Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030 policy states that Jakarta has to 

prioritize activities such as: water management, analysis of disaster risks, and 

improvement of the ecosystem (Government of Jakarta Province, 2012a).  

In relation to this, one of the 10 ambitions of urban development in Jakarta is to create a 

healthy and pleasant living environment (Government of Jakarta Province, 2012a). As 

mentioned in the 2015 annual action plan of Jakarta Province (RKPD DKI Jakarta 

2015), the provincial government has framed DRR and CCA within the environmental 

protection and management framework:  

“Program priorities for environmental protection and management in Jakarta include: 

(1) liquid waste management improvement program, (2) provision and management of 

drinking water program, (3) waste management improvement program, (4) reduction of 

waste landfill in Sumber area, (5) control of environmental degradation and pollution 

program, (6) climate change mitigation and adaptation program, (7) enhancing community 

participation in environmental management program, (8) disaster risk reduction and 

disaster preparedness program; (9) improvement of facilities for urban fire protection and 

evacuation program” (RKPD DKI Jakarta 2015, Chapter 4, Mission 2, Program Priority)” 

The Jakarta Spatial Planning 2030 defines climate change adaptation as a series of 

efforts to enhance adaptive capacity in regards to climate change risks, climate 

variability, and climate extremes. This capacity is intended to limit the potential damage 

and loss, to exploit beneficial opportunities and to anticipate the implications of climate 

change. There is no specific definition for the term of disaster risk reduction in the 

document. However, DRR in spatial planning comprises 3 main elements, of which 

CCA is one, as stated by the following quote:  

“To reduce disaster risks the following key activities are important: (1) development of 

facilities to support the reduction of natural disaster risks, (2) development of facilities to 

support the reduction of non-natural disaster risks, and (3) Enhancement of adaptation 

and mitigation strategies towards global warming and climate change as well as 

increased  disaster risks”. (RTRW DKI Jakarta 2030, Chapter 4, Article 6, Point 8): 

 

Some key informants agreed that there would be opportunities for DRR and CCA to 

develop better joint actions if an environmental management and protection framework 

was used to create a healthy and pleasant living environment. Figure 7-3 shows how this 

framing could assist to achieve this goal 
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“…well I guess everyone agrees that environmental degradation is one of the factors that 

increase the risks of flooding in Jakarta. Both DRR and CCA approaches are concerned 

about environment. I believe we can work together in partnership on this issue” (INS-04).  

“Because the two to some extent always have an environmental improvement element, 

environmental management and protection can be the glue factor between DRR and CCA 

approaches” (INS-08) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.3.3 Focus on impacts: Preventing loss and damage 

All key stakeholders acknowledged that floods occur in Jakarta, with or without linking 

them explicitly with climate change, and that they cause significant economic 

disruptions and public health impacts every year. They all agreed that all stakeholders 

should focus their strategies on how to reduce losses and damage due to urban flooding.  

The Jakarta Adaptation Planning 2013-2017 has focused its adaptation strategy in 

Jakarta on enhancing the adaptive capacity of local government and community 

members to cope with urban flood risks. In the Jakarta Adaptation Planning, the concept 

of adaptive capacity is focussed at limiting the negative impacts of urban flooding and 

climate-related health issues such as dengue fever. Aside from improving adaptive 

capacity, the adaptation strategy in Jakarta aims to reduce climate sensitivity and climate 

vulnerability. 

Similarly, the Jakarta Disaster Management (DM) Planning 2013-2017 also aims to 

reduce the impacts of natural hazards, including urban flooding in Jakarta. Its stated 

aims are to reduce the potential loss and damage due to urban flooding and enhance 
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Figure 7-3 DRR and CCA within environmental management and protection framing 
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coping capacity of both government institutions and general public, particularly those 

who live in disaster prone areas. Aside from enhancing coping capacity, the Jakarta DM 

Plan also regulates efforts to limit exposure to potential hazards (such as by avoiding 

living in swampy areas or river basin areas) and to reduce disaster vulnerability factors 

within the target communities.  

Figure 7-4 summarizes the DRR and CCA measures in Jakarta to limit the impacts of 

urban flooding. From this figure it is clear that though both approaches have their own 

specific definitions, methods, and maybe even practical measures, they both are aiming 

to reduce loss and damage due to climate-related disasters, in this case urban flooding 

 

 

  

  

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

7.4 Conclusion  

To get a better understanding of the governance of DRR and CCA in Jakarta, which will 

be discussed further in Chapter 8, this chapter has identified the existing achievements 

of DRR and CCA governance in Jakarta and identified opportunities within existing 

processes to better develop collaborative actions. The achievements are:  (1) DRR and 

CCA approaches have been mainstreamed into regional planning document; (2) 
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planning document that is specific on DRR and CCA has been produced; (3) the 

community contingency planning mechanism to enhance community participation to 

reduce risks; (4) DRR-CCA forum has been established, which will play a significant 

role as a knowledge sharing platform between different stakeholders; and (5) a 

combined climate and disaster risk analysis method has been developed (the SIDIK 

method). Despite this existing facilitation mechanism, some gaps were still identified, 

particularly those related to difficulties in processing and maintaining the DRR-CCA 

partnership.  

Thus, this chapter analysed the four common grounds based on which to build a 

framework for partnership between DRR and CCA: (1) shared  views about the needs  

to change people’s mindset and behaviour in building community resilience to flood 

risks, (2) opportunities to be both involved in the planning  process of disaster prone 

zoning areas development (such as coastal and river basin), (3) the call for integrating  

DRR and CCA efforts under the provincial environmental management and protection 

policy, and (4) common priority concerns regarding reducing loss and damage from 

floods.  

The next chapter will discuss the potential barriers to collaboration dynamics between 

DRR and CCA in the context of building urban community resilience to flood risks in 

Jakarta.  
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CHAPTER 8 BARRIERS TO COLLABORATION BETWEEN DISASTER RISK 

REDUCTION AND CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION  

8.1 Introduction  

Since Indonesia introduced a decentralized system in early 2000, a collaborative 

governance approach has become central to discussions for the implementation of urban 

development in Jakarta (Okitasari & Kidokoro, 2014). 

Chapter 4 has argued that a collaborative governance mechanism is an enabling 

environment for partnership between stakeholders from the disaster risk reduction 

(DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) streams to build urban community 

resilience to flood risks (Harris & Bahadur, 2011; Quang et al., 2011; UNISDR & 

UNDP, 2012).  

Though Chapter 7 has identified and described some potential entry points for DRR and 

CCA actors to develop joint actions, develop collaborative governance is not an easy 

task. Often, if not most of the time, barriers exist that block the process of collaborative 

governance.  Thus, identifying and understanding the root causes of barriers is critical to 

ensuring successful collaborative work. Consistent with a number of scholars (e.g. 

Ansell & Gash, 2007; Emerson et al., 2012; Thomson & Perry, 2006), this research 

takes the view that the collaborative governance is highly reliant on the collaboration 

dynamics between stakeholders involved.  

In seeking to understand the challenges to collaborative governance between the DRR 

and CCA streams, this chapter explores the collaboration dynamics and the potential 

barriers between key actors involved in DRR and CCA measures in Jakarta. To achieve 

the aims of this chapter, firstly, Section 8.2 briefly discusses the method for identifying 

barriers to collaboration between DRR and CCA in Jakarta and summarizes all the 

identified barriers within the collaboration dynamics. Sections 8.3 – 8.6 discusses 

barriers as they relate to the three components of collaboration dynamics identified in 

Chapter 4 and an additional component identified by this research.  

8.2 Methods to identify barriers to collaboration between DRR and CCA 

As Thomson and Perry (2006) have observed, collaboration work is very much 

influenced by the interaction, be it formal or informal, between actors to negotiate, to 
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develop a shared plan of actions and to implement such plans. In addition to this, 

Huxham et al. (2000) argue that the dynamics of collaboration can be related to the 

nature of the so-called ‘working relationship’ amongst individuals that are involved in 

the process.   

As discussed earlier in Chapter 4, this research adapted a concept that was developed by 

Emerson et al. (2012). They determined that collaboration dynamics consist of three 

elements that interact. They are ‘principled engagement’, ‘shared motivation’, and 

‘capacity for joint action’. In addition to this, this study found that ‘coordinated 

initiatives’ should be included as one of the elements of collaborative governance. For 

the purpose of this research, barriers to collaborative governance are defined as those 

conditions and elements that can distract, hinder, and even disrupt development 

processes and implementation of collaborative governance. 

To gather data and information, several methods were applied. They included: key 

informant in-depth interviews, document review, literature review, and field observation 

through my involvement in a series of meetings to develop the Jakarta Disaster 

Management Planning and Jakarta Adaptation Planning documents in 2013 and 2014.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, the key informants were from different backgrounds, 

namely, (1) government units, (2) international institutions / donor agencies, (3) Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Movement, (4) community based organisations, (5) private 

institutions, (6) multi-platform institutions, (7) research institutions, and (8) non-

governmental organizations.  These key informants, were roughly categorized into 3 

interrelated stream groupings: ‘DRR’, ‘CCA’, and ‘both or developmental’, based on 

their main tasks and key activities. Table 8-1 shows the backgrounds, coding assigned 

to them for identification in the analysis, and the stream groupings of the key informants 

involved in this study.  
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Table 8-1 Background, coding, and grouping used for key informant interviews 

Background Code Grouping Background Code Grouping 

Government  Ins-01 Both Community 

based 

organization 

Ins-14 CCA 

Ins-02 DRR Ins-15 DRR 

Ins-03 Both Private 

institutions 

Ins-16 DRR 

Ins-04 Both Ins-17 Both 

Ins-05 Both Multi-platform 

institution 

Ins-18 DRR 

Ins-06 CCA Ins-19 CCA 

Ins-07 CCA Research 

institution 

Ins-20 CCA 

International 

institutions 

Ins-08 Both Ins-21 DRR 

Ins-09 Both Ins-22 CCA 

Ins-10 DRR Ins-23 DRR 

Red Cross and 

Red Crescent 

movement 

Ins-11 Both Non-

Governmental 

Organization 

Ins-24 DRR 

Ins-12 Both Ins-25 CCA 

Ins-13 Both Ins-26 DRR 

 

This study proposed a new framework to identify barriers within collaboration 

dynamics between DRR and CCA actors. The framework was developed through the 

existing concept of collaboration dynamics that was developed by Emerson et al. 

(2012). As presented in Chapter 4, Emerson et al argued that the core components of 

collaboration dynamics include: (1) principled engagement, (2) shared motivation, and 

(3) capacity for joint action. This study suggests that an additional component – that is 

coordinated and shared initiatives - is needed to complement the concept (a new 

component is asterisked in Figure 8-1).  

The interviews revealed potential barriers within the collaboration dynamics between 

the key stakeholders from both DRR and CCA in Jakarta.  These barriers are  clustered 

into four components as presented in Figure 8-1. 

Amongst these barriers, institutional fragmentation and lack of leadership and 

facilitation mechanism were the strongest identified barriers. Most of the other barriers 

were also, directly or indirectly, the results of fragmented institutions and lack of 

leadership. Also, it is important to note that all of these barriers were connected with 

each other. This interconnection made it difficult to separate them out. 

 

 

 

Figure 8-1 Identified barriers within collaboratin dynamics  
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8.3 Barriers related to ‘principled engagement’  

As suggested by the title of the element, this component is an important foundation for 

positive interactions amongst the stakeholders. Agranoff (2006) argued that all 

collaborative work should have a ‘rule of thumb’ that all stakeholders have to comply 

with. Chapter 4 has explained that the principled engagement component is about 

discovery, definition, deliberation, and determination 

Within this component, this research identified a number of potential barriers. They 

included: fragmented institution, lack of common vision, different framing, competing 

priorities, power imbalances, ineffective shared decision-making processes, and 

egocentrism.   

Principled engagement 

Shared motivation 

Capacity for joint action 

Coordinated and shared 

initiatives* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Components of collaboration 
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CCA actors 

Barriers identified  
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 Lack of common vision 
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 Tendency to blame other sectors 

(scapegoating) 

 

1)  

Barriers identified  

 Unequal pressure of urgency for 

collaboration 

 Lack of dialogue 

 Unclear division of responsibilities 

 Lack of policy synchronization 

 No shared criteria for an effective 

collaboration 

 

Barriers identified  

 Lack of leadership and facilitation 

skills  

 Lack of political advocacy skills 

 Non-flexible donor  

 

Barriers identified  

 No shared working framework on 

resilience 

 Weak in executing shared plans 

 No knowledge sharing platform 

 No coordinated evaluation mechanism  
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Fragmented institution and lack of common vision were among the strongest barriers 

identified by the key informants. Key informants from both DRR and CCA believed 

that institutional fragmentation plus lack of common vision has made DRR-CCA 

collaboration so complicated.  

8.3.1 Fragmented institution 

Chapter 3 explained that in Indonesia DRR and CCA are coordinated by two different 

government agencies with different methods, plans of action and priorities – which is 

also the case in Jakarta.  All key informants identified the issue of fragmented 

institutions as one of the barriers to collaborative work between DRR and CCA in 

Jakarta.  

Stakeholders believed that the sectoral approach without a clear guidance or policy to 

support cross-sectoral actions will make each sector work in a ‘silo’.  As discussed in 

Chapter 2, community resilience building requires a holistic approach. However, 

stakeholders believed that in Jakarta, resilience building is still seen from a sectoral and 

fragmented perspective. 

The bottleneck is that all agencies are fragmented. Coordination line does not work. 

Integration between DRR and CCA is easy in theory. But in practice, we have to deal with 

institutional arrangements. This is not an easy task both at national and provincial arena. 

(INS-07) 

Building on this, a respondent from the local Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement 

argued that flood resilience has to be seen in a holistic perspective and that failure to do 

so leads to disconnected policies and disharmony between different institutions. 

8.3.2 Lack of common vision  

It is clear that without a common vision, a collaboration process will not work 

(Mattessich & Monsey, 1992). Some key informants admitted that there is no common 

vision amongst DRR and CCA stakeholders in regards to resilience building in Jakarta.   

Well, I think this is one thing that we have to prioritize first. We should have common 

visions for us to be able to work in collaboration (INS-19) 

“…we have no common vision, so we see things differently…” (INS-18) 

In response to this, some key informants involved in developmental planning in Jakarta 

confirmed that all stakeholders still focused on their own vision. Most of them 

suggested that the main reason for this was because no one had made enough effort to 

get all stakeholders together to discuss the common vision. .  
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8.3.3 Different framing  

There was no doubt that all key informants both from DRR or CCA agreed that urban 

flood risks are increasing each year. As presented in Chapter 6, there is no significant 

difference in perceptions of the key informants from DRR or CCA in relation to factors 

that increase urban flood risks. However, the interviews showed that actors from DRR 

and CCA frame the solutions differently because they have different areas of 

jurisdiction.  For example, agencies who worked mainly in DRR frame climate change 

phenomenon as a negative, whereas CCA related agencies treat climate change both as a 

threat and an opportunity.  

Problem framing will determine how solutions are developed (Bardwell, 1991). A 

climate change researcher explained that collaborative governance between DRR and 

CCA is difficult as the two streams tend to frame the problem of flood resilience 

differently. 

“We are coming from different perspectives. This is normal as we have different 

professional backgrounds. In adapting to climate change we do not solely see the impacts 

from the negative side, but we also try to find the positive side of changing climate. DRR 

people perceive climate change as potential hazard; we see it as both hazard and 

opportunity” (INS-22) 

This difference in framing is further demonstrated by a stakeholder involved in disaster 

risk management in Jakarta as he points out that climate change is a contributing factor 

to disaster events:  

“Risk of flooding in Jakarta is enhanced by climate change factors.  When we plan disaster 

risk reduction measures, we consider climate change as a potential hazard that could lead 

to disaster events. Therefore we need to develop coping mechanisms as part of flood 

resilience building in Jakarta” (INS-02) 

A Jakarta based disaster management expert argued that reducing the risk of disaster 

should be prioritized for the context of Jakarta suggesting that climate change 

adaptation should become an integral part of DRR planning to reduce the risks of 

flooding.  

“Climate change issue can be integrated into our approach to achieve reduction of the 

risks of disaster. This is the priority for Jakarta. The concept of adaptation should be part 

of risk reduction planning to address climate related disaster, such as flooding” (INS-10). 

A national NGO expert on DRR added that the priority for the Provincial Government 

is to save its people from the risks of flooding and expressed concern that the CCA 

needs to undertake research and assessments. 
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“People cannot wait until the scholars complete their research and assessment; the 

government should do something to save its own people from flooding. Flooding is already 

happening right now” (INS-26).  

In contrast, a climate change researcher explained that adaptation measures should be 

based on identified climate vulnerability and risk assessment. Therefore, they argued 

that climate vulnerability and risks assessments should be the priority before developing 

an adaptation plan to enhance urban flood resilience in Jakarta.  

“To design adaptation planning, we need to complete climate vulnerability and risk 

assessment first. Many institutions implement adaptation activities but without proper 

vulnerability and risk assessments. How do we know that those activities are adapting to 

impact of climate change then? Therefore in my opinion our priority now is to get all 

required data and information to conduct climate vulnerability and risk assessments” (INS-

20) 

8.3.4 Power imbalance 

Robertson and Choi (2012) argue that relatively equal power between different 

stakeholders is important for effective partnership and collaboration work. ‘Power’, as 

described by Purdy (2012), has at least three dimensions: authority, resources and 

legitimacy.  

This research found that there were discrepancies in regards to power between DRR and 

CCA key stakeholders in the context of collaborating governance efforts to make 

Jakarta people more resilient to flood risks. Table 8-2 shows the summary of several 

key issues related to power imbalances between DRR and CCA stakeholders in regards 

to collaborative governance to build urban community resilience to flood risks in 

Jakarta that emerged from the key informant interviews. These have been categorised 

against Purdy’s (2012) three dimensions. 
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Table 8-2 Comparing power of DRR and CCA key stakeholders in regards to 

collaborative governance to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta 

Dimensions of 

power 

DRR related key agencies (represented 

by BPBD) 

CCA related key agencies (represented by 

BPLHD) 

Authority  Domain, roles and responsibilities are 

specific to disaster (in this case flood as 

a disaster) 

Domain, roles and responsibilities are 

general to environmental management and 

not specific to flood as a climate change 

impact.  

Resources  Funding for disaster risk reduction 

measures is regulated at Government 

Regulation No 22 year 2008,  

 

Dedicated staff within emergency 

agencies 

 

Volunteers on the ground to assist and 

empower the community (eg. CBAT – 

Community Based Action Team 

program and Community Contingency 

Planning Program)  

 

There is no specific regulation yet in 

regards fund channelling for adaptation 

measures at provincial level.  

 

Has few people on the ground 

Legitimacy  Has a direct, well recognised mandate 

to conduct risk reduction measures and 

to enhance community resilience to a 

disaster event (Disaster Management 

Law No 24 / 2007) 

Does not have a direct mandate to do 

adaptation nor enhance community 

resilience.  

 

As clearly shown in Table 8-2, there are discrepancies of power between DRR and CCA 

particularly those related to policy or regulation regarding financial mechanism. In 

relation to this, a key respondent who worked for an institution that is mandated to find 

financial resources for climate change related activities identified that adaptation 

planning is not receiving equal attention with disaster risk reduction due to the lack of 

specific legislation for adaptation both at the national and provincial level.  

The institution that is dealing with disaster is under the national law, but not those that are 

dealing with adaptation. There is legislation for mitigation, but not adaptation. The 

National Council on Climate Change has no act as its basic legislative framework. So they 

are not equal (INS-07). 

Further, a government institution officer that holds a key position for climate change at 

national level also agreed that climate change adaptation does not receive equal political 

support from the central government, and points out that this impacts on access to 

financial resources:  

The National Council on Climate Change has less power than the National Disaster 

Management Agency. This is because disaster management is supported by the Disaster 

Management Act No 24 / 2007. Meanwhile, there is no act specific to adaptation. This will 

have implications for  access to state funds (INS-08).  
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8.3.5 Ineffective shared decision- making processes  

It is important to realize that there were efforts to include agencies from across sectors 

during the process of development of both the Jakarta Disaster Management Plan 2013-

2017 and Jakarta Adaptation Plan 2013-2017, which were led by BPBD and BPLHD 

respectively. However, this research found from observation that the decision-making 

process was not as effective as planned. Only a few agencies sent their key people as the 

representatives to attend the meetings. Most of the time, the representatives of key 

agencies had low professional positions, and this was associated with a lack of 

experience, limited knowledge and not having decision making power within the 

process of development.  

A respondent who works in the disaster management sector expressed his concerns and 

said:  

Just look at the process when we developed the disaster management planning, We invited 

others to come including from the environmental agency. We expected that they would send 

people who could represent their organization, who understood the problem and would be 

able to provide inputs and ideas. The fact is that agencies liked to send new staff that didn’t 

know anything. They did not consider this as an important meeting (INS-24) 

Furthermore, this research identified that Jakarta Disaster Management Planning and 

Jakarta Adaptation Planning were developed in parallel without an effective mechanism 

for cross-referencing –there were no members in common or Co-chairs. An 

environmental related agency at the provincial level further confirmed, that policy 

synchronization between DRR and CCA received little attention in Jakarta.  

It has been proven that climate change will increase the risks of flooding in Jakarta. Policy 

synchronization is fundamental between disaster management related and adaptation 

related policies. This is still lacking at the moment (INS-06) 

In relation to this, a respondent who worked for a disaster related private organization 

highlighted the fact that the National Council on Climate Change (Dewan Nasional 

Perubahan Iklim) did not include the Jakarta Disaster Management Agency in their 

committee and this factor could lead to policy disharmony between adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction in Indonesia, including in Jakarta.  

Disaster Management Act No 24/2007 was born aftter the Presidential Regulation on the 

National Council on Climate Change. In consequence, BNPB is not listed asa committee 

member for the National Council. In my opinion, this is actually where the problem  started 

(INS-16) 

This lack of synchronisation is also reiterated by an international NGO worker who 

observed that: 
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There has to be a synergy between CCA and BNPB. They are working independently not 

within the framework that the government wants to set up. But at the same time the 

government has to push this responsibility right down as far as it can go. So that everybody 

then has some responsibility in terms of how they address it. (INS-12) 

8.3.6 Egocentrism  

As observed by Okitasari and Kidokoro (2014) the decentralized system in Indonesia 

has led to local autonomous power, which triggers local egocentrism. Thus, 

unsurprisingly, this study identified egocentrism issues within the collaboration 

dynamics between DRR and CCA actors in Jakarta. This is linked with the earlier 

barriers including lack of common vision and fragmentation of institutions. This 

egocentrism was pointed out by numerous stakeholders ranging from government 

infrastructure development informants to researchers involved in both DRR and CCA 

and NGO informants like the RCRC 

The consequences of egocentrism are many. Limited commitment by institutions to 

sharing data and sharing information with other institutions is one of these 

consequences. A respondent who works in an insurance company said that: 

What has been the problem in Jakarta is the lack of commitment of the leaders of each 

institution to make collaboration work effectively such as being hesitant to share data and 

information between agencies (INS-17) 

Egocentrism hinders the process of collaborative work between DRR and CCA actors.  

A respondent who worked for a national research institute that deals with both DRR and 

CCA issues argues that: 

In my humble opinion, egocentrism has caused collaboration work between agencies to be 

ineffective (INS-21) 

In response to the egocentrism phenomenon in Jakarta, a respondent from Red Cross 

and Red Crescent Movement suggested that:  

We have to get away from this ‘me’-centricity and look at ‘us’ and hit the point about 

community. (INS-12) 

8.3.7 Blaming others (scapegoating) 

As Dietz (2004) has discovered, lack of mutual trust will lead to disputes between 

different actors and sectors. Due to existence of conditions like fragmentation, lack of 

common vision, egocentrism and lack of dialogue, which all have been discussed 

earlier; there is a tendency for DRR and CCA actors to be inward looking. This research 

provides examples of this in the context of flooding in Jakarta.  For example, a key 
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informant from the CCA group blamed the disaster management related institution for 

not being able to be proactive in solving the flood problem.  

The problem is that they (disaster management people) cannot do something until the 

disaster occurs. From what I know, they only can act during emergency period. They can’t 

do proactive approach (INS-22) 

Conversely, a disaster management government respondent blamed the environmental 

management agency in Jakarta for not being able to enforce the law to prevent 

environmental destruction, which in turn exacerbated the risks of flooding in Jakarta.  

This is fully their responsibility. They are the one who make the regulation but not willing 

to force them. Environmental destruction due to unplanned or illegal development activities 

is unstoppable now (INS-02). 

8.4 Barriers related to shared motivation 

Conceptually, as defined by Emerson et al. (2012), the component of shared motivation 

is a self-reinforcing cycle that comprises elements including mutual trust, mutual 

understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared commitment.   

This research identified a number of potential barriers related to this component. They 

are: (1) unequal pressure / sense of urgency for collaboration; (2) lack of dialogue, (3) 

unclear division of roles and responsibilities; (4) lack of policy synchronization; (5) 

tendency to blame others; and (6) no shared criteria for effective collaboration.   

8.4.1 Unequal pressure / sense of urgency for collaboration 

Bock, Kankanhalli, and Sharma (2006) have suggested that knowledge gaps amongst 

key members can block the process of collaboration. Riege (2005) has postulated that 

knowledge gaps can lead to dominance of sharing knowledge by a single agency, which 

makes for an unhealthy collaboration process. 

Some key informants mentioned that collaboration between DRR and CCA is not easy 

as some key stakeholders did not perceive climate change as a threat, or at least an 

urgent threat and thus they did not see the importance of collaboration between the two.  

Though there has been a lot of propaganda about climate change and the need for 

collaboration with other sectors, policy makers still see climate change adaptation as 

something that is still far away, while there are too many things that are more urgent to be 

prioritized.  (INS-07) 

Similar to this, DRR related government institutions pointed out that information about 

climate change (e.g. potential impacts and sources of climate change) is something that 
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is good to know, but it does not mean that actions are required to be implemented 

urgently to respond to the climate change threat.  

People don’t see it (climate change) as what is happening right now, it’s indeed something 

out there that we have to be aware of, but not necessarily taking action now. (INS-10) 

A Red Cross and Red Crescent informant suggested that to address this challenge the 

issue of climate change should be better linked with climate related catastrophic events 

(e.g. natural disasters) to justify the importance of responding to climate change issues 

in Jakarta. They believed that without sufficient arguments to prove that climate change 

might trigger disaster (e.g. more intensified flooding) then the policy makers will not 

even see climate change as an issue for Jakarta.    

If we only talk about climate change adaptation without highlighting natural disaster that 

might happen and hit our community, the policy makers will only see this as a distant threat 

(INS-12) 

Another informant suggested that an unequal sense of urgency for collaboration is due 

to the fact that the climate change issue is relatively new in comparison with disaster 

risk management issues particularly for governments at a provincial level.  

An NGO informant also highlighted the unequal urgency/acknowledgement of the 

issues between national and provincial level. They also pointed out that many other 

important local issues (e.g. collaboration works to solve traffic congestions) have 

diverted local decision makers from the need for collaboration work between DRR and 

CCA.  

The rhyme is different between national and provincial. Most of the discussions about the 

need to integrate DRR and CCA were at national level not local. Many of the decision 

makers here don’t see that as a need (INS-12) 

8.4.2 Lack of dialogue  

Simanjuntak et al. (2012) report that a lack of communication between key stakeholders 

at provincial and district levels has delayed the implementation of relevant activities to 

reduce the risks of flooding. Ansell and Gash (2007, p. 558) argue that “all collaborative 

governance builds on face-to-face dialogue between stakeholders. They also suggested 

that to achieve a consensus-oriented process, a “thick communication” between 

stakeholders involved is necessary. Innes and Booher (2003) argue that dialogue 

amongst key stakeholders is crucial to building ‘political capital’ for collaborative 

policy making.  
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This research identified the lack of dialogue amongst key stakeholders of DRR and 

CCA as an issue. An informant from a national research institute stated that the lack of 

dialogue was a cause of lack of coordination between disaster management and 

environmental management related agencies in Jakarta. This manifested in unclear 

division of roles and responsibilities, particularly in regards to ‘who is doing what, 

where, and how’(discussed more in the next section). 

A key informant from a disaster management agency also confirmed that there is no 

specific mechanism for communication and dialogue between relevant institutions in 

the context of building urban community resilience. The mechanism for coordination 

and communication was established successfully only for emergency response, 

indicating that it can be done if the right conditions and motivations exist.   

We have a specific coordination and communication mechanism to respond to emergency 

management, but we don’t have one for prior to the disaster phase. Efforts to build 

community resilience are implemented separately in each agency (INS-02) 

8.4.3 Unclear division of roles and responsibilities between actors  

From the interviews, it became evident that there was confusion among the key 

informants as to what exactly the roles and responsibilities of other sectors/agencies 

were in relation to building flood resilience. 

As indicated by some key informants in the previous section, they were not fully aware 

of the roles and responsibilities of other sectors in relation to flood resilience and these 

still remain unclear in Jakarta. They also suggested that since they were working in a 

‘silo’ there was unclear division of roles and responsibilities between actors.   

A key disaster management informant admitted that he had little knowledge of the roles 

and responsibilities of the Jakarta Environmental Management Agency except for a 

small number of very public activities: 

I am not quite sure about what are they doing in regards to building community resilience 

to flood risks. All I know is that they do tree plantation program for adaptation and Sunday 

car free day program to limit emissions.  

Even within a sector there appears to be a lack of knowledge of the roles and 

responsibilities.  For example a key informant from the adaptation stream indicated that 

the roles and responsibilities of the Jakarta Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) in 

relation to building flood resilience were no more than emergency response activities 

such as distribution of relief items. This is incorrect as BPBD, according to PERGUB 
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26/201, also is responsible for leading the coordination process to reduce risks of 

disaster (Governor of Special Capital Territory of Jakarta, 2011). 

8.4.4 Lack of policy synchronization  

This study also discovered that lack of policy synchronization is among the potential 

barriers to collaborative governance between DRR and CCA stakeholders. Both CCA 

and DRR have their policy guidelines: Jakarta Disaster Management Planning 2013-

2017 for DRR and Jakarta Adaptation Planning 2013-2017 for CCA. More detailed 

information regarding these two documents can be found in Chapter 3. As identified in 

Section 8.4.2 during the process of developing these documents there was little cross-

referencing and little consistency in representation across the planning committees. 

8.4.5 No shared criteria for effective collaboration between DRR and CCA  

Leach, Pelkey, and Sabatier (2002) argue that knowledge about criteria for effective 

collaboration is crucial, particularly for setting standards and procedures and evaluation 

mechanisms. Here, as postulated by Miller and Ahmad (2000) and Barnes (2000), an 

effective collaboration will bring a successful partnership. Further, Dowling, Powell, 

and Glendinning (2004, p. 310) explain that successful partnership should be 

conceptualized in process issues, for instance “how well the partners work together in 

addressing joint aims and the long-term sustainability”; and outcome issues, such as 

improvements in service delivery of the DRR or CCA program.  .   

This research found that there were no agreed upon criteria to evaluate the effectiveness 

of integration between DRR and CCA in Jakarta. A disaster risk reduction researcher 

stated:  

Well, even though there was collaboration work between DRR and CCA, we have no 

criteria to evaluate the effectiveness of integration between DRR and CCA. This criteria 

needs to be agreed by all stakeholders (INS-23).    

More upstream than this is the need for a specific action about collaboration in both 

DRR and CCA key documents or another overall policy umbrella and then a criteria to 

measure and report on it. 

A key respondent from a national climate change agency also suggested that such 

criteria should occur at the provincial level: 
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Clear criteria for effective integration between DRR and CCA are also important as 

guidance for involved stakeholders to do their collaboration work at provincial level (INS-

07) 

8.5 Barriers related to capacity for joint action 

As discussed earlier in Chapter 4, Emerson et al. (2012, p. 14) has viewed the capacity 

for joint action as “a collection of cross-functional elements that come together to create 

the potential for taking effective action”. They argued that this capacity consists of 

procedures, institutional arrangements, leadership, knowledge and resources.  

The barriers identified by this research  include: (1) lack of leadership and facilitation 

skills to develop collaboration, (2) lack of political advocacy skills, and (3) non-flexible 

donor funding.  

8.5.1 Lack of leadership and facilitation skills to develop collaboration  

Previous research has suggested that leadership and facilitation skills are fundamental 

for the collaboration process (e.g. Page, 2010; Silvia, 2011). This research also 

identified issues related to lack of leadership and facilitation skills to develop 

collaborative work between DRR and CCA. The most consistently identified issue 

related to this barrier was the lack of a mandate to lead the collaboration. As discussed 

earlier, this also relates to unclear division of roles and responsibilities. As one of key 

informants said: 

 No agency dares to take responsibility to lead the process of collaboration. We need a 

formal written mandate to do that (INS-20) 

 Hmm Ok, but then…who is mandated to take the lead to do this collaboration work for 

community resilience building? The answer is no one. No one plays the role as a watchdog 

for this collaboration efforts between DRR and CCA (INS-24)  

And this from a provincial government respondent: 

With a clear mandate, we could have a better position to coordinate the adaptation 

initiatives of all sectors (INS-06) 

And an NGO: 

Adaptation to climate change is about leadership. This is what we are lacking at the 

moment. If there is a clear arrangementabout  who should lead adaptation efforts, I believe 

collaboration between disaster and adaptation group would be much easier (INS-26) 

The lack of attention by the government to the importance of collaboration work 

between DRR and CCA actors is also indicated by the fact that there is no ‘policy 

umbrella’ for collaboration or integration between DRR and CCA to build urban 
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resilience in Jakarta. A climate change adaptation planning informant pointed out the 

need for such a policy umbrella, particularly as such an overarching policy would also 

help to ensure resources for such collaboration:  

Without the policy that could be the umbrella of collaboration works for resilience building 

in Jakarta, we cannot propose a budget. Without budget, we cannot do anything (INS-07) 

In addition to this, a provincial development agency informant argued that Perda or 

Provincial Regulation is important for collaborative actions to build resilience by legally 

binding all agencies to work as planned.  

As this is at a provincial level, Perda (Provincial Government Regulation) is indeed 

important. Without Perda, we cannot expect too much that they will do something, 

especially to do the collaboration actions that we are talking about. Without Perda, there 

will be no budget allocation (INS-01) 

Similar to this, a key person from Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement argued that 

legislation is required to promote the collaborative actions between DRR and CCA in 

Jakarta:  

We need the government that could facilitate mobilization and development of resources for 

building resilience. I think again this is a cultural issue, delegation of responsibility, and 

assumption of lead. This needs to be legislated, so no more excuse (INS-12) 

and the lack of action without a mandate was identified by another: 

Our agency only provides recommendations and guidelines for government institutions in 

Jakarta to work in partnership to avoid unnecessary duplications or efforts, but we cannot 

do more than this (INS-01) 

8.5.2 Lack of political advocacy skills  

As discussed earlier in Chapter 3, political advocacy skills are one of the enabling 

factors for effective collaboration between DRR and CCA (IFRC, 2013). Griffiths 

(2000) argues that development of multi-agency collaboration is related to politics. He 

further explains that the level of advocacy to promote collaboration will influence the 

political actions of each stakeholder to collaborate. Here advocacy is defined as “an 

attempt to influence public policy, by a person or group, in a way that brings about 

legislative action or change” (Kansas Action for Children, 2013, p. 1).  

Despite the recent establishment of the DRR-CCA forum in Jakarta, which was 

discussed in Chapter 7, I still observed  a lack of political advocacy skills to promote 

collaboration between DRR and CCA in Jakarta. 
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From the interviews, it is clear that the issues of DRR-CCA collaboration were only 

discussed by researchers without any practical information for policy makers to make 

changes or improvements. A provincial key government institution for disaster 

management stated: 

“Mostly, the discussion about DRR and CCA collaboration was only amongst the 

researchers. No concrete follow up was taken after that (INS-02) 

8.5.3 Non-flexible donor funding 

Satterthwaite (2011, p. 346) comments that “flexible finance allows people to do more, 

and also supports learning about how people on the ground understand risks and 

develop their own responses”. Handmera et al. (2014) have pointed out that donor 

priorities do not always link to the local needs.  

A finance institution that often provides funding for both DRR and CCA related 

projects or activities in Jakarta pointed out that the sources of funding for developing 

adaptation or disaster risk reduction measures, sometimes, are not flexible, which 

results in activities that are also rigid and unable to adjust to local (recipient country or 

local setting) needs.  

Adaptation and disaster risk reduction are using different sources of budget or donor. This 

is a reason why DRR and CCA do not easily collaborate. It all depends on the agreed 

program design with the source of funding or donor (INS-09).  

An NGO informant suggested that strict donor rules for scope of funded activities might 

also be related to the politics of climate change: 

 “Sometimes the donor does not allow us to say anything related to climate change in our 

disaster risk reduction project. Maybe this is because there are too much politics within 

climate change issues?” 

8.6 Barriers related to coordinated initiatives  

As discussed in an earlier section, Emerson et al. (2012, p. 13) argued that the 

“discovery, definition, deliberation, and determination during principled engagement 

creates and reinforces shared motivation and builds the needed capacity for joint 

action”.  In addition to this, this research suggests that ‘coordinated and shared 

initiatives’ has to be an integral part of interactions amongst the stakeholders as shared 

initiatives provide a reason for interaction and thus have to be included as one of the 

components of collaboration dynamics.  
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Within this component, I identified several barriers: (1) no shared working framework 

on resilience building, (2) weaknesses in executing shared plans, (3) no knowledge 

sharing mechanism, and (4) no coordinated evaluation mechanism.       

8.6.1 No shared working framework on resilience 

As discussed earlier, issues of fragmented institutions and no common vision amongst 

DRR and CCA stakeholders were key barriers in relation to building urban community 

resilience to flood risks. Consequently, there is no shared working framework on how to 

build community resilience in Jakarta: 

Institutions are working in silo. There is no shared working framework between risk 

reduction and adaptation to build urban community resilience to flood risks. 

Development of this framework is something that we are expecting this research can 

provide (INS-01). 

Further, a key respondent from a financial institution argued that a sustainable shared 

working framework needs to be developed for DRR and CCA actors to work in 

collaboration at a provincial level. He also argued that each of the DRR and CCA 

actions should not be seen as a stand-alone work area.  

“Merging DRR and CCA will not happen if DRR still have a standalone framework. People 

might say DRR and CCA frameworks, forget it, people will still see it as a DRR framework. 

Bring the two to the Jakarta regional developmental planning framework”  (INS-09) 

8.6.2 Weakness in executing shared plans  

One of the respondents from the DRR group suggested that a collaborative governance 

mechanism for adaptation and risk reduction was still lacking, as there was no 

sustainable mechanism to integrate DRR and CCA. He commented that the government 

was strong in planning but weak in execution. He also added that though Indonesia was 

the country host for COP 13 in Bali in 2007 where integration between DRR and CCA 

was promoted, political action to promote collaboration between the two has not 

followed. 

A respondent who worked for a community based organization that focuses on climate 

change adaptation measures in Jakarta was critical because the discussions of 

collaboration or integration between DRR and CCA were only occurring within the 

scholar or researcher communities and not being advocated enough to policy makers: 

Integration between DRR and CCA needs more concrete actions. Research only will not 

solve the problem. The big question now is how we can influence policy makers so that they 

put more of their attention on this matter (INS-14) 
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A strong comment regarding lack of political action was made by a DM NGO informant 

about the lack of explicit actions within both DRR and CCA on collaboration activities.  

No other choice, a concrete action needs to be taken so that we could have a better 

mechanism to increase our resilience. Both key actors of DRR and CCA need to mention 

collaborative actions or convergence in their budget and plans. Political action means both 

plan of actions and budget commitment (INS-24). 

Further, this should be advocated at a high level within government to ensure such 

collaborative action occurs at the local government level:  

Indonesia, in this case is Jakarta, from the cultural perspectives, believes more in a top 

down approach rather than bottom up. Thus, leadership at higher-level government 

interventionsis often required to ensure the implementation of plan of actions at the lower 

level government institutions. At the moment, the attention of the higher-level government 

to support collaboration actions between DRR and CCA stakeholders is still lacking (INS-

12).   

8.6.3 No knowledge sharing platform between stakeholders  

Many authors have considered that one of the key successful factors for collaboration 

work is knowledge sharing between different stakeholders (e.g. Buuren, 2009; Johnston, 

Hicks, Nan, & Auer, 2010; Kotlarsky & Oshri, 2005; Lejano & Ingram, 2009).  

In relation to this, as discussed before in Section 8.4.1 this research identified an 

unequal sense of urgency for collaboration between DRR and CCA as an issue. This 

situation might be a manifestation of the lack of a knowledge sharing platform amongst 

the stakeholders.  

This study identified that while some projects aimed to share knowledge, this is often ad 

hoc and that there is currently no permanent knowledge sharing mechanism dedicated to 

DRR and CCA to build urban community resilience to flood risks. The consequence of 

this is that key agencies do not know what others are doing or what evidence has 

already been gathered: 

I found it is difficult for us to gather information about adaptation related activities or 

projects in Jakarta; there is no mechanism yet for this (INS-06) 

8.6.4 No coordinated evaluation mechanism  

As Shortell et al. (2002) explain, collaboration work and partnership actions need to be 

evaluated to track the ‘footprints’. They further argue that tracking the footprints of a 

collaboration and partnership will enable policy makers to identify gaps and 

achievements. In addition to this, Asthana et al. (2002, p. 780) explains that a 

coordinated evaluation mechanism is crucial to “capture the strategies that can be used 
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to establish, strengthen, and sustain local partnership”. In more detail, Glendinning 

(2002) explains that dimensions of partnership that need to be evaluated include: 

effectiveness, efficiency, equity, acceptability, accessibility, appropriateness, 

accountability, ethics, responsiveness and choice, and implementation and roll-out. 

In relation to this, this research identified the lack of a coordinated evaluation 

mechanism which includes all sectors in regards to efforts to build urban community 

resilience to hazards. This is hardly surprising given the existence of barriers such as 

lack of overarching legislation as the umbrella, lack of common visions, lack of policy 

synchronisation and fragmented institution already identified. Furthermore fragmented 

institutional arrangements without an integrative framework have led to each agency 

evaluating their programs separately. As one key informant said:  

Unfortunately, there is no coordination for evaluation of all program or projects related to 

building urban community resilience to flood risk (INS-19) 

Another key informant that worked for an NGO mentioned that some agencies believed 

that they had fulfilled their responsibility by sending evaluation reports to the relevant 

government agencies. However, he said that there was no follow up meeting to discuss 

program recommendations organized by the relevant government institution.   

8.7 Conclusion  

It is important to realize that some initiatives have been implemented by relevant key 

stakeholders to improve collaboration work between DRR and CCA to build urban 

community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. However, this research has discovered 

some barriers that can hinder the process of collaboration.  

These barriers are clustered into four components of collaboration dynamics. The three 

components (which are principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint 

action) were adopted from a collaboration dynamics concept that was generated by 

Emerson et al. (2012). This research has discovered that another new component needs 

to be included ‘coordinated and shared initiatives’. The interconnectedness of these four 

components will influence the outcome of collaboration that is effective partnership 

action between DRR and CCA.   

Within the component of principled engagement, this research identified barriers such 

as: fragmented institutions, lack of common vision, different framing, power imbalance, 
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ineffective shared decision-making processes, egocentrism, and tendency to blame other 

sectors (scapegoating). Identified barriers within the component of shared motivation 

included: unequal pressure / sense of urgency for collaboration, lack of dialogue, 

unclear division of roles and responsibilities, lack of policy synchronization, and no 

shared criteria for effective collaboration.  

For the component of capacity for joint action, this research discovered barriers like: 

lack of leadership and facilitation skills for collaboration, lack of political advocacy 

skills, and non-flexible donor funding. Within the component of coordinated and 

shared initiatives, this research identified several barriers: no shared working 

framework on resilience building, weakness in executing shared plans, no knowledge 

sharing platform between stakeholders, and no coordinated evaluation mechanism 

The next chapter will analyse the central themes of these barriers and discuss steps to 

overcome these barriers. It  will also assess all relevant findings of the research in order 

to develop an integrative framework and other recommendations to improve the 

effectiveness of collaborative governance for DRR and CCA to build urban community 

resilience in Jakarta.  
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CHAPTER 9 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents a discussion of the research and makes recommendations targeting 

the Provincial Government of Jakarta and other key relevant stakeholders to contribute 

to overcoming the challenges identified through this research. It will draw from the 

literature review and discuss the implications of the major findings from the fieldwork, 

the results of which were presented in Chapter 6, 7, and 8.  

This chapter is segmented into 4 main sections. Section 9.2 presents a discussion of the 

major findings of the research, which include the current DRR and CCA governance 

issues, perspectives of DRR and CCA key stakeholders in relation to urban community 

resilience and urban community resilience building, and the potential entry points for 

partnership actions and potential barriers to collaboration between DRR and CCA in 

Jakarta. Section 9.3 provides the recommendations for the local government in Jakarta 

Province for the betterment of a collaborative governance mechanism between DRR 

and CCA. This section also identifies directions for future research. Section 9.4 

describes the strengths and limitations of the research. At the end, Section 9.5 describes 

the significance and contribution this research makes to the field. 

9.2 Major findings of the research  

This research aimed to examine the challenges and opportunities of collaborative 

governance for partnership between DRR and CCA to build urban community resilience 

to flood risks in Jakarta, Indonesia.  

The main findings of this research can be clustered into four groups:  

(1) Common grounds for DRR-CCA partnership;  

(2) Component of and barriers to collaboration dynamics between DRR and CCA 

stakeholders;  

(3) Key challenges to collaborative governance; and 

(4) A framework to enhance the effectiveness collaborative governance  for DRR 

and CCA to build urban community resilience 

The key challenges of collaborative governance, which were generated from the 

identified barriers within the collaboration dynamics between DRR and CCA (presented 
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in Chapter 8), include: (1) asymmetrical power relationships, (2) political commitment 

to collaboration, (3) knowledge bridging between different sectors, (4) institutional and 

policy arrangement, and (5) leadership in developing collaborative actions.  

9.2.1 Common grounds for DRR-CCA partnership building 

The study  found four common grounds on which to build a framework for partnership 

between DRR and CCA: (1) shared  views about the needs  to change people’s mindset 

and behaviour in building community resilience to flood risks, (2) opportunities for  

both involved in the planning  process of disaster prone zoning areas development (such 

as coastal and river basin areas), (3) the call for integrating  DRR and CCA efforts 

under the provincial environmental management and protection policy, and (4) common 

priority concerns regarding reducing loss and damage from floods.  

Chapter 3 has explained that DRR and CCA draw on their own practical experiences to 

address the impacts of climate-related disasters. However, in Chapter 6, the findings 

showed that DRR, CCA, and Developmental streams shared views about the needs to 

change people’s mindset and behaviour in building community resilience in Jakarta.   

Chapter 6 has presented the findings from the survey. They show that most of the 

respondents from different groups agreed that one of the main causes of increased flood 

risks in Jakarta is the behaviour of the community in regards to garbage disposal and 

general sanitation issues. DRR and CCA groups shared views about the need to 

prioritize human aspects in the process of community resilience building (e.g. enhance 

awareness, build preparedness, and improve behaviour).  

This is similar to Wilhelm (2011) who argued that the human aspect has the biggest role 

in enhancing community resilience in adaptation to climate change in Jakarta. In 

addition to this, Keim (2008) also suggested that reducing human vulnerability is the 

key principle for adapting to climate risks. 

Previous research has examined the need to focus on the human aspect to build urban 

resilience to flood risks but did not discuss the issue of “dependency mentality”. This 

research, however, as presented in Chapter 6, discovered that to enhance community 

resilience, the “dependency mentality” of the community in Jakarta towards government 

relief aid has to be gradually reduced in the future. This, of course, requires efforts from 

both sides – the government and the community. The government should provide 

opportunities to the local community members to activate their own contingency 
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planning when flood strikes. The community members should also be pro-active using 

their flood contingency planning to limit the impacts of floods.  

Another common ground for DRR-CCA partnership, as presented in Chapter 7, is the 

opportunity for both to be involved in the planning process of urban development in 

disaster prone zoning areas. Chapter 5 has pointed out that 40% of Jakarta Province is 

below sea level, which means it is prone to flood risks. Thus, the development planning 

process in this area needs to consider the existing hazards as well as the potential 

hazards due to climate and environmental changes in the future. Similarly, Prabhakar et 

al. (2009) argued that, in India, integration between DRR and CCA is necessary to 

enhance the robustness of regional development planning towards future risks.  

A call for integrating DRR and CCA efforts under the provincial environmental 

management and protection policy is also another common ground for DRR-CCA 

partnership to build urban resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. Urban complexities (e.g. 

existing water and soil pollution, land subsidence due to excessive use of ground water) 

has made Jakarta, with or without climate change, vulnerable to different kinds of 

potential hazards. For similar situations Abramovitz et al. (2002) argue that natural 

resource management should be embedded in disaster vulnerability reduction and 

climate adaptation measures 

Lastly, common priority concerns for reducing loss and damage from floods is another 

common ground for DRR-CCA partnership. Chapter 7 has shown that one of the 

existing facilitation mechanisms for DRR-CCA partnership is the common method for 

measuring disaster and climate risk and vulnerability. Similar to this,  Schipper and 

Pelling (2006) who suggested that focus on impacts and avoiding discussion about 

technical discrepancies (e.g. timeframe and method difference) can be a starting point 

for partnership between DRR and CCA stakeholders.  

9.2.2 Core components of and barriers to collaboration dynamics  

As presented in Chapter 4, a collaborative governance mechanism is influenced by the 

collaboration dynamics or relationships between the actors involved. As Emerson et al. 

(2012) have suggested, the inner core of collaboration dynamics include principled 

engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action. However, this theory does 

not fully explain how to maintain the relationships between actors and the sustainability 

of the collaboration process. The research findings here indicate the need for an 
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additional component of the collaboration dynamics model, that is, “coordinated 

initiatives”. 

This study found that the concept of collaboration dynamics was useful in examining 

the barriers to collaborative governance for DRR and CCA. As presented in Chapter 8, 

the concept of collaboration dynamics was applied to identify barriers hindering key 

stakeholders from developing partnership and collaboration.  

This study found 19 barriers within the collaboration dynamics between DRR and CCA 

stakeholders. These barriers were closely interconnected, thus it was difficult to sort out 

the barriers under the specific components of collaboration dynamics. This study 

analysed the barriers to the governance of both DRR and CCA, thus this study provides 

a more comprehensive analysis of the barriers than Biesbroek (2014) who only analysed 

barriers in the governance of CCA or Kapucu (2011) who conducted a study only in the 

context of DRR.  

Further explanation about these barriers is available in the next section.  

9.2.3 Key challenges to collaborative governance for DRR and CCA 

In this research, key challenge to collaborative governance was conceptualized as the 

manifestations of the barriers to collaboration dynamics. As identified in Chapter 8 

there were 19 identified barriers within the 4 components of collaboration dynamics – 

principled engagement, shared motivation, capacity for joint action, and coordinated 

and shared initiatives – between DRR and CCA in Jakarta.  

This research confirmed that collaborative governance between DRR and CCA is not an 

easy task to do, particularly when there is no policy umbrella to ensure the compliance 

of all key stakeholders to support the collaboration process.  

From the findings of the 19- identified barriers which were presented in Chapter 8, and 

supported with an extensive literature review on the fields of disaster risk reduction, 

climate change adaptation, and collaborative governance, which was presented in 

Chapters 3 and 4, this research determined 5 key barriers to collaborative governance 

for DRR and CCA in the context of building community resilience to flood risks in 

Jakarta. They are: (1) asymmetrical power relationships between DRR and CCA actors; 

(2) weak political commitment; (3) lack of knowledge bridging between stakeholders; 
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(4) lack of institutional and policy arrangements; and (5) lack of leadership to build and 

maintain collaboration and partnership between stakeholders.  

Figure 9-1 shows the 19 identified barriers and 5 key challenges to collaborative 

governance for DRR and CCA in Jakarta. The lines in Figure 9-1 indicate close 

relationships between key barriers.   

Further explanations about these challenges are available in the following sections 

(Section 9.2.3.1 to 9.2.3.5).  
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Figure 9-1 Five key challenges to collaborative governance between DRR and CCA 

 

9.2.3.1 Key challenge 1: Asymmetrical power relationships (legislation issues) 

As presented in Chapter 4, a healthy partnership requires an equal distribution of power 

and control amongst all members involved. Unbalanced power and control might lead to 
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Lack of Dialogue/communication 

Scapegoating  

Weak in executing plans 

 

Institution fragmentation 

Lack of Policy synchronization 

No coordinated evaluation mechanism 

Ineffective Shared decision making  

No shared working framework 

Key challenge 2: Political 

commitment for collaboration  

Key challenge 3: Knowledge 

bridging between different sectors 

Key challenge 4:  institutional and 

policy arrangement   

Key challenge 5: Leadership in 

developing collaborative actions 

 

Lack common vision 

Lack of Facilitation skills 

Lack of advocacy skills 

Framing the solutions 

 
Power imbalance 

Lack of division roles 

and responsibilities 

Different source of funding 



201 

 

a domination of one partner. This situation can harm the process of partnership due to 

asymmetrical power relationship.   

As determined by Johnsen and Ford (2002) power within a partnership is closely 

defined as capabilities to do something. Dahl (1957) in Lister (1999) distinguished four 

key constituents of the power relation include: (1) base of power, (2) means of power, 

(3) scope of power, and (4) amount of power.  

This issue of power and CCA is discussed by Jones et al (2009) who argued that the key 

challenges identified for mainstreaming CCA include: 

1. Raising awareness and building knowledge about climate change, vulnerability 

and adaptation. 

2. Making the issue central in government – not just within the Environment 

portfolio which in many countries has limited power within whole of government 

decision–making. Finance or planning ministries are more likely to have access to 

more substantial finance, and to coordinate and influence the work of other 

agencies (Jones et al, 2009). 

Since ministries of Environment often tend to have limited power and resources within 

government decision-making (Jones et al 2007), it is difficult for them to coordinate the 

activities of other, more powerful portfolios.  Hence, in a developing country context, 

where climate change adaptation is linked closely to development, agencies responsible 

for advancing the development agenda through poverty reduction strategies and 

development planning are in a better position to integrate climate change adaptation into 

such high level polices and in a better position to require sectoral agencies to consider 

climate. 

In the context of governance of DRR and CCA in Jakarta, as identified in Chapter 8, 

some key informants raised the issue of power imbalance. Power imbalance, here, was 

mainly due to lack of a mandate for the Provincial Environmental Management Agency 

(BPLHD) to lead the process of adaptation measures. For its counterpart – the 

Provincial Disaster Management Agency – the mandate to lead DRR planning and 

implementation is clearly stated in PERGUB (or Governor Regulation) No 26/2011. As 

described in Chapter 7, this regulation provides the mandate to the Provincial Disaster 

Management Agency (BPBD) to lead the coordination of disaster management process 

– including DRR – in Jakarta. The newly published Jakarta Disaster Management plan 
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2015-2019 has received endorsement from the Governor in PERGUB No 143 / 2015 to 

ensure the running of the disaster management program, which is included in DRR 

plans, in the province (Governor of Special Capital Territory of Jakarta, 2015) 

Although the need to adapt to a changing climate has started to receive serious attention 

at a national level, this is not always the case at provincial level. As presented in 

Chapter 4, at the national level there have been certain regulations or public policy to 

endorse adaptation measures. However, in Jakarta it is not clearly stated in any policy 

that BPLHD is the lead agency for CCA. In the Governor Decision No 1971/2011, a 

policy that regulates tasks and responsibilities for each government unit in Jakarta, there 

is no clause that states CCA is under the jurisdiction of BPLHD. Though the draft for 

regional CCA planning has been discussed since 2011 it has not received endorsement 

from the Governor in the form of PERGUB. The summary of legislation or public 

policy power differences between DRR and CCA in Jakarta can be seen in Table 9-1.  

Table 9-1 Summary of key public policy differences between DRR and CCA in Jakarta 

 DRR CCA 

Specific mandate 

for the leading 

agency  

 

It is established in PERGUB No 

26/2011 that BPBD leads the DRR 

related plan and implementation 

No specific regulation for BPLHD to 

lead CCA planning nor 

implementation 

Specific regulation 

for assessment 

tools/methods  

 

Disaster risk assessment is regulated 

by BNPB Chair’s Decision (PERKA)  

No specific regulation (yet) 

5 year planning 

document  

 

The 5 year disaster management 

Planning is endorsed by PERGUB 

No 143 / 2015 

No PERGUB endorsement (yet)   

 

Interestingly, this is not the case for climate change mitigation efforts in Jakarta. In 

comparison with adaptation, mitigation efforts have received greater political support 

from both national and provincial levels of government. Soon after the President 

released the Presidential Regulation No 61/2011 about green-house gases emission 

reduction in 2011 (see President of Republic of Indonesia, 2011), the National 

Development Planning Agency released a national policy guideline to reduce green-

house gasses emission in the same year (see Bappenas, 2011). A year later, in 2012, the 

Governor of Jakarta released PERGUB No 131/2012 about a regional action plan to 

reduce green-house gas emissions in 2012 (Governor of Special Capital Territory of 
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Jakarta, 2012). The dominance of mitigation over adaptation creates another challenge 

for CCA in Jakarta.  

This research observed a feeling of powerlessness of the adaptation group, in particular 

those from the government sector, the BPLHD. From the interviews it seemed that 

BPLHD did not see the urgency of the DRR-CCA partnership to build urban 

community resilience to flood risks.  

Despite this lack of public policy support for adaptation, BPLHD has been showing its 

dedication to conducting climate adaptation measures in Jakarta. Aside from its original 

task and responsibility, that is, protecting the environment of Jakarta from degradation, 

they have been working closely with a number of Non-Governmental Organizations 

(NGO) to plan and implement CCA related activities in Jakarta Province. For example, 

BPLHD is in partnership with MercyCorps, an NGO that is concerned about enhancing 

the adaptive capacity of the community towards climate risks, to conduct Api 

Perubahan Project – a project that aims to enable the community to reduce their 

vulnerabilities to risks related to climate change (USAID et al., 2011).  

9.2.3.2 Key challenge 2: Weak political commitment to DRR and CCA 

collaboration  

The Jakarta long-term development planning (RPJPD) 2005-2025 states that the 

fundamental principles of regional development are collaboration, governance, and 

leadership (Government of Jakarta Province, 2012b). However, as presented in Chapter 

8, the evidence from this study showed that the commitment by key stakeholders to 

DRR and CCA collaboration – in particular the local officials – appears to be lacking.  

Collaboration between DRR and CCA, here, is not only between the two concepts of 

theories, but also between agencies and people. For a collaboration to be sustained, 

relationship between people, particularly those who are influential and have decision-

maker power, should also be maintained.  

As defined by WHO (2015, p. 1), the term political means “involvement of people who 

have influence and decision making capacity. Thus, political commitment in this 

research can be described as influential people in an institution willing to get involved 

to build and maintain the collaboration with a different institution. In the context of this 

research, influential people are those who are working in institutions that are 

responsible for leading DRR and CCA at the provincial level.  
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Chapter 7 has explained that the Jakarta Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) and the 

Jakarta Environmental Management Board (BPLHD) are the two leading agencies for 

DRR and CCA planning and implementation in Jakarta Province. The results of 

interviews of key informants from both institutions showed that there were issues 

related to political commitment to collaboration between the two institutions. The issue 

of weak political commitment of local officials in Jakarta was also observed by Firman 

et al. (2011). They discovered that “despite all the political rhetoric and promises the 

commitment by local officials appears to be lacking” (p. 337).  

This research discovered that the manifestations of lack of political commitment to 

collaboration were: weakness in executing shared plans; lack of dialogue and sharing 

information; scapegoating between different sectors; and egocentrism.  As an example, 

this research observed that both BPBD and BPLHD had a parallel discussion on urban 

flooding. The two institutions used a different consultancy group, which resulted in two 

different urban flood risk maps. 

One possible reason for weak political commitment is that there is no commonly agreed 

mechanism for collaboration between DRR and CCA. Another reason is that there is no 

shared understanding regarding the criteria of effective DRR-CCA partnership. This 

research observed that without common understanding between key stakeholders, DRR-

CCA partnership might be seen as a threat by one group as it might lessen their 

influence to decision-making and require them to share power and resources with other 

groups. 

Further, this research observed that lack of political commitment to DRR-CCA 

collaboration in Jakarta was due to lack of significance given to or lack of 

understanding of the relevance of collaboration and lack of trust between key influential 

people across different stakeholders. As discussed in Chapter 8, some stakeholders did 

not believe that DRR-CCA collaboration is important to support their work. Some 

stakeholders also mentioned that DRR-CCA collaboration is only an ‘artificial’ need 

brought up by a certain group to widen their opportunity to get funding from donors 

who are interested in both DRR and CCA. 

This finding is similar to Mitchell and Aalst (2008) who argue that convergence 

between DRR and CCA is politically challenging, particularly in the context of 

international agreements. They further point out that the political commitment has to 

come from the top leader within the setting (e.g. prime minister or head of state).  
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9.2.3.3 Key challenge 3: Lack of knowledge bridging between different sectors 

As discussed earlier, information and knowledge is seen as a source of power and power 

is about control and influence.  Thus, without political commitment of each stakeholder 

to collaborate, bridging knowledge and information is very challenging.  

Chapter 3 described the different approaches and areas of jurisdiction for DRR and 

CCA in dealing with urban flooding in Jakarta. Both groups have different framing, 

priority actions, and also tools and methods for risk assessment. Thus, as discussed 

previously, sharing knowledge between DRR and CCA groups is fundamental for a 

sustainable DRR-CCA collaboration.  

Howes et al. (2013) showed a similar case in Queensland, Australia where a shared 

knowledge base is still lacking between disaster risk management and climate change 

adaptation due to fragmented legislation or policies and institutional structures that 

discourage collaboration.  

Chapter 7 explained that at the national level a certain mechanism, namely SIDIK, has 

been developed to facilitate knowledge and information bridging between DRR and 

CCA key stakeholders. However, interviews with key stakeholders showed that in 

Jakarta, both BPLHD and BPBD have their own mechanisms and methods for 

measuring urban flood vulnerabilities and for producing flood maps.  

In Jakarta, as observed in Chapter 7, a mechanism for knowledge exchange between 

DRR and CCA stakeholders (the DRR-CCA forum) has been established since mid-

2014. There have been some efforts by this forum to bridge knowledge, experiences, 

and information between stakeholders from DRR and CCA at the Jakarta level. 

However, some key informants, particularly from the CCA group, mentioned that the 

DRR-CCA forum is still under the domination of the disaster group.  

This is similar to the case in the Maldives where knowledge sharing across different 

stakeholders is of great importance but difficult to implement due to insufficient 

political willingness (Buckle et al., 2009). 

A tangible example of lack of collaboration is the charging for climate data 

(knowledge). Some stakeholders commented that some agencies treat data and 

information as ‘a commodity’ to gain income for their institution. The Perka BMKG No 

015: 2009, of the Metrological, Climatological, and Geophysical Bureau states that 



206 

 

climatic data is non-taxation state revenue (BMKG, 2009). Key informants argued that 

most of the cost of conducting climate risk mapping was to purchase data.   

9.2.3.4 Key challenge 4: Institutional and policy arrangements 

This research discovered that the lack of institutional and polity arrangements between 

DRR and CCA is one of the key challenges for collaborative governance in Jakarta 

Province. Similarly, Djalante and Thomalla (2012) also reported institutional and policy 

arrangement challenges for DRR-CCA collaboration in Indonesia. An effective 

institutional and policy arrangement mechanism requires an equal power sharing 

between institutions. In this research, power means accessibility to networks, decision-

making process, networks, and resources. This is, of course, linked to the issue of 

asymmetrical power relationship, which has been discussed earlier. 

Chapter 3 explained that there was a major change in relation to the leading agency for 

CCA at national level. The President of Republic of Indonesia, through PERPRES No. 

16: 2015, dismantled the National Council on Climate Change (DNPI), which was the 

leading agency for CCA, and put CCA under the responsibility of the new Directorate 

General on Climate Change Control  (DG CCC). This new directorate general is located 

within the Ministry of Environment and Forestry (previously two ministries but merged 

into one). The new DG CCC will have more resources, access, and networks. This is a 

good thing for addressing the issues of power imbalance between DRR and CCA at 

National level.   

This institutional change has caused some debate amongst the climate adaptation 

scholars in Indonesia (Amelia, 2015). Some scholars argue that the decision to make an 

institutional change was taken without consultations with relevant key stakeholders and 

thus created some confusion, especially amongst the staff of DNPI (Adi, 2015). Other 

scholars argue that giving the mandate to lead adaptation to the Ministry of 

Environment and Forestry and dismantling DNPI was a good decision. They argue that 

Ministry of Environment and Forestry has the network structure from national to district 

level and this would ease the monitoring and evaluation process. They also believe that 

this decision was necessary to avoid further duplications between the Ministry of 

Environment and DNPI (Susanto, 2015). Despite this debate, this institutional change 

indicates that the CCA stream is relatively more influenced by politics, particularly by 

the change of President. Ward et al. (2013, p. 526) argue that “climate change issues are 

surrounded by uncertainties, thus adaptation governance requires that multiple policy 
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options are kept open, and adaptation requires policy processes that can gradually 

evolve or mature over time. Hence, adaptation governance needs to be both flexible and 

robust in the area of regulation”.  

At the Jakarta level, in practice CCA is under the jurisdiction of BPLHD. However key 

informants mentioned that there is no formal policy or regulation that stipulates this. 

Thus, some key informants mentioned that one possible reason why institutional and 

policy arrangements between DRR and CCA have become difficult in Jakarta isbecause 

there is no clear mandate for a particular institution to lead CCA at the provincial level 

(discussed earlier in Section 9.2.1.1).   

This is similar to the argument of Mitchell et al. (2010) that one key challenge for 

integration between DRR and CCA in Pacific Countries is institutional arrangements as 

these is interrelated with financing mechanism.  

The absence of national guidance for collaboration between DRR and CCA in Indonesia 

may also be the reason why inadequate institutional and policy arrangements challenge 

the process for DRR-CCA collaboration in Jakarta. Nationally, there is currently a 

process to produce a policy document about the convergence of DRR and CCA. Key 

informants hoped that this policy document would soon be published. In relation to this, 

Mercer (2010) showed a similar case in Papua New Guinea where each field has their 

own planning document without a dedicated mechanism to synchronize.  

9.2.3.5 Key challenge 5: Leadership in developing collaborative actions 

As argued in Chapter 4, leadership is a key requirement for initiating and securing 

resources and supporting the implementation of the collaboration process (Emerson et 

al., 2012). This research discovered that lack of leadership in developing collaborative 

actions to build urban community resilience is the overarching factor for all key 

challenges to collaborative governance in Jakarta. Each stakeholder has different ways 

to frame the solutions to enhance community resilience. Thus strong leadership is 

important to harness synergy and embrace differences amongst the key stakeholders. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, leadership is the key enabling factor for effective collaborative 

governance. However, as discussed in Chapter 8, several barriers within the 

collaboration dynamics related to leadership issues were identified, including lack of 

shared framing of solution, lack of facilitation mechanism or skills to support 
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collaboration, weak skills for advocating DRR-CCA collaboration, and lack of common 

vision amongst the key stakeholders.  

In Jakarta, although DRR-CCA collaboration is stated as a need in several key regional 

planning documents including RPJPD DKI Jakarta 2005-2025 and Jakarta Spatial 

Planning 2030, this research discovered that DRR-CCA is not treated as a priority need 

of the provincial government yet. A number of key informants believed that not only in 

Jakarta, but also in most cities in Indonesia, DRR-CCA collaboration initiatives were 

still mainly driven by NGOs and funded by international donors, which sometimes does 

not necessarily address the local needs.  

Thus, this research suggests that needs assessment for DRR-CCA collaboration at 

provincial level must urgently be conducted. Leadership by the provincial government 

is critical to facilitate such a needs assessment particularly to build urban community 

resilience to climate and disaster risks, including urban flooding. This is similar to what 

Waugh and Streib (2006) have observed that leadership is a fundamental requirement 

for a government to understand the needs for multi-stakeholder collaboration to handle 

catastrophic events. Further they argue that leadership in developing collaboration 

actions is challenging as it requires a strong political commitment from the top leader.  

9.2.4 Key strategies to enhance collaborative governance for DRR and CCA 

Chapter 4 has shown that collaboration dynamics or interactions between key 

stakeholders – particularly amongst the key influential people of different sectors – are 

the core of the collaborative governance process. Thus, for DRR-CCA collaboration to 

be sustained, people-to-people collaboration within the key institutions is necessary.   

To generate the key strategies to enhance collaborative governance for DRR and CCA, 

it is important to note the current facilitation mechanism and potential entry points for 

partnership between DRR and CCA stakeholders. Chapter 7 has indicated that the 

existing facilitation mechanisms are: (1) inclusion of DRR and CCA in long-term and 

medium term Jakarta development planning, (2) launching of DRR- and CCA- specific 

planning documents, (3) community contingency planning mechanism, (4) 

establishment of a DRR-CCA forum, and (5) pilot project on integrated disaster and 

climate risks mapping at national level.   

It is also important to understand the potential entry points for DRR-CCA stakeholders 

partnership, which were presented in Chapter 7. They include: (1) common risk 
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perception between different stakeholders on the vulnerability factors of urban flooding 

in Jakarta, (2) development planning in a disaster prone zoning areas that requires a 

comprehensive approach to limit the disaster risks, (3) framing DRR and CCA under 

environmental protection and management frameworks, and (4) shared interest in 

preventing loss and damage.  

However, as presented in Section 9.2.1 and Chapter 8, there are at least 5 key challenges 

and 19 barriers to collaborative governance mechanism in Jakarta Province. To 

overcome those challenges and barriers to collaborative governance, an integrative 

approach needs to be undertaken. This integrative approach should include the four key 

core components of collaboration dynamics include: principled engagement, shared 

motivation, capacity for joint action, and coordinated and shared initiatives.  

This research proposes an integrative DRR-CCA collaboration framework to build 

urban community resilience. As shown in Figure 9-2, this framework contains of four 

main activities: (1) developing a policy framework for DRR-CCA collaboration 

(principled engagement), (2) building  DRR and CCA leadership capacity and 

facilitation mechanism (capacity for joint action), (3) strengthening the role of the DRR-

CCA Forum involving relevant stakeholders including communities and media to 

advocate for DRR-CCA partnership and collaboration (capacity for joint action) and (4) 

increasing awareness about their  shared visions and  common concerns for urban 

community resilience (shared motivation). 

To maintain the DRR-CCA partnership, it is important for the stakeholders to have a 

coordinated and shared urban system resilience building. Stakeholders from both 

streams have equally important tasks and responsibilities in the process of building 

community resilience to flood risks. Chapter 6 has suggested that in Jakarta 6 key 

aspects are required for resilience building, which will also contribute to vulnerability 

reduction. They are physical/technical, human, economic/financial, social, natural, and 

political/institutional. Further, Chapter 2 has described four capacities that need to be 

built to reinforce urban system resilience, namely, threshold capacity, coping capacity, 

recovery capacity, and adaptive capacity. Threshold capacity is about risk reduction and 

preparedness prior to the event. Coping capacity refers to the ability to limit the impacts 

during the event. Recovery capacity is the ability to reconstruct the system after the 

event. Adaptive capacity here refers to building back better and the ability to learn from 

the previous events in order to be better prepared for the next one Jha et al. (2012). 
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DRR-CCA institutional arrangements can be developed according to this division of 

task and responsibilities in building urban community resilience to flood risks.  
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house” as it will function as the umbrella of other key strategies. As presented in 

Chapter 8, most key informants from the CCA group raised issues about the lack of 

legislation on adaptation suggesting that a power imbalance currently exists.  

The Jakarta medium-term regional development planning (RPJMD) 2013-2017 has 

clearly stated that there are four fundamental strategies to address complex issues 

including flooding in Jakarta. These are: (1) coordination between actors, (2) 

integration, synchronization, and synergy between government unit at provincial and 

national, (3) community participation, and (4) efficient, effective, just, and sustainable 

resource management (Bappeda DKI Jakarta, 2013b). 

Unlike the Maldives that combined DRR and CCA planning into one integrated 

strategic plan (see The Republic of the Maldives, 2012), Indonesia – including Jakarta – 

has applied a sectoral approach. As Chapter 3 has presented, both DRR and CCA have 

their own planning processes. 

Thus, in addition to the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning 2014-2019 and the 

Jakarta Adaptation Planning 2013-2017, a policy guideline to promote DRR-CCA 

collaboration should also be developed in Jakarta Province. The DRR-CCA policy 

guidelines should at least consists of information about distribution of task and 

responsibilities, propose shared working mechanisms, and DRR-CCA institutional 

arrangements. To ensure the contents of the guideline address the local needs, needs 

assessment needs to be conducted.  

As for the institutional arrangements, although Indonesia has applied a decentralized 

system whereby each province has its own authority to design such arrangements, the 

national government has an important role in setting the standard and provide guidance. 

Absence of this guidance has meant that there has been no standard for developing 

DRR-CCA institutional arrangements at local levels. Thus this research also proposes a 

national guideline for DRR-CCA collaboration at local levels. This guideline will not 

only help Jakarta but also other cities to design an institutional framework for DRR-

CCA collaboration.  

9.2.4.2 Build  DRR and CCA leadership capacity and facilitation mechanism  

To limit the barriers and overcome the challenges related to capacity for joint action 

component within collaboration dynamics, leadership is the foundation for successful 

DRR-CCA collaboration and this research has clearly demonstrated that leadership to 
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ensure this collaboration is currently lacking. Therefore, it is important to focus 

attention on how to strengthen leadership and DRR-CCA institutional arrangements.   

The key informants recommend that BPBD Jakarta should continue to lead DRR, the 

BPLHD Jakarta should lead CCA, and that Bappeda Jakarta (Development Planning 

Agency) should lead the process of synchronization and harmonization of DRR and 

CCA in Jakarta.  

Bappeda DKI Jakarta is mandated to facilitate coordination, monitoring, controlling, 

and evaluation regional planning and implementation (Bappeda DKI Jakarta, 2013a). 

However, in the interviews, most key informants mentioned that Bappeda DKI Jakarta 

has to be more proactive particularly in facilitating coordination between government 

units in Jakarta. Thus, Bappeda DKI Jakarta should play a key role in facilitating DRR-

CCA collaboration, such as facilitation of more dialogue and coordination for agencies 

that are carrying out projects related to urban community resilience in Jakarta.  

In addition, another key facilitation mechanism is to provide a comprehensive database 

regarding DRR and CCA initiatives. This kind of database is very important to avoid 

unnecessary duplication and also to share lessons and experiences of the past and 

existing DRR and CCA initiatives.  

Another key strategy to enhance the capacity for joint action for DRR-CCA partnership 

is DRR-CCA advocacy skills which will be presented in the next section.  

9.2.4.3 Strengthen the role of the DRR-CCA Forum to advocate collaboration 

For collaborative governance to be effective, the demand for DRR-CCA collaboration 

has to be established by every key stakeholder. It is almost impossible for any 

institution to act for collaboration without understanding what advantages that the 

collaboration can bring. Thus, this research highlighted the importance of advocacy and 

awareness raising to enhance the understanding of key institutions towards DRR-CCA 

collaboration to build urban community resilience in Jakarta.  

As Siswanto (2004) has observed, advocacy is important as a push factor for desirable 

public policy to be developed by the government.  

As stated earlier in Chapter 7, a DRR-CCA Forum has been established in Jakarta. This 

forum is a potential means for advocacy about the importance of DRR-CCA 

collaboration, which then creates pressures on the politicians and key decision making 
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people to be more aware and perform necessary actions to promote DRR-CCA 

collaboration in Jakarta.  

9.2.4.4 Increase awareness about shared visions and common concerns on urban 

community resilience  

As for barriers and challenges related to shared motivation component, it is important 

for DRR and CCA key stakeholders to work on shared understanding ofurban 

community resilience. To make this shared understanding work, each key stakeholder 

should show their political commitment to harness synergies and embrace differences. 

From Chapter 6 the research findings show that there are several commonalities 

between DRR and CCA groups in regards to perspectives about the important 

characteristics of urban community resilience, the key barriers to urban community 

resilience building, the priority aspects of urban resilience building, and the priority 

strategies for building urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. 

The key strategy for enhancing collaborative governance for DRR and CCA to build 

urban community resilience in Jakarta is to develop a common vision among DRR and 

CCA stakeholders. The common vision needs to be stated clearly in the DRR-CCA 

collaboration guideline (which has been discussed earlier).  

9.3 Overarching reflection, strength and limitations of the research  

Overarching reflection on the methodology 

Collaboration and partnership between DRR and CCA is something that seems easy 

from a conceptual perspective but has proven to be difficult in a practical arena in the 

context of this research is building urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. 

The literature review was important for organising thematic areas and hence organising 

questions and approaches to analysis. The mixed method approach was able to identify 

the different perspectives of key actors involved in community resilience to urban 

flooding and reveal the many factors that hinder the process of collaboration and 

partnership building between the two key fields of DRR AND CCA.  

The quantitative method elucidated the views of a large number of relevant stakeholders 

on the characteristics of and priority aspects within urban community resilience building 

in the context of Jakarta. It found many commonalities across two key groups and this 

knowledge could become a shared motivation and a potential glue factor for integration 
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between DRR and CCA. The quantitative method was also useful to confirm the main 

obstacles of community resilience building in Jakarta, whereby a lack of multi-

stakeholder partnership was identified as important.  

The qualitative method was not only able to deeply elaborate the issues around 

collaboration dynamics between key stakeholders of DRR and CCA but also to identify 

key strategies to strengthen multi-stakeholders collaboration and partnership to help 

build resilience to flood risks for the people of Jakarta.. Ability to gain trust and access 

to data and information from the decision makers of DRR and CCA both at provincial 

and national levels were key to this qualitative method.  

Strengths of the research  

One of the strengths of this research is that it is the first research conducted that 

comprehensively examines the challenges and drivers of collaborative governance for 

DRR and CCA to build urban community resilience. Much of the past research has 

centred on identifying similarities and differences between the two approaches or 

developing conceptual integration between the two without examining collaboration 

from the governance perspective. This research is also a pioneer in applying the 

collaboration dynamics model – which components consist of principled engagement, 

shared motivation, capacity for joint action, and coordinated initiatives – to identify 

barriers to collaborative governance for DRR and CCA.  

The setting of this research, Jakarta – being a special capital region – represents not only 

the provincial and also the national level. Moreover – being a mega-city in a developing 

country – the situation and challenges faced by Jakarta are similar to other mega-cities 

in developing countries in the world, thus this research can contribute to addressing 

similar problems in other similar settings.  

To ensure a comprehensive and in-depth assessment of the research problem,  including 

the factors, challenges and solutions, this research utilized a mix of quantitative and 

qualitative data collection methods including survey questionnaires, in-depth 

interviews, literature reviews, and field observation. Furthermore, this research was able 

to observe the research problem from different viewpoints providing a rich, multi-

stakeholder perspective. 

Another strength of this research is that not only did it investigate and identify various 

key barriers and challenges for the implementation of DRR-CCA collaboration in 
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building urban community resilience to flood risks, it also explored the key entry points 

for partnership between different stakeholders and the key strategies to limit the barriers 

and overcome these challenges. Further, this research also conducted a unique and 

comprehensive assessment regarding the characteristics of urban community resilience 

to flood risks in the context of Jakarta. 

Limitation of the research 

Despite these identified strengths, there are some methodological limitations of this 

research. Firstly, the sample size for the quantitative survey data analysis was less than 

the goal identified through sample size calculations. Due to this, I could not conduct a 

quantitative comparative analysis of perspectives between different groups (DRR, CCA, 

and developmental groups). Secondly, no list exists of all stakeholders including non-

governmental organizations and private companies who are doing projects related to 

DRR and CCA fields in Jakarta and hence other stakeholders involved may not have 

been included in the survey.  

However, these limitations should not have significantly impacted the quality or 

outcomes of this research, as I was confident that I was able to collect high quality data 

from all key stakeholders involved in the process of DRR and CCA policy development 

in Jakarta.  

Another potential limitation of this research is that the data collection was conducted 

before 2015 (refer to section 5.3.2 Data collection methods), the year when the 

President of Republic Indonesia decided to change the government structures, included 

the merge of Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Forestry into Ministry of 

Environment and Forestry and the dismantle of the National Council on Climate 

Change.  The data in this research provided the best picture of the situation at the time 

the data was collected.  

9.4 Recommendations for policy and practice and for further research 

This dissertation set out to investigate the opportunities and challenges of collaborative 

governance in building partnership between disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation to build urban flood resilience. The following paragraphs will review the 

recommendations for change and for further study.  
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Recommendations for change of policy and practice 

This analysis identified and analysed many challenges and opportunities and on this 

basis, several key recommendations for both national and provincial stakeholders are 

developed:  

(1) Recommendations for national stakeholders: 

a. Develop national guidelines for provincial and district governments to  develop 

a collaboration mechanism for DRR and CCA. The nature of the guidelines 

should be adjustable to the need of each specific province or district.  

b. Lessons and experiences from the existing DRR-CCA initiatives in Indonesia 

have to be well documented and disseminated in the form of a policy briefing 

document. This policy briefing document will be very useful not only for 

government institutions but also institutions from other sectors to shape the 

future potential DRR and CCA initiatives. The National Planning Agency 

(Bappenas) – with involvement of BNPB and Ministry of Environment and 

Forestry – is usually the most relevant institution to facilitate the development 

of this policy briefing.  

c. The BNPB, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry (Directorate General for 

Climate Change Control), and the Bappenas should become a role model of 

collaboration between the two approaches for both the provincial and the 

district level of government. For example they can synchronize the National 

Disaster Risk reduction Plan (RAN PRB) and the National Adaptation Action 

Plan (RAN API).  

d. A task force for national disaster and climate resilience building needs to be 

established. This task force should include both government and non-

government agencies. Government agencies that should be included are: BNPB, 

BAPPENAS, Ministry of Environment and Forestry, BMKG, Ministry of 

Social Affairs, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Health, and Ministry of 

Agriculture. The non-government institutions that should be considered for 

inclusion in this task force include: UN institutions, international financial 

institutions, non-governmental organisations, private enterprises, universities, 

and the Red Cross societies. For this task force to be heard or acknowledged, 

this task force should be established under the supervision of Bappenas or even 

the Coordinator Ministry for Social Welfare. 
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e. A policy needs to be developed to address the cost of climate data particularly 

for the use of research. Central databases for sharing data and information also 

need to be established.  

 

(2) Recommendations for provincial stakeholders: 

The recommendations for the provincial stakeholders have been generated based on 

the identified barriers and challenges and the integrative framework for 

collaborative governance for DRR and CCA as illustrated in Figure 9-2.  

a. Principled engagement component: 

 The Governor of Jakarta Province and the Legislative body should work 

together to legislate disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation in 

the form of PERDA (Provincial Regulations). This PERDA should state the 

division of tasks and responsibilities of different key government 

institutions (clear procedures) and also highlight the importance of 

collaboration and partnership between stakeholders. 

 The Jakarta Adaptation Planning that has been drafted by the BPLHD DKI 

Jakarta – like the Jakarta Disaster Management Planning – needs to be 

endorsed by PERGUB to ensure the compliance of all key stakeholders to 

support the adaptation planning.  

b. Coordinated initiatives: 

 The Jakarta DRR-CCA Forum was established for a better-coordinated 

disaster risk reduction and climate adaptation measures in Jakarta. Thus, 

the Provincial Government should provide facilitation to this forum so that 

it can sustain its performance. At present, the people who participate in this 

forum do so only voluntarily and are mainly supported by ad-hoc funding 

from international organization (e.g. UNOCHA, UNDP). With support of 

the Provincial Government – particularly access to financial, resources, 

network, and information – the Jakarta DRR-CCA forum can be expected 

to provide more support to the provincial government by conducting 

necessary activities such as awareness raising events or development of 

government officials’ capacity in climate and disaster risk mapping.  

 The community contingency planning at sub-district level was agreed by 

the local stakeholders as a living document that can be updated and 

adjusted as needed. This research suggests that climate change adaptation 

elements should be included in this community contingency planning so it 
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can be the platform for DRR-CCA collaboration work at the community 

level.  

c. Shared motivation

 As proposed by the integrative framework for collaborative governance for

DRR and CCA, a common vision shared by DRR and CCA stakeholders

needs to be agreed upon. This research proposes building a culture of safety

within the Jakarta population and enhancing community awareness of

environmental issues as part of the shared vision of DRR and CCA

stakeholders.

d. Capacity for joint-action

 The aspect of capacity for joint action that needs to be developed is

leadership and facilitation skills. The Governor of Jakarta Province needs

to make a political statement to endorse and promote DRR-CCA

collaboration. This political statement then needs to be followed by actions.

For instance Bappeda  could take the initiative to facilitate a mechanism for

DRR-CCA stakeholders (including the non-governmental agencies) to sit

together to discuss the implementation of collaboration and partnership

agenda between the different stakeholders

Recommendations for future research 

In 2015, the President of the Republic of Indonesia released a new Presidential 

Regulation No 16 year 2015 that is about the merge between Ministry of Environment 

and Ministry of Forestry into one ministerial office namely Ministry of Environment 

and Forestry (President of Republic of Indonesia, 2015). In the same year, the President 

also dismantled the National Council on Climate Change (DNPI) and established a new 

directorate general namely Directorate General for Climate Change Control under the 

Ministry of Environment and Forestry.  

As mentioned in section 5.3.2  the data gathering process for this research project was 

only until the end of 2014, and hence these major changes were not included in this 

research.  

Although these institutional re-arrangements happened at the national level, they are 

likely to have direct or indirect impacts on the governance mechanism for CCA, which 
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might impact the collaboration and partnership with DRR at provincial and district/city 

levels.  

Following this change, future research is recommended to address the question: “What 

are the impacts of national climate change policy changes on the integration 

between climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction fields in 

Indonesia?”   

The discussions about collaborative governance and multi-stakeholder partnership 

between DRR and CCA are becoming more popular among provincial and districts 

governments in Indonesia, particularly following the release of the National handbook 

for regional development: Building a resilient nation through disaster risk reduction 

efforts by the National Development Planning Agency (Bappenas) in April 2014. 

However, until recently there is still no mechanism or framework to measure the 

effectiveness of collaborative works between DRR and CCA. To fill this gap, future 

research needs to address the question “What are the key success factors for multi-

stakeholders partnership between disaster risk reduction and climate change 

adaptation in provincial levels in Indonesia?”  

In relation to this, as explained in Section 2.4.2, the characteristics of community 

resilience are setting specific. In light of this new national policy guideline on resilient 

nation building, it is important to have a better understanding of the elements of 

community resilience building particularly from a local governments’ perspective. 

Further, to limit the contextual knowledge gaps, there is a need to translate this national 

policy guideline into guidance at a provincial and district level. Thus another future 

research question worthy of answering is “How to operationalize the community 

resilience building concept into provincial development practice?” 

9.5 Significant contributions of the research   

This research has made a significant contribution to the concept of collaboration 

dynamics. This research discovered that the core components of collaboration dynamics 

– principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action – are not 

enough to describe DRR-CCA collaboration process. Thus, this research suggested that 

“coordinated initiatives” be included as a core component of collaboration dynamics.  
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This research has demonstrated that the concept of collaboration dynamics can be 

utilized as an analysis tool to identify barriers for collaborative governance for DRR and 

CCA. Further, this research has also applied the theory to a real example and 

comprehensively assessed the barriers and enabling factors in the context of building 

urban community resilience to flood risks. It has extended the work previously done and 

provided useful examples for practitioners and policy makers in other settings to move 

forward and utilize the concept of collaborative governance to solve complex problems 

that require many stakeholders. 

9.6 Conclusion  

This chapter has discussed the findings and provided recommendations based on the 

research. Five key challenges to collaborative governance derived from the fieldwork 

and literature review were discussed. These five challenges are asymmetrical power 

relationship, weak political commitment to DRR-CCA collaboration, lack of knowledge 

bridging between DRR and CCA stakeholders, weak institutional and policy 

arrangements, and weak leadership in developing DRR-CCA collaboration process. To 

overcome these challenges, four key strategies were discussed: ensuring an enabling 

policy umbrella for DRR-CCA collaboration, strengthening DRR and CCA leadership 

capacity and facilitation mechanisms, strengthening advocacy skills for DRR-CCA 

collaboration, developing a shared understanding of urban community resilience in 

order to build a common vision shared by DRR and CCA stakeholders to build urban 

community resilience to flood risks.  

This chapter also has discussed the significance of this research, as well as its strengths 

and limitations. To improve future research, this chapter has also provided some key 

recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Introduction  

This thesis has investigated the challenges and opportunities for collaborative 

governance between disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation 

(CCA) to build urban community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. It includes a 

review of key government documents related to DRR and CCA (strategic planning, 

laws and regulations, policy guidelines, regional development planning, and 

government reports) both at the national and provincial level. Further data and evidence 

was collected using mixed methods to ensure the quality and richness of information to 

identify the barriers and analyse the potential strategies to overcome such barriers to 

collaborative governance for DRR and CCA in Jakarta. This chapter presents the 

conclusions relating to the state of knowledge of each chapter and sums up the findings 

of this comprehensive research.  

10.2 State of the knowledge  

Climate change has and will continue to place a greater burden on disaster risk 

management, particularly in addressing climate related disasters. Climate change not 

only changes the exposure level (intensity and frequency) but also can modify the 

vulnerabilities within societies and the environment. The problems have become even 

worse in the context of urban settings in developing countries with uncontrolled rapid 

urbanization, existing environmental issues, urban poverty, and people living in disaster 

prone areas like river basin or coastal areas. For a city to be able to address increased 

disaster risks and climate uncertainties, building urban community resilience is the most 

preferable and most robust strategy.  

Urban flooding is a complex type of hazard. The setting itself, the urban environment, 

already produces risks due to its complexity. The risks of urban flooding might be 

enhanced by many underlying factors, primarily human activities (e.g. unplanned 

settlement and development) and natural factors (e.g. extreme weather). Further, in this 

research, urban flooding is perceived as both a disaster and climate risks. Hence, a 

multi-stakeholder approach is fundamental to dealing with flood risks, particularly those 

stakeholders from disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) 

streams.  
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In the context of Jakarta Special Capital Regional Province, actors from both streams 

are still following their own strategies to build urban community resilience to flood 

risks in a “silo” without a shared working framework for collaboration (Brown & 

Dodman, 2014). The consequences of this silo culture include unnecessary duplication 

of efforts, conflicts between actors, and confusions within the community, which 

consequently have hindered the process of resilience building. 

A collaborative governance mechanism is fundamental for a government to develop an 

effective partnership strategy (Lasker et al., 2001; Selsky & Parker, 2005; Work, 1999; 

Zadek & Radovich, 2006). To be more specific, some authors suggest that collaborative 

governance is the ideal governance model that will lead to successful partnership 

actions (see Ansell & Gash, 2007; Choi & Robertson, 2014; Emerson et al., 2012). 

However, there is limited knowledge about the challenges and opportunities for 

collaborative governance for DRR-CCA partnership to build urban community 

resilience to flood risks.  

This thesis has 10 chapters.  Chapter 1, the introduction, presented the background 

information for the research, the rationale, including gaps in knowledge as well as the 

nature, scope, and aim of the research. It also briefly presented the research 

methodology and the structure of the dissertation. 

Chapter 2 reviewed the literature on urban flood risks and urban community resilience. 

It presented the background context of this research, that is, building urban community 

resilience to flood risks. From that chapter, it is clear that urban community resilience 

building is necessary for dealing with climate uncertainties and increasing disaster risks, 

in this case urban flooding. The literature has demonstrated the need for the building of 

four capacities to enable the community to enhance its resilience towards flood risks: 

threshold and adaptive capacities – which are relevant to the climate change adaptation 

(CCA) approach, and coping and recovery capacities – which are relevant to the disaster 

risk reduction (DRR) approach. Thus, to build urban community resilience, a multi-

stakeholder partnership between DRR and CCA stakeholders is required.  

Chapter 3 reviewed the fields of DRR and CCA. It is clear from this chapter that often 

DRR and CCA represent two different policy goals, institutions, platforms, regulations, 

methods, and also groups of people. The two have their own methods for building 

resilience towards flood risks. DRR builds community resilience through learning from 

past flood events, reducing vulnerability and improving coping capacity, while CCA 
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builds community resilience through making adjustments to deal with projected future 

changes, reducing vulnerability to climate change risks, and increasing adaptive 

capacity. 

Though a DRR-CCA partnership is required to build community resilience, partnership 

between the two remains difficult to develop and maintain. In many cases, the two 

fields work in isolation, resulting in unnecessary duplication of efforts, administrative 

inefficiencies, lack of coordination, and confusion within the community, which in 

return hinders the process of resilience building.   

Chapter 4 reviewed the theories and concepts about partnership building. Drawing on 

existing literature, this chapter presented the advantages of DRR-CCA partnership. 

They included: (1) improving comprehensiveness of understanding risks, the roots of 

vulnerability, and exposure; (2) providing an integrated framework to build resilience 

towards climate extreme and disasters; (3) strengthening coordination between the 

actors involved; (4) improving the information and knowledge base for decision making 

processes; (5) enhancing stakeholder engagement and participation; (6) promoting 

efficiency and effectiveness in resource management; (7) enabling a cross-learning 

environment between different sectors; (8) developing no-regrets solutions and robust 

adaptation; and (9) improving disaster risk management strategies. However, this 

chapter confirmed that building DRR-CCA partnership is often not easy and can be very 

challenging. This chapter explored existing DRR-CCA partnerships around the globe to 

understand the key enabling factors to develop and maintain DRR-CCA partnership. Six 

enabling factors were identified from this global analysis of examples.  They include: 

policy and regulatory frameworks; financing mechanism; nature of the relationship; 

methods and tools of integration; common agenda or grounds; and a collaborative 

governance mechanism. However there is limited knowledge about the application of 

collaborative governance for DRR and CCA to build urban community resilience, and 

this chapter concluded by introducing and describing theoretical frameworks for a 

collaborative governance mechanism.  

Chapter 5 described the research methodology for my research project. Four elements 

were considered when developing the research conceptual framework. These were: (1) a 

combination of qualitative and quantitative methods; (2) conduct of the research in more 

natural settings; (3) application of methods that involve respondents’ ways of knowing 

and perceiving (such as by interviews and field observation); and (4) openness of the 
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research design to new discovery as part of the research findings. A multiple data 

sources approach was applied to avoid exploration through one lens, instead looking 

through multiple lenses to reveal and understand a complex phenomenon. This research 

collected quantitative data through a questionnaire survey of 221 key respondents, and 

qualitative data via document reviews, field observations, and in-depth interviews of 26 

key informants representing relevant stakeholders from government agencies, private 

organizations, multi-platform institutions, international organisations, donor agencies, 

Red Cross Red Crescent, research institutions, universities, non-government and 

community-based organizations. This chapter also described the setting for this research 

in Jakarta City, a home for more than 9 million inhabitants. In this mega-city, urban 

flooding is the most frequent disaster.  

Chapter 6 provided the findings of the survey of diverse actors in the fields of climate, 

disaster and development in order to identify perspectives of urban community 

resilience to flood risks, including the important characteristics of flood resilient 

community, and the barriers to, priority aspect of, and priority strategy for urban 

community resilience building in the context of Jakarta. The findings showed that the 

DRR and CCA communities shared common views about the key features of urban 

community resilience, the key barriers to urban community resilience building, the 

priority aspects of urban resilience building, and the priority strategies to build urban 

community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. Understanding that such a shared view 

exists in Jakarta is useful, as it establishes one of the important starting points for the 

two fields to develop and maintain partnership, which was discussed comprehensively 

in Chapter 7.   

Chapter 7 explored the opportunities for collaboration between DRR and CCA to build 

urban community resilience to flood risks. This chapter clearly identified numerous 

existing mechanisms that govern the DRR and CCA fields and provide opportunities for 

collaboration in Jakarta. These existing facilitation mechanisms include: (1) DRR and 

CCA approaches have been mainstreamed into the Jakarta regional planning document; 

(2) a planning document that is specific to both DRR and CCA has been produced; (3) a 

community contingency planning mechanism to enhance community participation to 

reduce risks has been produced; (4) of a DRR-CCA forum has been established which 

will play a significant role as a knowledge sharing platform between different 

stakeholders; and (5) a combined climate and disaster risk analysis method has been 

developed (the SIDIK method). However, despite these existing facilitation 
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mechanisms, this research identified some gaps, particularly related to difficulties in 

processing and maintaining the DRR-CCA partnership. Thus this chapter identified and 

analyzed the four common grounds on which to build a framework for partnership 

between DRR and CCA: (1) shared  views about the needs  to change people’s mindset 

and behaviour in building community resilience to flood risks, (2) opportunities for both 

to be involved in the planning  process for development of  disaster prone zoning areas 

(such as coastal and river basin), (3) the call for integration of  DRR and CCA efforts 

under the provincial environmental management and protection policy, and (4) common 

priority concerns for reducing loss and damage from floods. 

Chapter 8 presented the research discoveries relating to nineteen specific barriers to 

collaboration dynamics between DRR and CCA. Analysis provided in this chapter 

demonstrated that a collaborative governance framework is useful for understanding the 

barriers that hinder the process of DRR-CCA partnership development. The 

collaborative governance framework also provides a comprehensive approach to the 

development of strategies to overcome barriers to an effective collaboration process.  

Chapter 9 discussed the findings and provided recommendations for the research. The 

study discovered one additional core component – coordinated initiatives – to 

complement the existing three components of collaboration dynamics that were 

developed by Emerson et al. (2012), the other three being: principled engagement, 

shared motivation, and capacity for joint action. Further, in this chapter the key 

challenges to collaborative governance previously identified in the literature were 

discussed in the context of these research findings based on this research conducted in 

Jakarta. These challenges are asymmetrical power relationship, weak political 

commitment to DRR-CCA collaboration, lack of knowledge bridging between DRR and 

CCA stakeholders, institutional and policy arrangement, and leadership in developing 

DRR-CCA collaboration process. This chapter also analysed and discussed four key 

strategies for overcoming the challenges. These strategies are: (1) developing a policy 

framework for DRR-CCA collaboration, (2) building  DRR and CCA leadership 

capacity and a facilitation mechanism, (3) strengthening the role of the DRR-CCA 

Forum (involving relevant stakeholders including communities and media) to advocate 

for DRR-CCA partnership and collaboration, and (4) increasing awareness about their  

shared visions and  common concerns on urban community resilience.   



226 

 

Finally, this chapter presented the significance of this research, and as well as its 

strengths and limitations. This research has made a significant contribution to the 

concept of collaboration dynamics. In particular, it has extended the work previously 

done and provided useful examples for practitioners and policy makers in other settings 

to move forward and utilize the concept of collaborative governance to solve complex 

problems that require contributions from many stakeholders. To improve future 

research, this chapter also provided some research-related key recommendations. 

10.3 Conclusion  

The study has investigated the challenges and opportunities for collaborative 

governance to develop DRR-CCA partnership in the context of building urban 

community resilience to flood risks in Jakarta. The study found that the contribution of 

collaborative governance theory is important for understanding the potential barriers to 

and challenges for DRR-CCA partnership in the context of Jakarta, Indonesia. It draws 

on existing theories of collaboration, and by applying and analysing the utility of such 

theories in the context of DRR and CCA in Jakarta has extended the theory and 

provided new insights into collaborative governance as a mechanism to improve 

integration of DRR and CCA. The collaborative governance framework also provides a 

comprehensive approach to develop strategies to overcome barriers to the collaboration 

process between DRR and CCA stakeholders to build urban community resilience to 

flood risks. This research is significant in that it can inform policy and practices to 

promote DRR-CCA partnership not only in Jakarta, but also in other flood-prone cities 

with similar concerns 
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