
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     

 1/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation 

programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

 

H2020-DRS-21-2014 

HORIZON 2020 PROGRAMME 

Secure societies – Protecting freedom and security of Europe and its citizens 

Collaborative and Support Action 

 

Grant Agreement Number 653748 

CARISMAND  

Culture And RISk management in Man-made And 

Natural Disasters 

 

WP7 “Citizens' empowerment” 

Lead Partner – P4 – LSC 

 

D7.2 “Report on Linkages between Empowerment Practices 

and Specific Socio-economic and Environmental Contexts” 

 

Project co-funded by the European Commission within the Horizon 2020 Programme (2014-2020) 

Dissemination Level: 

PU Public X 

CO Confidential, only for members of the consortium (including the Commission Services)  

EU-RES Classified Information: RESTREINT UE (Commission Decision 2005/444/EC)  

EU-CON Classified Information: CONFIDENTIEL UE (Commission Decision 2005/444/EC)  

EU-SEC Classified Information: SECRET UE (Commission Decision 2005/444/EC)  

  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 2/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

 

 

Document Version Control: 

Version 0.1 Originated by: Gabriele Quinti (LSC) On August 30, 2017 

Version 0.2 Reviewed by: LSC team On September 8, 2017 

Version 0.3 Reviewed by: CARISMAND Partners On September 25, 2017 

Version 0.4 Extended by: Gabriele Quinti (LSC) On September 28, 2017 

Version 0.5 Reviewed by: RUG team On September 29, 2017 

  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 3/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Contents 

Contents ......................................................................................................................................... 3 

List of Abbreviations ...................................................................................................................... 5 

Executive Summary ........................................................................................................................ 7 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 10 

1. Institutional Framework ....................................................................................................... 10 

2. Theoretical Framework ........................................................................................................ 11 

2.1. General Approach ......................................................................................................... 11 

2.2. Main Concept ................................................................................................................ 11 

3. Methodological Framework ................................................................................................. 14 

4. Description of the Report ..................................................................................................... 17 

CHAPTER ONE: Socio-economic and Environmental Factors Affecting Empowerment Processes ..

  .......................................................................................................................................... 18 

1. From the Literature Review ................................................................................................. 18 

2. From the Identified Practices ............................................................................................... 22 

3. Categories of Factors Affecting Empowerment Processes .................................................. 26 

3.1. Demographic/Health Conditions .................................................................................. 27 

3.2. Territorial Factors ......................................................................................................... 28 

3.3. Presence/Absence of Specific Actors ............................................................................ 29 

3.4. Individual Behaviours .................................................................................................... 31 

3.5. Factors Related to Social Integration and Cohesion, Marginalisation and Poverty ..... 33 

3.6. Regulatory Framework ................................................................................................. 34 

3.7. Factors Related to the Institutional and Community Governance ............................... 35 

3.8. Educational and Cultural Factors .................................................................................. 38 

3.9. Technology and Innovation .......................................................................................... 41 

3.10. Economic Factors ........................................................................................................ 43 

3.11. Hazard Intensity .......................................................................................................... 45 

4. Clarity and Ambiguity ........................................................................................................... 46 

CHAPTER TWO: Relations among Factors and Empowerment: Some Scenarios ........................ 48 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 4/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

1. Necessary Factors ................................................................................................................. 48 

2. Rare Factors .......................................................................................................................... 49 

2.1. "Universally" Rare Factors ............................................................................................ 49 

2.2. Further Factors that Are Rare in the European Contexts ............................................. 50 

3. Other Factors in the European Contexts .............................................................................. 51 

4. Factors' Clusters ................................................................................................................... 53 

5. The Possible Socio-economic and Environmental Scenarios ............................................... 56 

5.1. Scenario 1 ...................................................................................................................... 58 

5.2. Scenario 2 ...................................................................................................................... 59 

5.3. Scenario 3 ...................................................................................................................... 60 

5.4. Scenario 4 ...................................................................................................................... 61 

5.5. Scenario 5 ...................................................................................................................... 62 

5.6. Scenario 6 ...................................................................................................................... 63 

CHAPTER THREE: Lessons Learned .............................................................................................. 65 

References ................................................................................................................................... 68 

 

  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 5/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

List of Abbreviations 

 

ADPC  Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre 

CBDM  Community Based Disaster Management 

C4E  Communication for Empowerment 

CO(s)  Citizens' Observatory(ies) 

EC  European Commission 

EMSC  European Mediterranean Seismological Centre 

FAG(s)  Flood Action Group(s) 

FAO  Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations 

FWMA  Floods and Water Management Act 

GIS  Geographic Information System 

ICT  Information and Communication Technologies 

IFAD  International Fund for Agricultural Development 

IPPC  International Plant Protection Convention 

LSC  Laboratiorio di Scienze della Citadinanza  

NGOs  Non-Governmental Organizations 

NMHS  National Meteorological and Hydrological Service 

OECD  Organisation for Economic and Cooperation Development 

PAHO  Pan American Health Organisation 

PID  Participatory and Integrated Development 

PLA  Participatory Learning and Action 

PNY  Patanka New Life 

PRA(s)  Participatory Rural Appraisal(s) 

PRODERE  Development Project for displaced, refugees and returnees 

RFCC(s)  Regional Flood and Coastal Committee(s) 

RRA  Rapid Rural Appraisal 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 6/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

RUG  University of Groningen 

TCP  Territorial Coordination Master Plan 

TED  Twitter Earthquake Detection 

UNCRD  United Nations Centre for Regional Development 

UN-DESA  United Nations Secretariat – Department for Economic and Social Affairs 

UNDP  United Nations Development Program 

UNESCO  United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UNHCR  United Nations High Commissariat for Refugees 

UNISDR  United Nations Office for Disasters Risk Reduction (for the implementation of the 

International Strategy for Disaster Reduction) 

UN-OCHA  United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

UoM  University of Malta 

USSD  Unstructured Supplementary Service Data 

VISOV  Volontaires Internationaux em Soutien Opérationnel Virtuel 

VOST  Virtual Operations Support Team 

WMO  World Meteorological Organization 

WWF  World Wildlife Fund 

  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 7/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Executive Summary 

 

This report is devoted to the analysis of the linkages between empowerment practices and 

specific socio-economic and environmental contexts. 

In the first chapter, we have tried to identify from the literature review (Task 7.1 – Literature 

review and state of the art review on community empowerment concepts and practices) and 

from the analysis of 25 practices of people empowerment in Europe (plus some other practices 

elsewhere), the social, economic and environmental factors that can affect empowerment 

processes related to disaster management. 

76 factors have been identified related to 11 categories: 

1. Demographic/health conditions 

2. Territory  

3. Presence/absence of specific actors 

4. Individual behaviours 

5. Social integration, social cohesion, marginalisation, and poverty  

6. Regulatory framework 

7. Institutional and community governance 

8. Educational and cultural conditions 

9. Technology and innovation 

10. Economic conditions 

11. Hazard intensity. 

The factors belonging to each of these categories have been analysed, providing always some 

examples on where and how these factors are present (i.e., linking factors and contexts). Many 

among the identified factors have a higher or lower degree of correlation (in a metaphorical sense 

as shown in Chapter One, §3.). Consequently, all the factors have been described taking into 

account these correlations and, therefore, some have been described alone, some others within 

a "set". 

Some of these clearly oriented factors are also "bilateral", i.e. their "presence" is pro-

empowerment and their "absence" can be an obstacle/challenge or vice versa. 
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Conversely, some other factors are ambiguous, i.e. in some contexts they favour people 

empowerment, and, in some others, they represent an obstacle/challenge. 

In the second chapter, we have first analysed the relevance of each factor with regard to their 

importance in the various contexts where they have been identified. 

The identified factors, in their relation with people empowerment (in the frame of 

disasters/risks), can be: 

a) Necessary (e.g., without these factors, either if we are missing one, it is impossible or, at 

least, very unlikely that any people empowerment action can happen), since these 

factors are, implicitly or explicitly, present in all the studied cases and intrinsically linked 

to the essence of an empowerment process 

b) Rare or of low importance for this specific report, since they are i) never or almost never 

considered worldwide; or ii) never or almost never considered in Europe. 

c) Neither necessary, nor rare. 

On a mere methodological level, the first two categories of factors do not interest us in this 

Report. The first are present (or should be present) in any socio-economic, environmental and 

cultural context; the latter are more or less absent (or should be) in any socio-economic, 

environmental and cultural context. 

Therefore, in the specific frame of this report, our interest is on the factors that are neither 

necessary, nor rare (at least in Europe), i.e. those factors that may or may not characterize, in 

Europe, each economic and social context in which people empowerment practices occur (i.e., 

showing the linkages between empowerment practices and specific socio-economic and 

environmental contexts). 

There are 48 of the 76 initially identified factors that fulfil this criteria. These factors can be 

classified, considering the theoretical frame of the people empowerment in relation to 

disaster/risks management, in 5 clusters described on Chapter Two, §4.:  

 First cluster – Citizenship 

 Second cluster – Disasters risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) 

 Third cluster – Partnership, communication and governance 

 Forth cluster – Hazards, territory, and environment 

 Fifth cluster – Specific actors. 

Crossing these five clusters, we can build more than 30 potential scenarios. However, as discussed 

in Chapter Two, only 12 scenarios of people empowerment in disaster/risk management are 

plausible. And, if in order to simplify, the fifth cluster is considered as collateral to the first cluster 
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(taking into account that it deal, mainly, with specific actors among citizenship), the scenarios 

that should be considered are six.  

Each one of these six scenarios is described in Chapter Two, §5, alongside examples where it 

seems to be materialized among the 25 European people empowerment practices considered.  

Some lessons learned from this analysis are the object of Chapter Three.  
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Introduction 

 

1. Institutional Framework 

 

This report represents Deliverable 7.2 of Work Package 7 (WP7) "Citizens' Empowerment" of the 

"Culture And RISk management in Man-made And Natural Disasters" (CARISMAND) Project, G.A. 

n. 653748, funded by the European Union under Horizon 2020 and coordinated by the University 

of Groningen (RUG). 

The project objectives, to which the current report aims to contribute, are two. 

 To explore the possibilities and current practices of how cultural aspects can strengthen the 

ability of citizens and communities to prepare for disaster situations, respond efficiently, 

and accelerate recovery processes, proposing recommendations for disaster managers on 

how cultural values can be used for citizen empowerment. 

 To develop an active feedback loop between disaster management stakeholders and 

citizens that can be institutionalised. This will establish, test, and refine solutions for 

culturally informed best practices in disaster management and benefit from a wide cross-

sectional knowledge transfer. 

In this overall framework, WP7 – "Citizens' empowerment", coordinated by LSC, aims to:  

 Analyse the possibilities – and current practices – of how cultural aspects can enhance the 

ability of citizens and communities to prepare themselves, respond efficiently, and 

accelerate recovery processes 

 Provide recommendations for disaster managers on how cultural values can be used in their 

day-to-day practice for enhancing citizen empowerment 

 Provide substantial input for empowering citizens/communities through the Stakeholder 

Assemblies discussions and the Citizen Summits and for the toolkit for disaster stakeholders 

that will be prepared at the end of the project.  

This report represents the second deliverable within WP7 of the CARISMAND project. As the final 

output of Task 7.2 "Empowerment in socio-economic and environmental contexts", it presents 

the findings related to the linkages between empowerment practices and specific socio-economic 

and environmental contexts. This report deals at first with the specific contexts of the 

empowerment practices identified in Task 7.1 conceptualizing the socio-economic-
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environmental differences among these contexts and later identifying which, among these 

differences, appear linked in some way with the process of empowerment. At the end, the socio-

economic-environmental factors that can facilitate empowerment in relation to natural and man-

made hazards are identified. 

The present report has been prepared by the LSC team as part of the work done under the 

CARISMAND project and, more specifically, by: Giovanni Caiati, statistician and expert in ICT and 

the societal dimensions of technological innovation, and environmental issues; Federico Luigi 

Marta, socio-psychologist; Gabriele Quinti, socio-statistician, expert on social vulnerability, crisis 

mapping, and community participation in relation to natural hazards. The report benefits from 

inputs provided by UoM, Libre Foundation, Law and Internet Foundation, NUTC, SMURD, UNS 

and Florence Municipality (civil defence). Moreover, this report benefits also from some of the 

findings of WP2, WP3, WP4, WP5 and WP8, and from the work in progress in WP9. 

 

2. Theoretical Framework 

 

2.1. General Approach 

This review is based on both in depth analysis of the available documents and interviews with 

experts and key informants involved in 25 out of the 26 practices identified at the end of 

Deliverable 7.1 "Literature review". These experts, key informants and documents come from 

different disciplines (sociology, anthropology, economics, psychology, political science, risk 

management, etc.). 

Therefore, the approach adopted in this document has been multidisciplinary, the special focus 

being placed on societal issues, also taking into account their economic, psychological, juridical, 

ecological, and political aspects. 

 

2.2. Main Concept 

The starting point of the present analysis is the concept of empowerment resulting from the 

broad review on this notion carried out in Task 7.1. The review examined the multiple and 

sometimes partially divergent definitions which were minted during the last 20 years both in 

general and with a specific reference to the management of disasters. It was also highlighted that 

sometimes empowerment refers to a whole community while, in other cases, addresses specific 

societal actors – members of groups excluded from decision-making processes (such as women), 
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or other generally powerless people (such as people with disabilities, elders, and ethnic 

minorities). 

Many definitions of empowerment have been presented in Deliverable 7.1. Those definitions are 

different but appear to have (more or less) some common features, such as the following: 

 Empowerment is one process or more processes interrelated1 

 Empowerment is multidimensional (in that it involves societal, psychological, economic, 

and other dimensions) 

 Empowerment is related to a community (people, group), but also to the individuals 

belonging to this community 

 Empowerment mainly deals with social change 

 Empowerment entails an increase of capacities (intellectual, operational, etc.) of concerned 

people. 

Other aspects of empowerment may vary considering the specific context and kind of people 

involved (empowerment may encompass participation, collaboration, equity, social and 

sustainable development), but those five listed above remain quite constant (Hawe, P. 1994). 

Empowerment, beyond these many definitions, should be considered here (as suggested at the 

end of Deliverable 7.1 of CARISMAND) as a complex process that entails an increase in the skills, 

awareness, and involvement in the decision-making process of social actors. In short, an increase 

in their capacities to control their own environment and therefore to be active in such 

environment. Therefore, empowered people, as already shown in many of the identified 

practices (in Deliverable 7.1), can contribute to the management of hazards at any stage 

(preparedness, response, recovery, and reconstruction). 

The empowerment process is conditioned by the cultural context both at the cognitive level 

(perceptions, etc.), and at the operational one, since local communities are not homogeneous 

(see Deliverable 7.1, Chapter One, §7.). Therefore, it is vital for enhancing empowerment to be 

as open as possible, so that different points of view, sensibilities, and problems can be considered, 

as well as the resources of the different types of actors, taking into account gender, as well as 

generational, religious, ethnic, and other differences (OSCE 2008; 2009). At first sight, social and 

cultural diversity is a crucial point and should be considered in relation to the actual participation 

and empowerment of citizens. 

                                                      
1 However, according to Hawe (Hawe, P. 1994) – "Empowerment is usually described as a process, but may be 
considered an outcome variable (i.e., an object of interest)". 
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The other relevant notions of our conceptual framework are those related to our approach to 

empowerment2. The most important ones are listed below. 

a) Power (in relation to empowerment) may occur at several levels; at the level of the 

individual, power refers to the ability to make decisions; at the organizational level power 

involves the shared leadership and common decision-making. 

b) Agency considered as the result of a set of aptitudes and capacities relevant to enable 

individuals and communities to increase the control over their own environment; the 

referred aptitudes are those relevant to promote the social action of groups and individuals, 

with special reference to those involved in the process that leads to the definition of 

choices; the referred capacities are those concerning the ability of groups and individuals 

to actually pursue the choices made (CERFE 2012). 

c) Culture consists of beliefs, attitudes, values and their associated behaviours, that are 

shared by a significant number of people in hazard-affected places. Culture in relation to 

risk refers to the ways in which people interpret and live with risk, and how their 

perceptions, attitudes and behaviours influence their vulnerability to hazards3. 

d) Resilience refers to the capacity of an ecosystem to recover from environmental stresses 

like fires, drought, climate change, or pollution; it stresses not only the capacity to maintain 

the system functions, but also the possibility of generating a new state of equilibrium as the 

output of the resilience capacity of a given system. 

e) Community Based Disaster Management (CBDM) is an approach that entails a community-

based participation in identification, mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery, and 

reconstruction activities related to potential and/or experienced natural hazards. CBDM 

promotes a bottom-up approach working in harmony with the top-down approach, to 

address challenges and difficulties. CBDM tries to integrate disaster risk factors into 

development planning at all levels so that the disaster management would not stand apart 

from the development process; therefore, to be as effective as possible, local communities 

must be supported in analysing their hazardous conditions, their vulnerabilities and 

capacities and in deciding how to intervene at the different stages (preparedness, response 

and recovery, and reconstruction); therefore, an empowerment process should be 

promoted and/or supported. 

 

                                                      
2 All these notions have been described in details in Deliverable 7.1. All the specific sources are mentioned there. 
However, all these sources are also among the references reported at the end of this document. 
3 This is the working definition used across the whole CARISMAND project. 
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3. Methodological Framework 

 

This report is based mostly on desk and field research both on the literature and on the identified 

practices (in Deliverable 7.1). At the same time, the report makes partial use of the findings of 

the Citizens' Summits that were organised by the CARISMAND project team in Bucharest and 

Malta in July 2016 and in Rome and Frankfurt in June 20174.  

As explained in Deliverable 7.1, the following categories of sources have been consulted in the 

literature review: 

 Books and scientific articles (in paper or on the web) 

 Documents made available by agencies dealing with hazards across the world and by 

international, governmental (central and local) and non-governmental entities 

 Documents and websites of local authorities. 

Informal consultations with CARISMAND partners were also included. 

However, the core base for the preparation of this deliverable, beyond the literature review 

implemented in Task 7.1, is represented by a group of initiatives (practices) on disaster/risk 

management at different stages (from preparedness to recovery) occurring in communities in 

Europe (the whole continent and not only EU member countries) prone to hazard(s) with effective 

citizens' empowerment practices. We considered hazards such as the so-called natural ones 

(flood, landslide, earthquake, volcanic eruption, avalanches, extreme temperature and drought, 

huge storm, wildfire, tsunami, etc.) and some of the so-called man-made non-intentional hazards 

(industrial and nuclear, transport, non-industrial explosions, atmospheric pollution increase, 

etc.). The so-called man-made intentional hazards (famine, displacement of population, civil 

disobedience, terrorism and conflicts, weapons of mass destruction, cyber-attacks, etc.)5 have 

not been considered, not so much as to limit the scope of investigation, but because this category 

of hazards is usually managed by institutional actors different from those engaged with the 

previous two categories, which are commonly handled by the civil defense, the health emergency 

services, the NGOs working on environmental issues, and similar institutions. 

The initiatives identified under Task 7.1 and considered as the core information for the present 

task were selected according to the following four fundamental characteristics (in our assumption 

– as discussed in the two previous chapters – there cannot be empowerment if these 

characteristics are not present). 

                                                      
4 See CARISMAND deliverables related to the Citizens’ Summits in WP5 (D5.3 and D5.4). 
5 We have adopted the same typology proposed in CARISMAND, deliverable D2.1. 
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 Sociality. Compared to others, the identified initiatives involve a significant set of actors (a 

whole local community or, at least, groups of citizens as well as institutional actors and/or 

scientific community). 

 Social impact. Moreover, these initiatives should have a significant social impact in 

empowerment terms (producing, for example, changes in common behaviours, the 

introduction of new rules or regulations, changes in the way people or organizations use 

resources, capacity building, more awareness, broader involvement in decision-making, 

etc.). 

 Transparency. These initiatives are also distinguished by their transparency, having a 

"communicative" propensity, providing access to information about the results achieved 

and establishing relationships of interaction and exchange with other initiatives. 

 Systemic character. These initiatives operate in a given territory not occasionally but for a 

significant time frame. 

Among the 26 practices identified in Task 7.1, one is not considered relevant to the present 

analysis because it is too general6 (i.e., too far from a "field perspective").  

 

The 25 practices considered relevant are, country by country, are listed below 

Country Practice 

Czech Republic (CZ) 1. Crowdmapping in 2013 regional flood 

2. Bio-monitoring campaign in Ostrava 

France (FR) 3. Crowdmapping in 2014 south-eastern flood 

4. Multifunctional water management in Rouen 

Germany (DE) 5. Inclusive decision-making in relation to Saxony river flood 
2006–2013 

6. Timmendorfer Strand coastal protection strategy 

Hungary (HU) 7. Capacity building and citizens' empowerment in the context 
of heatwave and forest fire in Tatabanya 

Italy (IT) 8. Florence civil protection system 

9. Civil protection experimentation in the Alto Adriatico (in 
particular in Vicenza province) 

10. Networking and crisis mapping after Badia landslide in 2012 

                                                      
6 It is the territorial coordination master plan of Potenza (Italy). 
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Norway (NO) 11. Multi-Hazard Approach to Early Warning System in Sogn og 
Fjordane 

Poland (PL) 12. Lodz Learning Alliance/floods and increased air pollution 

Portugal (PT) 13. Earthquake drill and capacity-building 

Slovenia (SI) 14. Ljubljana citizen scientists system 

Spain (ES) 15. Citizens' observatory to empower citizens to contribute to 
and participate in environmental governance in Barcelona 

16. Environmental citizens' observatory in Vitoria-Gasteiz 

17. Stakeholders engagement to reduce vulnerability to drought 
in Segura and Tagus basins 

Sweden (SE) 18. Regeneration initiative of Augustenborg, Malmö in relation 
to floods 

The Netherlands (NL) 19. Delft monitoring network (pluvial flooding) 

United Kingdom (UK) 20. Citizens' flooding networks in Doncaster 

21. Climate change and flood citizens' monitoring in East Salford 

22. Support networks in the context of heat wave in London 

23. Engaged communities of resilience practice in relation to 
floods in Northern England 2005–2009 

24. Stakeholders and community engagement/Humber coastal 
floods 

Bulgaria (BG), Romania 
(RO), Ukraine (UK), and 
Moldova (MD) 

25. Lower Danube Green Corridor: floodplain restoration for 
flood protection 

 

These 25 practices are: 

 Spread in 18 different European countries 

 Identified both in rural and urban contexts (small/medium towns and big cities) 

 With a sometimes local, sometimes regional character 

 With a global population of several million people. 

They cannot, however, be considered a statistically representative sample of such kind of 

practices in Europe, since nobody knows the "universe" of these practices. Nonetheless, for the 

reasons just said, they represent a significant set, at least for a qualitative and "cumulative" 

analysis, considering that all the information they provide is important, even if tracked in just one 

of the 25 practices (or tracked in the literature review implemented under Task 7.1). 
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The implementation of Task 7.2 and the drafting of the present report lasted between December 

2016 and August 2016 and involved the following steps: 

 Collection and analysis of the literature and relevant documents related to the identified 

"practices" 

 Interviews with key-informants in the identified practices 

 Overall analysis of the whole available information (Task 7.1, Literature review included) 

on how socio-economic factors affect/can affect empowerment in the frame of the 

management of hazards 

 First draft of this report 

 Circulating the first draft to partners for comments 

 Revising the first draft and writing the final report. 

 

4. Description of the Report 

 

The report includes: 1) the present introduction into the institutional, theoretical, and 

methodological framework, 2) a first chapter on the socio-economic and environmental factors 

that have been identified (characterizing the practices' specific socio-economic and 

environmental contexts); 3) a second chapter where these factors are put in relation with how 

empowerment practices work; 4) a third chapter aimed at providing some lessons learned on the 

basis of the main findings from the case studies. 
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CHAPTER ONE: Socio-economic and Environmental 

Factors Affecting Empowerment Processes 

 

1. From the Literature Review 

 

The literature review presented in Deliverable 7.1 has already allowed us to identify some socio-

economic and environmental factors (or, in other words, the specific features of socio-economic 

and environmental contexts) that can affect empowerment processes (or, in other words, that 

characterize empowerment practices) in the frame of the management of disasters/hazards. 

These factors are listed below, specifying always the reference. Of course, some factors are 

reported in more than one text and, in this case, only the main reference(s) is/are reported. For 

more details, Deliverable 7.1 can be consulted. 

 

a) Demographic/health factors 

i. Concentration of women in the area (IFAD 2015b) 

ii. Concentration of pupils/children in the area (OXFAM 2006) 

iii. Concentration of elderly in the area (WMO 2016) 

 

b) Territorial factors 

i. Resilience intensity7 (UNISDR 2009b), considered not only as restoration of the previous 

situation, but also as the possibility of a transformative effect in the community affected 

by a shock, resulting in change and improvement, rather than a return to the status quo 

(EC – emBRACE 2015), thanks to "the capacity for adaptation, learning, and 

transformation" (IPPC 2014) 

                                                      
7 If in several instances empowerment has been considered as a result of resilience, there are a lot of studies that consider 
community empowerment as one of the main factors that can make a community resilient. Therefore, on one hand, resilience 
affects (positively) empowerment processes, but on the other, these processes affect resilience. However, we cannot merge 
resilience and empowerment concepts but, at the same time, it is useful to analyse resilience in the empowerment context 
(Pulla, V. & Mamidi, B.B. 2015; more generally, see Deliverable 7.1, Ch. 2, §4.). 
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ii. Presence of stocks of resources that equip actors to use economic, social, and political 

opportunities, to be productive, and to protect themselves from shocks (Alsop R., Frost 

Bertelsen, M. and Holland, J. 2006) 

 

c) Factors related to the presence/absence of specific actors 

i. Intensive presence of ethnic groups and other minorities (characterized by deep 

challenges) (Solomon, B.B. 1976; Gutierrez, L. and Ortega, R. 1991) 

ii. Intensive presence of feminists (Miller, J.B. 1976; Kreisberg, S. 1992) 

iii. Intensive presence of members of grassroots organizations (Bookman, A. and Morgen, 

S. 1984) 

iv. Intensive presence of leaders (Backer et al. 2015) that encourage community-led 

initiatives 

v. Presence of facilitators playing the role of learner building up people's own capacities 

for analysing their living circumstances, their potentials, and their problems (UNDP 2012) 

vi. Active presence of a program/project promoted by an external actor (such as an 

international organisation, international NGOs such as WWF, OXFAM, etc.) (UNCRD 

2004, WMO 2016, Pandey B. and Okazaki K. 2004) 

 

d) Factors related to individual behaviours 

i. Individual strengths and competencies, natural helping systems, and proactive 

behaviours to social policy and social change" (Rappaport, J. 1984); individual agency, 

i.e. ability to make purposeful choices (Alsop, R., Frost Bertelsen, M. and Holland, J. 2006) 

ii. Ability to make decisions and to solve one's own problems (Parsons, R. 1991); ability to 

make choices and then to transform those choices into consistent actions and desired 

outcomes (Alsop, R., Frost Bertelsen, M. and Holland, J. 2006) 

iii. Ability to act and to implement the practical knowledge, the information, the skills, the 

capabilities and the other resources acquired (Parsons, R. 1991) 

iv. Integration of the level of individual analysis with the level of social and political 

meanings8 (Bandura, A. 1982; 1989); the connection of the individual with the public, a 

community, and politics (Ackelsberg, M.A. 1988); the development of a growing political 

consciousness (Keiffer, C. 1984) 

                                                      
8 This conjunction appears in feminist thinking, which connects the personal with the political. 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 20/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

 

e) Factors related to social integration, social cohesion, marginalisation and poverty 

i. Prevailing failure of social promotion programs financed by the public sector in providing 

appropriate solutions and, more broadly, in the context of crisis of public welfare 

(Rappaport, J. 1984; Berger, P. & Neuhaus, R. 1977) 

ii. Ownership by the local people (UNCRD 2004; see also footnote 6) 

iii. Social trust (Vazirpour, S. and Rezaei, A.A. 2012); mutual trust and respect (Backer et al. 

2015) 

 

f) Factors related to the regulatory framework 

i. Existence of (international) norms promoting citizens participation/engagement in 

hazards management (e.g., the Aarhus Convention of 1999, which promotes public 

participation in decision-making on environmental issues, or the European Flood 

Directive 2007/60/EC, which requires the establishment of public participation 

mechanisms to ensure citizens' involvement in the flood management cycle) (Wehn, U., 

Rusca, M., Jaap, E., Lanfranchi, V. 2015a) 

 

g) Factors related to the institutional and community governance 

i. Potential changes in power relations, considering that power not only can change, but 

can also be expanded (Czuba, C.E. 1999; Kreisberg, S. 1992) 

ii. A participatory approach (sharing the decision making with all community's groups, 

through regular consultations, public hearings, transparency of decisions and actions, 

discarding of coercion in human relations) (FAO 2003; WMO 2006; Backer et al. 2015), 

more or less corresponding to a "community based disaster management approach" 

(Rajeev, M.M. 2013) putting local villages and communities at the centre of 

preparedness efforts and having people involved in the supervision and responsible for 

operations and maintenance9 

iii. Increasing number of groups of organized citizens who work to bring law and rationality 

in the public service sphere (i.e., intensive "active citizenship") (Quaranta, G. 1989)  

                                                      
9 Managing Natural Hazards Project for Vietnam (funded by the World Bank) -  
http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2016/08/30/when-it-comes-to-disaster-preparedness-communities-know-
best?cid=ECR_E_NewsletterWeekly_EN_EXT 
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iv. Intensive and productive interaction among societal actors (from citizens to 

entrepreneurs) and the institutional system (i.e., public bodies at the central and at the 

local levels) and, therefore, greater control of citizens over public institutions (CERFE 

2012); Horizontals modes of governance (Wehn, U., Rusca, M., Jaap, E., Lanfranchi, V. 

2015a)  

v. Accountability in local governance (OECD 2012) 

vi. Public sector decentralisation (OECD 2012) 

 

h) Educational and cultural factors10 

i. Community aptitude for learning processes (e.g., learn to help themselves) (ADPC 2004; 

Pandey, B. and Okazaki, K. 2004) 

ii. Recognition/Valorisation of the existence and the relevance of "local knowledge" on 

hazards/disasters affecting a specific area / "popular information" of the people 

inhabiting a given territory (CERFE 1987; UNDP 1996) 

iii. Presence of safer technologies focusing on local tradition and culture (Pandey, B. and 

Okazaki, K. 2004) 

iv. Training level of citizens (Vazirpour, S. and Rezaei, A.A. 2012) 

v. Lack of fatalism (citizens interest in participation in natural disaster management 

decreases with high degrees of fatalism) (Vazirpour, S. and Rezaei, A.A. 2012) 

vi. People's awareness of their livelihood (UNCRD 2004) 

vii. People's awareness of the hazards in their area (Pandey, B. and Okazaki, K. 2004; OECD 

2010; WMO 2016) 

viii. Positive communication (giving people attention and recognition) (Phillipy, T.A. 2008); 

two-ways communication paradigm between citizens and decision makers (Wehn, U., 

McCarthy, S., Lanfranchi, V., Tapsell S. 2015b) 

ix. Presence of communication strategies of organization, networking, group 

communication, and community media (White, R.A. 2008), taking into account specific 

needs, languages, cultures, as well as vulnerabilities and capacities of each audience 

(OXFAM 2006, OECD 2010) 

 

                                                      
10 More detailed in Deliverable 7.3 "Report on cultural factors and citizen empowerment". 
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i) Social factors related to technology and innovation 

i. Intensive diffusion of web, related to the expansion of freedom of choice and action and 

therefore to the ability of people to make strategic life choices in a context where this 

ability was previously denied to them (World Wide Web Foundation 2015) 

ii. Intensive practice of crowdsourcing (WMO 2015; De Brito Moreira et al. 2015; Wehn, U., 

McCarthy, S., Lanfranchi, V., Tapsell, S. 2015b; see also http://www.citi-sense.eu/) 

iii. Promotion of continuous technological innovations in a context of governance of 

innovation, taking into account that a fundamental element of any innovation is 

technology "closure", i.e. when people see the problem (related to the technological 

innovation) as being solved, the need for alternative designs diminishes (Bijker, W.E., 

Thomas, P.H. and Pinch, T.J. 1987) 

iv. Set-up of citizen observatories enabled by information and communication technologies 

(ICTs) (e.g., sensor technologies and social media); whereby the observations, insights 

and involvement of 'ordinary' citizens - alongside those of scientists and professionals - 

are included into earth observation, environmental conservation as well as decision 

making (Wehn, U., McCarthy, S., Lanfranchi, V., Tapsell, S. 2015b) 

v. Confidence building and long-term use of traditional technologies (influencing, among 

others, ownership – see above); Consideration given to the local practice, material 

availability, indigenous knowledge (Pandey, B. and Okazaki, K. 2004) 

 

j) Economic factors 

i. Public financial resources availability (Rappaport, J. 1984) 

ii. Positive perception of the cost-benefit ratio of citizen-observatory-based environmental 

resource management versus more traditional means of data collection (Wehn, U., 

Rusca, M., Jaap, E., Lanfranchi, V. 2015a) 

 

2. From the Identified Practices 

 

Community empowerment practices related to disasters/risks management, identified in 

Deliverable 7.1 and analysed in-depth through documentation and interviews to key-informants 

in the frame of the Task 7.2 allowed us to further identify some socio-economic and 

environmental factors (or, in other words, the specific features of socio-economic and 

environmental contexts) that can affect empowerment processes, beyond those already 

http://www.citi-sense.eu/
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identified through the Task 7.1 "Literature review". Of course, these community empowerment 

practices allowed us not only to identify additional factors (listed below) but also to understand 

how the identified socio-economic and environmental factors affect empowerment processes, 

as will be discussed in Chapter Two. 

In this section we limit ourselves to listing the further socio-economic and environmental factors 

identified in the community practices (from a specific practice, from a set of practices or from 

considering the whole set of 25 practices11). We underline "further" i.e. we do not repeat below 

a factor identified in a community practice if already listed in the previous paragraph.  

 

a) Demographic/health factors  

(No further factors identified) 

 

b) Territorial factors 

i. Poor accessibility of some areas (great distances between peripheral communities and 

transport and communication infrastructure not accessible or available at times) 

 

c) Factors related to the presence/absence of specific actors 

i. Diversity of the actors present (significant set of actors involved: a whole local 

community or, at least, groups of citizens as well as institutional actors and/or the 

scientific community) 

ii. Presence of key boundary actors and brokers within formal governance institutions (e.g., 

citizens "flood wardens") 

iii. Presence of "angry" groups (in relation to disaster management or, broadly, to 

environmental issues (it is an ambiguous factor: sometimes "angry" groups desire to be 

empowered; sometimes, they refuse to cooperate and, in this frame, are not interested 

in any empowerment process) 

 

d) Factors related to individual behaviours 

i. The authorities' perception of citizen participation and the extent to which authorities 

expect or have experienced valuable outcomes from citizen participation during the 

different risk phases (e.g., negative attitude by disaster managers about active 

                                                      
11 The reference practices will be specified in §3. 
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participation of citizens in the disasters' management at any level; citizens regarded, by 

disaster managers, only as possible victims or as "spectators" and not also as active 

actors in disaster management) 

ii. The citizens' willingness to participate in risk management, correlated with the citizens' 

perception of risks 

iii. The citizens' trust in community resilience 

 

e) Factors related to social integration, social cohesion, marginalisation and poverty 

i.  Solidarity 

 

f) Factors related to the regulatory framework 

i. Existence of national/local legislation favouring citizens' participation/active 

involvement 

ii. Existence of a community emergency plan (or an analogous document) and/or other 

planning procedures in action  

iii. Confidentiality legislation (indirectly, in relation to the intensive use of social media, 

mobile phones, etc.) 

 

g) Factors related to the institutional and community governance 

i. Weakness of the civil defence systems (greater solidity of the civil defence systems in 

many European countries could lead to underestimating the relevance of citizens' 

empowerment in disasters/risks management; and/or to a "paternalistic governance 

style" from public sector/disaster managers) 

ii. Public sector encouraging and/or compelling communities to take responsibility for their 

own resilience (e.g., with the creation of "Communities of Resilience Practice"); the 

desire of the local authorities and disaster managers to change the mind set and the role 

of citizens (from being a customer 'receiving services' to taking responsibility in risk 

management; strong impetus from local authorities towards a much broader 

involvement of local citizens groups) 

iii. Trust in civil defence system and in local authorities (it is an ambiguous factor: on one 

hand, a strong citizens' trust in civil defence and in local authorities can lead citizens to 

underestimate their empowerment and the former to underestimate the relevance of 

citizens' empowerment in disasters/risks management; on the other hand, when 
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empowerment processes are "in action" a strong citizens' trust in civil defence and in 

local authorities strengthens these processes) 

iv. Continuous and dynamic planning process with the development of public participation 

instruments and with a history of previous plans behind (such as local climate change 

action plans) 

v. Local Alliances "in action" among stakeholders – scientific community, local authorities, 

companies, NGOs, etc. (e.g., the SWITCH Learning Alliance in Lodz-Pl) / Running 

cooperation programs which are repeated over the years; institutionalisation of 

public/citizens participation 

vi. Policies relating to moving from post-industrial to environmentally sustainable cities 

vii. Political stability (political changes can stop ongoing empowerment processes) 

viii. Propensity towards regional/international cooperation with exchanges of experiences 

 

h) Educational and cultural factors 

i. The idea that people can become "citizen scientists" 

ii. People's awareness that the risk of a hazard is not reducible to zero12 vs. the "awareness 

gap" (i.e., lack of awareness) 

iii. Social learning as the interaction of formal and informal institutions13 

iv. Organisational cultures and agency of disasters' managers 

v. Education programs (for children) around ecology or carbon literacy 

 

i) Social factors related to technology and innovation 

i. Intensive diffusion among citizens of the use of Smartphones (or other smart devices) 

ii. widespread access among citizens to social media 

iii. Intensive presence and activism of social networks (and their complex lateral bonding 

and bridging nature) 

iv. Digital "revolution" in the public sector (local authorities, disaster managers, etc.) 

                                                      
12 This factor can be assimilated to "People's awareness of the hazards in their area (Pandey B. and Okazaki K. 2004; OECD 2010; 
WMO 2016)" identified from the literature review. 
13 This factor can be assimilated to the factor "aptitude towards learning processes", §1., h), i). 
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v. Development of inter-compatible products (technical challenges such as lack of 

compatibilities related to the apps can represent an obstacle in citizens' empowerment 

as "sensors" of their environment) 

 

j) Economic factors 

i. Economic incentives proposed in the frame of disasters/risks prevention/preparedness  

ii. Intense competition among local neighbourhoods for the governmental financial 

resources 

iii. Importance of the tourism in the area  

iv. Importance of green business in the local economy (propensity towards greener choices) 

 

k) Hazard intensity 

i. Historical frequency of hazards (e.g., in areas periodically affected by floods, 

empowerment actions are very widespread; in other areas the frequency of floods can 

be secular)  

ii. The occurrence in the past of a very intense disaster (in terms of human life losses, 

economic damage, etc.) 

iii. The degree of impacts that citizens suffer from any hazard event (since it results in a 

differential participation based on geographic and situational factors) 

 

3. Categories of Factors Affecting Empowerment 

Processes 

 

In the two previous sections, 76 socio-economic and environmental factors have been identified. 

The table below presents their distribution by sources and categories. 
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 Literature review Practices  

(further factors) 

Total 

    

a. Demographic/health 3 0 3 

b. Territorial 2 1 3 

c. Presence/absence of 
specific actors 

6 3 9 

d. Individual behaviours 4 3 7 

e. Social integration, social 
cohesion, marginalisation 
and poverty 

3 1 4 

f. Regulatory framework 1 3 4 

g. Institutional/community 
Governance 

6 8 14 

h. Educational and cultural 9 4 13 

i. Technology and innovation 5 5 10 

j. Economic 2 4 6 

k. Hazard intensity 0 3 3 

TOTAL 41 35 76 

 

Many among the identified factors have a higher or lower degree of correlation. Consequently, 

all the factors are described below taking into account these correlations and, therefore, some 

are described alone, some other within a "set", taking, anyhow, into consideration the identified 

categories. 

 

3.1. Demographic/Health Conditions 

 

a. The first identified factor is the importance of women in the local community. According 

to the IFAD (IFAD 2015b) women are more aware than men on issues related to the 

community where they live and have a greater agency for solving problems, more 

specifically if these problems can affect their family. This is particularly true in poor and 

marginalised areas. Therefore, empowerment processes can be more frequent and more 

effective with a large presence of active women. However (contrary to what can happen 

elsewhere), no specific attention is attributed to the presence of women in the 25 

community practices considered (probably also because none of these practices is in a deep 

marginalized or poor area). 
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b. The second factor is the large presence of pupils/children in the area. Pupils and children 

can be a "shuttle cock" of an empowerment process in a community thanks to their 

participation at school in training activities, awareness campaigns, drills, etc. on hazard 

management (in particular in the preparedness phase) who will then be able to convey to 

their families. Specific attention to this factor can be found in empowerment practices 

around Citizens' Observatories (in Ostrava-CZ, in Delft-NL and in Doncaster-UK) and 

elsewhere (e.g., the Local Council of Pupils in Tatabánya-HU and the Children' education 

around ecology or carbon Literacy in the Irwell Valley Sustainable Communities Project in 

Salford-UK). Outside Europe, in the improvement of disaster preparedness in coastal 

schools from Panadura to Hambantota (OXFAM 2006) in Sri Lanka (these programs teach 

children how to identify evacuation routes and prepare for disasters; children then share 

this information with their families). The importance of this factor has been also underlined 

in the two Stakeholder Assemblies held in the CARISMAND project in Bucharest and Rome 

and in the EU funded CUiDAR (Cultures of Disaster Resilience among children and young 

people) project14 that aims to include children in disaster planning and management 

through actions such as dialogues with children mutual learning exercises; national level 

awareness and communication events.  

 

c. The third factor is the concentration of the elderly in the area. This is an ambiguous 

factor. On the one hand, as underlined in the already mentioned practice in Sri Lanka, senior 

citizens are a "weight" and, due to their high degree of illiteracy, empowerment actions are 

hardly conceivable. On the other hand (WMO 2016), senior citizens represent a living 

"memory" of previous disasters in their area of residence and can give a positive 

contribution to the empowerment of citizens in the same area (particularly in the 

prevention and preparedness phases). Moreover, if they are retired and in good physical 

condition, senior citizens are often part of social volunteerism. This dualism of senior 

citizens has been well underlined also in the two Stakeholder Assemblies held in the 

CARISMAND project in Bucharest and Rome. 

 

3.2. Territorial Factors 

 

a. As already shown in the analysis of the relations among the concepts of resilience and 

the concepts of empowerment, resilient communities are more oriented towards 

                                                      
14 http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/194896_en.html 

http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/194896_en.html
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empowerment processes. And vice-versa, empowerment actions increase the community 

resilience (see Deliverable 7.1 Chapter Two, §4.). There is a virtuous circle among 

empowerment and resilience as shown in the practice located in the alpine community of 

Badia in South Tyrol-IT, in the one related to the heat waves in London and on floods in 

Northern England and, outside Europe, in the frame of the Managing Natural Hazards 

Project for Vietnam (funded by the World Bank). 

 

b. The presence of stocks of resources that equip actors to use economic, social, and 

political opportunities, to be productive, and to protect themselves from shocks in a specific 

area is a second territorial factor facilitating empowerment processes. This is obvious 

considering first that such availability of resources empowers citizens (the practice of the 

Saxony-DE river floods can be taken as an example) and secondly increase resilience and, 

therefore (point a. above) facilitate empowerment. 

 

c. The great distances between peripheral communities and the lack of transport and 

communication infrastructures (not accessible or available at certain times of the year) that 

make accessibility poor can be a territorial factor which induces empowerment processes. 

In practice, peripheral/isolated communities that must "go it alone" should empower 

themselves or be empowered with the help of disasters' managers or other actors. This is 

part of the Multi-Hazard Approach to Early Warning System in Sogn og Fjordane-NO, a rural 

area characterized by scattered villages and communities frequently experiencing 

avalanches and landslides, storm surges and flooding. 

 

3.3. Presence/Absence of Specific Actors 

 

a. The most important factor that facilitates the start-up and/or the strengthening of 

empowerment processes in a specific area is the presence of a significant set of different 

actors: "common citizens", local authorities, business (SMEs and other enterprises), 

professionals, scientific community (university, research centres, etc.), media, etc. We will 

see later (§3.7. on "Factors related to the institutional and community governance") that 

the existence of partnerships and alliances facilitate empowerment actions and the factor 

considered here is a pre-requisite. In the majority of the 25 considered practices 

empowerment is based on the involvement of different partners. 
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b. Beyond this factor, the intensive presence of a specific kind of actors can be a facilitating 

element, to wit: 

i. Ethnic groups and other minorities (cultural, racial, belonging to a religious minority, 

etc.) because these actors can suffer more than others from disasters and therefore 

can be particularly interested in being strengthened 

ii. Feminists (perhaps more so a few years ago)15 considering their propensity for 

collaboration, sharing and mutuality 

iii. Members of grassroots organizations (as potential elements of active citizenship – 

see later in §3.7.). 

 

c. Even more important than the kind of actors present in a given context, is the role that 

they play, as evidenced not so much by the literature (as for the previous item) but by what 

happens in the empowerment community practices analysed. In this regard we can 

mention: 

i. Leaders that encourage community-led initiatives (as empowerment actions are) 

developing mutual trust and respect (see §3.5. further below), as those of the Flood 

Action Groups in Cumbria, Northern England-UK, of the citizens' flooding networks in 

Doncaster-UK) 

ii. Facilitators, building up people's own capacities for analysing their circumstances of 

living, their potentials, and their problems, identified, mainly in empowerment 

community projects outside Europe (e.g., in poor/marginalised Asian communities) 

iii. Key boundary actors and brokers within formal governance institutions that establish, 

as it happens in Cumbria, Northern England-UK, facilitating concerted community 

engagement with risk mitigation and resilience building; another example are the 

"flood wardens" citizens (brokers among citizens and technicians in relation to the 

Flood Citizens Observatories in Europe – e.g. in Doncaster-UK – and elsewhere – e.g. 

in Brazil).  

 

d. An ambiguous factor (i.e., different from all the previous ones mentioned in this 

paragraph that are all clearly pro-empowerment) is the presence of "angry" groups. In fact, 

as we mentioned before, such groups:  

                                                      
15 And/or LGBT (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender) groups and other minority groups that share this same tendency. 
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i. Sometimes, demand to be empowered (as it happens in flood practices where 

citizens' observatories are active), exactly because of their "anger"; 

ii. Sometimes, they refuse to cooperate and, in this frame, are not interested in any 

empowerment process (e.g., as it happens in Augestenborg-SE). 

 

e. Finally, without any doubt, empowerment processes are facilitated by the active 

presence of a program/project promoted by an external actor, such as an international 

organisation (e.g., various entities of the United Nations in many Asian cases) or, 

international NGOs such as WWF (in the Lower Danube Green Corridor project), or OXFAM 

(in Sri Lanka); this factor, too, is trivial, considering that these external actors are always the 

promoters (or among the promoters) of citizens' empowerment practices for strengthening 

the "control" of natural hazards. 

 

3.4. Individual Behaviours 

 

a. Empowerment, as dealt with in this project (see Deliverable 7.1) is intended as a 

community or societal process able to facilitate the disaster management in its different 

phases. However, the start-up and/or the strengthened of this process can be facilitated by 

specific individual behaviours, such as the following ones: 

i. Individual strengths and competencies, as it emerges, beyond the literature, in most 

of the practices identified in Europe and elsewhere (e.g.: Members of the FAG in 

Cumbria, Northern England-UK; Flood wardens in the flood COs; Citizens contributing 

to the development of software platforms that use voluntary information; 

Crowdsourcers and citizens' crisis mappers in 2014 south-eastern flood in France, in 

2013 regional flood in Czech Republic or in the City of Boulder in Colorado) 

ii. Proactive behaviours to social policy and social changes, such as in relation to the 

Saxony floods (DE) or to the landslides in Badia (South Tyrol-IT) 

iii. Ability to act and to implement the practical knowledge, the information, the skills, 

the capabilities and the other resources acquired (again, the examples related to 

crowdsourcing, as well as the cases of the civil protection in Florence, the civil 

protection in Portugal, and the EC project WeSenSeit, in particular in the Alto 

Adriatico area-IT) 
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iv. Trust in community resilience as in the cases of Badia landslides in South Tyrol-IT or 

the heat waves in London-UK or floods in Cumbria, Northern England-UK (the 

'Communities of Resilience Practice' in this last case could be quoted). 

  

b. Moreover, the integration of the level of individual analysis with the level of social and 

political meanings; the connection of the individual with a public, a community, and politics; 

and the development of a growing political consciousness (that are more or less the same 

thing) facilitate a citizens' aptitude towards empowerment. This set of factors has been 

identified mainly in the literature (as already said, this conjunction appears in feminist 

thinking, which connects the personal with the political), but, at least in an embryonic state, 

it appears in almost all the empowerment community practices analysed. The hazards and 

the resulting disasters are perceived as an individual problem (because it affects their own 

family, their goods, and their economic activities) but must be addressed collectively. In a 

certain sense this set of factors represents a pre-requisite for any community 

empowerment process in relation to the disasters' management. 

 

c. Again, empowerment is facilitated (it seems obvious) by the citizens' interest in 

participating in risk management. This interest, first of all has been manifested by the 

majority of the participants in all the CARISMAND citizens' summits celebrated until now 

(in Bucharest, in Malta, in Rome and in Frankfurt); and, even more, by their level of agency 

(intended – see Deliverable 7.1 – as "an actor's or group's ability to make purposeful choices 

– Alsop 2006). Many examples among the 25 empowerment practices can be considered: 

i. "Facilitated" empowerment in the presence of a strong citizen interest/agency in 

cases such as in Ostrava, in the Saxony river floods in Germany, in the City of 

Tatabánya-HU (with the "inhabitants group", the "council of pupils" and the "local 

climate group"), in Sogn og Fjordane-NO, in East Salford-UK and in Northern England-

UK 

ii. Obstacles due to a lack of interest in cases such as in the municipality of 

Timmendorfer Strand-DE (very limited interest of citizens with only 25 participants 

with positive results) or in the CO in Barcelona-ES or in the case of heat waves in 

London-UK 

iii. Changing situations, such as the case of the regeneration initiative of Augustenborg 

neighbourhood in Malmö-SE which starts with apathy and low involvement of citizens 

and goes on with approximately one-fifth of the tenants in the area participating in 

dialogue meetings. 
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d. On another hand, we have to consider also the behaviour of the individual officials of 

local authorities or disasters' managers, in particular their negative attitude that can 

discourage empowerment processes. This happens, e.g. in the case of 2013 regional floods 

in Check Republic-CZ. This is also the feeling of many among the participants in the 

CARISMAND citizens' summits, who perceive that citizens are regarded, by disaster 

managers, only as possible victims or as "spectators" and not also as active actors in disaster 

management. 

 

3.5. Factors Related to Social Integration and Cohesion, 

Marginalisation and Poverty 

 

a. The first identified factor of this category is the prevailing failure of social promotion 

programs financed by the public sector in providing appropriate solutions and, more 

broadly, in the context of crisis of public welfare which creates a "void" that makes it 

necessary for the citizens to take part and then have to be able to intervene. The diminution 

of welfare, therefore, sometimes goes hand in hand with the promotion of empowerment 

programs. This factor, which we have met in the literature (Rappaport, J. 1984; Berger, P. 

and Neuhaus, R. 1977), does not appear explicitly in the studied empowerment practices. 

However, it can be assimilated to the relevance of citizens' empowerment in disasters/risks 

management that we meet in the cases of the weakness of the civil defence systems. We 

will deal with this factor in §3.7. (institutional and community governance). 

 

b. The second factor is a feeling of ownership amongst local people. According to UNCRD, 

involved or promoter of many community empowerment practices identified mostly in Asia 

(see Deliverable 7.1), empowerment is induced by a sense of ownership for people and can 

result in their continuous engagement and long-term commitment to these activities. 

Additionally, individual and community ownership, commitment and concerted actions in 

disaster mitigation, including resource mobilization, produce a wide range of appropriate, 

innovative and do-able mitigation solutions, based on people empowerment for being cost-

effective and sustainable. This factor has never been explicated in the European 

empowerment practices analysed. However, it seems to characterize at least some cases, 

such as the Saxony river floods in Germany and Cumbria, Northern England-UK. 

 

c. The third factor of this group is the prevalence of a sense of social/mutual trust and 

respect inside the communities (that facilitate social cohesion). Beyond the literature, this 
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factor has been recorded in the case of Badia in South Tyrol-IT and in the case of heat waves 

in London-UK and, outside Europe, in a case study on earthquake at Teheran districts' level 

(where a positive correlation between sensitization/social trust and citizens' interest in 

participating in the disaster management cycle has been recorded). 

 

d. A forth factor to be considered in this group (partially related to the previous one) is the 

solidarity inside a local community that, contributing to the social cohesion, can facilitate 

an empowerment process. 

 

3.6. Regulatory Framework 

 

a. First of all, empowerment processes could be facilitated by the existence of 

(international) norms promoting citizens' participation/engagement in hazards 

management (e.g., as stated above, the Aarhus Convention of 1999, which promotes public 

participation in decision-making on environmental issues, or the European Flood Directive 

2007/60/EC, which requires the establishment of public participation mechanisms to 

ensure citizens' involvement in the flood management cycle). We say "could" because, as 

shown in the three community empowerment practices documented by the WeSenSeit 

project (funded by the EU DG research), in Vicenza province-IT, Delft-NL, and Doncaster-UK, 

these norms, which are not prescriptive, have a very slight incidence, even though such 

favourable regulatory framework represents at least an "enabling environment".  

 

b. It is the same for national/local legislation concerning citizen participation/active 

involvement. Assimilated to this legislation are the community emergency plans (that often 

are norms), as in Badia-South Tyrol-IT, and other planning procedures in action, such as the 

"urban development zone" procedure in Rouen-FR or the "city adaptation strategy based 

on the Blue-Green Network Concept" in Lodz-PL or the "action plans" in the Lower Danube 

Green Corridor (BG, MD, RO and UK). However, in some low democratic countries, there can 

be also norms  that prevent or impede people's active participation, and, therefore, people 

empowerment (WMO 2016). All this considered, it is an ambiguous factor. 

 

c. An actual or potential regulatory factor that represents an obstacle (i.e., is "against" 

empowerment processes) is the confidentiality legislation that can make harder the use of 
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ICT/social media for crisis mapping or in crisis response as noted just in one empowerment 

community practice (Sogn og Fjordane-NO). 

 

3.7. Factors Related to the Institutional and Community Governance 

 

a. The first factor to be considered, as a pre-requisite of any empowerment process (related 

or non related to risk/disaster management) is to be in a situation of a potential change in 

power relations, remembering, as we have seen in Deliverable 7.1, that the essence of the 

concept of empowerment is the idea of power. We have to remember that power can be 

also expanded (Czuba, C.E. 1999); i.e., under certain circumstances, gaining power 

strengthens the power of others rather than diminishes it (Kreisberg, S. 1992). Such a 

situation characterizes all the community empowerment practices considered, which 

always involve an increase of empowerment of people at least related to their capacity to 

understand their own environment and often (9 out of 25 cases) through their (increased) 

involvement in decision-making and more rarely (3 out of 25 cases) in the use of resources 

in relation to hazards management/preparedness. 

 

b. The second factor to be taken into account is the strength (in quantitative and qualitative 

terms) of the civil defence systems and of the local authorities. If/where these 

systems/authorities are weak, the public sector (and the international organisations 

working with it) is very much inclined to promote any people empowerment action, since 

an active commitment of the community is often indispensable in all the phases of the 

disaster/risk management. Community empowerment practices mentioned in Deliverable 

7.1 related to countries such as Bangladesh, India, Sri Lanka or Vietnam testify to this state 

of affairs. The "vice-versa" is true only in few cases such as the already mentioned one in 

Czech Republic related to the regional floods in 2013 or the Delfland case-NL, characterized, 

sometimes, by a "paternalistic governance style" from public sector/disaster managers. 

 

c. And indeed, in some European cases, the public sector encourages and/or compels 

communities to take responsibility for their own resilience as it happens, particularly, in the 

United Kingdom (the 'Communities of Resilience Practice in Northern England'-UK, but also 

the case of the heat waves in London-UK). The promotion of the Citizens' Observatories by 

the European Commission based on EC Directives (e.g., in Doncaster-UK, Delft-NL and 

Vicenza-IT in the frame of the WeSenSeit project) with the desire of the local authorities 
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and disaster managers to change the mindset and the role of citizens can be read in this 

same frame (also if, in the Delfland case-NL, the previous factor prevails).  

 

d. However, communities can be able to take responsibility for their own resilience (and, 

more generally, in risk/disaster management), if there is a material basis for this to happen. 

A prerequisite of the latter is a participatory approach, explicitly mentioned in almost all 

the identified cases in Europe and elsewhere. In some of these cases, in particular in the 

ones identified outside Europe, this participatory approach corresponds to a "community 

based disaster management approach" putting local villages and communities "at the 

center" (e.g., the Vietnam or Indian cases analysed). 

 

e. This participatory approach can be further facilitated by an "active citizenship", and, 

more specifically, by the increasing number of organized citizens who work to strengthen 

the public service sphere. Such increase seems to characterize many among the considered 

cases (e.g., Augustenborg, Malmo-SE, Cumbria, Northern England-UK, Badia, South Tyrol-

IT), but it is explicitely mentioned only in those of Doncaster-UK and East Salford-UK. 

 

f. A further step (i.e., going beyond a mere participatory approach) is related to an intensive 

partnership (e.g., "Intensive and productive interaction among societal actors, from citizens 

to entrepreneurs, and the institutional system – i.e., public bodies at the central and/or at 

the local levels"), recorded in 12 cases out of the 25 identified in Europe and in almost all 

the cases identified outside Europe. 

 

g. Going further, this partnership, in few cases can be considered as "institutionalised" and 

such a situation facilitates more and more an empowerment process. This is the case of the 

Local Alliances "in action" among stakeholders – scientific community, local authorities, 

companies, NGOs, etc. as the SWITCH Learning Alliance in Lodz-PL or the running 

cooperation programs which are repeated over the years (e.g., in Tatabánya-HU). In this 

perspective, (as already stated) "Horizontal modes of governance" have been conceived in 

the WeSenSeit EC funded project, but only as reference models for the cases of Delft-NL, 

Doncaster-UK and Vicenza-IT. These modes of governance are not in practice. However, the 

only fact of having them conceived is a pro-people empowerment factor.  
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h. An intensive partnership may also involve a continuous and dynamic planning process, 

such as in the municipality of Timmendorfer Strand-DE, with the development of public 

participation instruments and with a history of previous plans behind (such as the local 

climate change action plan of Tatabánya-HU). Participatory planning processes also 

characterize almost all the cases identified outside Europe. It also worth underlining that 

even planning processes that are not participatory "per se" can in any case facilitate an 

empowerment process since, almost always they contain tools aiming at strengthen 

citizens' capacities (through awareness raising, drills, etc.). One such a case is that of the 

Municipality of Florence-IT. 

 

i. Moving now to another path, another factor related to the institutional and community 

governance to be considered is the people trust in civil defence systems and in local 

authorities. Unlike the previous ones, it is an ambiguous factor:  

i. On one hand, a strong citizens' trust in civil defence and in local authorities can lead 

citizens to underestimate their empowerment and the former to underestimate the 

relevance of citizens' empowerment in disasters/risks management; this is what 

happened, e.g. in Badia-South Tyrol-IT before the exceptionally big landslide in 

December 2012, or in Saxony-DE before the major flood of 2002 

ii. On the other hand, when empowerment processes are "in action" a strong citizens' 

trust in civil defence and in local authorities strengthens these processes; this is the 

present situation in the two above-mentioned cases after the major events of 2002 

and 2012, as well as in the City of Tatabánya-HU (heat waves and forest fires). 

  

j. Political stability is another ambiguous factor: 

i. On the one hand this stability could contrast a potential change in power relations 

that we have considered (point a in this § 3.7.) as a pre-requisite of any empowerment 

process (related or non-related to risk/disaster management). However such a 

situation has been never recorded in all the analysed cases in Europe and elsewhere 

ii. On the other hand, political stability means continuity that could facilitate medium-

term processes/policies as the people's empowerment policies are. Beyond the 

"common sense" this factor has been mentioned only in the case of the City of 

Tatabánya-HU. 

 

k. Another factor to be quoted is the presence "in action" of people moving towards 

environmentally sustainable cities. Considering the relevance of environmental 
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sustainability in relation to risk/disaster management, this factor is trivial. However, it is 

explicitly mentioned only in few cases such as Auguestenborg, Malmo-SE, Rouen-FR 

(multifunctional water management), Timmendorfer Strand-DE, Tatabanya-HU and East 

Salford-UK. 

 

l. Other factors that can be listed under "institutional and community governance" category 

are less important even because quoted by only one among the consulted sources of 

information. These factors are: 

i. Some good governance key elements such as accountability and decentralisation that 

OECD considers important for poor people empowerment because they allow an 

effective and inclusive local citizenry; however these two issues are never mentioned 

in the cases analysed in Europe and elsewhere 

ii. The propensity towards regional/international cooperation with exchanges of 

experiences that facilitate the mutual learning as it happens in the frame of the 

WeSenSeit EU funded project, involving the cases of Delft-NL, Doncaster-UK and 

Vicenza-IT.  

 

3.8. Educational and Cultural Factors 

 

a. A first trivial factor, quoted by the literature but never in the practices that were actually 

analysed (in Europe and elsewhere), probably because too trivial, is the training level of 

citizens (it is easier to activate/to strengthen an empowerment process with people with a 

certain level of education or, at least, in a community with educated persons). 

 

b. A second important factor to be considered in this frame, is the community aptitude for 

learning processes (e.g., learn to help oneself) that can help a lot a people empowerment 

process. Beyond some mentions in the literature, this factor is quoted, explicitly, in 5 

cases16. It represents a "core" issue in the cases related to the Saxony river floods-DE, the 

Lodz Learning Alliance-PL, the heat waves in London-UK, the floods in Cumbria, Northern 

England-UK, while it appears as much less important (but quoted) in the case of the Citizen 

Observatory of Barcelona-ES. This aptitude tends to generate not only a cumulative learning 

from the past disasters' experiences (e.g., the long history of river floods in Saxony-DE), but 

also a social learning (e.g., in Lodz-PL, London-UK and Cumbria, Northern England-UK) 

                                                      
16 This type of aptitude seems to be more developed in the communities where specific risks (e.g. flood) are frequent. 
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through a strong interaction among the involved societal actors that can be both formal 

and non-formal (e.g., in London-UK).  

 

c. A third factor, going beyond a learning process, is the idea that people can become 

citizen scientists, that characterizes the EU funded project Citi-Sense and, in particular, the 

case of Ljubljana-SI where people carry out environment observations during their daily 

activities on the basis of this assumption (the other analysed cases linked to the Citi-sense 

project are the ones of Barcelona-ES, Ostrava-CZ and Vitoria-Gasteiz-ES). 

 

d. A fourth factor is the importance of education programs (for children) around issues such 

as ecology or carbon literacy. We have already considered this issue in §3.1. point b., 

speaking about the importance of children. 

 

e. A fifth factor is the valorisation of the existence and the relevance of "local knowledge" 

on hazards/disasters affecting a specific area, i.e. the recognition of the existence of 

"popular information" in a given territory. This issue has been identified as an empowering 

factor outside Europe, in particular in the contexts where local authorities and civil defence 

systems are weak (see §3.5., point b. In Europe, this factor is considered in the cases related 

to the Citizens' Observatories (WeSenSeit and Citi-Sense projects) but on a very partial way: 

citizens can be environmental sensors (and therefore acquire a knowledge), but are not 

considered yet as depositories of local knowledge: Conversely, as already stated, a 

paternalistic approach can be adopted (as it happens in the Citizen Observatory in Delft-

NL), even consider the "local knowledge" as an obstacle for the management of 

disasters/risks (the already mentioned case of the Czech Republic regional floods in 201317). 

In these cases, of course, the recognition of local knowledge does not be considered as a 

facilitating factor for people empowerment. 

 

f. Another cultural factor (that will be taken into consideration more in-depth in 

Deliverable 7.3 "Report on cultural factors and citizen empowerment") is the lack of 

fatalism (citizens interest in participation in natural disaster management decreases with 

high degrees of fatalism); this factor has been recorded in a case in Teheran but nowhere 

among the European cases. 

                                                      
17 Some disaster managers consider that local knowledge (e.g., fatalism – see point f. in this §3.8.) could cause severe limitations 
in empowering communities and individuals. 
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g. Empowerment processes activation and strengthening are also deeply influenced by 

people's awareness (and, in turn, strongly affect people's awareness). Three kinds of 

awareness have been recorded. In all the cases a higher awareness positively affects 

empowerment processes:  

i. Awareness of the presence of hazards in their area (more or less explicitly recorded 

in all the analysed practices both in Europe and outside)  

ii. Awareness about the fact that the risk of a hazard is not reducible to zero (such 

awareness may be present elsewhere; however, it is explicitly mentioned only in the 

cases related to the EU funded WeSenSeit project, i.e. Delft-NL, Doncaster-UK and 

Vicenza-IT) 

iii. Awareness of concerned people livelihood (that could be affected by disasters), 

underlined, specifically, in two cases outside Europe (Gujarat, India and METAGRI 

project)18. 

 

h. Moving from citizens to disaster managers, another factor that affects the activation/the 

strengthening of people's empowerment processes is the organisational culture and agency 

of disaster managers that can be pro-citizens, as it happens always (but is not limited to) in 

the cases in which the disaster management system is weak, but can be also "against" (as 

it happens sometime when disaster managers perceive themselves as strong – see §3.7. 

point b. 

 

i. We can end this paragraph considering two communication factors. First of all, 

empowerment processes are facilitated in In a context where the communication among 

societal actors is rich and, in particular, where a two-ways communication paradigm 

between citizens and decision makers has been adopted. We can imagine that this 

paradigm is effective in many cases but it has been underlined just in some of them: the 

civil protection system in Florence, the civil protection system in Portugal, and in the three 

cases involved in the WeSenSeit project (Delft-NL, Doncaster-UK and Vicenza-IT), but as an 

aim to be reached and not as a common practice. 

 

                                                      
18 METAGRI project is implemented in Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Chad, Côte d´Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone and Togo. 
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j. The second communication factor is the presence of communication strategies of 

organizations, networking, group communication, and community media, taking into 

account specific needs, languages, and cultures (as well as vulnerabilities and capacities of 

each audience). This factor is considered by OECD (OECD 2010) as a prerequisite in the 

"shift" towards a community disaster management approach that, as already underlined 

(in details in Deliverable 7.1), is pro-people empowerment. However, this factor does not 

seem to be taken into account in the European cases considered. Outside Europe, this 

factor is well mentioned in the frame of the UNDP Communication for Empowerment 

project, implemented in Ghana, Laos PDR, Madagascar, Mozambique, and Nepal.  

 

3.9. Technology and Innovation 

 

a. The first factor to be considered under this rubric is the promotion of continuous 

technological innovations in a context of governance of innovation. This issue, reported in 

the literature, is never mentioned in the cases analysed. However, it represents a pre-

condition of the factors that follow. 

 

b. In the frame of this continuous technological innovation, we have to consider, first, the 

intensive diffusion among citizens of the Web, taking into account that Web facilitates 

people involvement and, moreover, the Web affects the people expansion of freedom of 

choice and action and therefore their ability to make strategic choices also in context where 

this ability was previously denied to them; i.e. the Web, as shown in Deliverable 7.1 

(Chapter One, §8. and Chapter Two, §5.) facilitates people empowerment. Scrictu sensu, 

this factor, well considered in the literature, is not directly mentioned in the studied cases 

in Europe and elsewhere. However, some other factors which presuppose the existence 

and spread of the web are very cited. More specifically: 

i. The widespread access among citizens to social media that represents a "tool" for 

empowerment19, explicitly mentioned in 15 out of the 25 practices analysed in Europe 

and in almost all the ones identified outside Europe; moreover, most of the citizens 

involved in the CARISMAND Citizens' summits accede to social media and this access 

                                                      
19 As stated in CARISMAND D8.2 The way in which people communicate and share information nowadays through social media 
can considerably change the conversation, the course of action of a specific event or the kind of response; moreover, posting on 
social networks and giving their contribution to solve an issue give people the sense of empowerment, the sense that they can 
really do something for the society they live in (Ward, 2011). Moreover, social media appear to empower citizens to address 
their own information needs during a crisis generated by a disaster (Sutton et al. 2008). 
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appears as functional to their more intensive involvement in disasters/risks 

management and to their wish to be empowered to that end 

ii. The intensive diffusion among citizens of the use of Smartphones (or other cellular 

phones), less mentioned in the analysed empowerment practices, but at least 

explicitly quoted in the cases of the 2014 floods in South-Eastern France, in Vitoria-

Gasteiz-ES, and in relation to the Civil protections drills in Alto Adriatico, Vicenza-IT 

(WeSenSeit project), in Portugal and in Sogn og Fjordane-NO. Moreover quite all the 

citizens involved in the CARISMAND Citizens' summits use smart phones/cell phones 

and even that appears as functional to their more intensive involvement in 

disasters/risks management and to their wish to be empowered to that end (e.g., in 

the last Citizens' Summit, held in Germany, there was  several participants who feel 

that the usage of a disaster-related app can strengthen the social cohesion and, 

actually, build "virtual neighbourhoods" in case of a disaster) 

iii. The use of smart phones/cell phones, however, can be hampered by technical 

problems: in the case of the Citizen Observatory in Barcelona-ES the citizens' 

empowerment as "sensors" of their environment has been hampered by a lack of 

compatibility among the required apps and those available on the citizens' mobile 

phones (and this problem negatively affected the involvement of citizens and 

therefore their empowerment). 

 

c. The widespread access to social media and the intensive use of cell phones among 

citizens allow (among other things) the high development of crowdsourcing as a people 

empowement tool. As already stated in Deliverable 7.1, crowdsourcing can offer insights 

and analyses to improve resilience in the face of threats at least in two ways: first, 

crowdsourcing makes use of ICT and the willingness of volunteers to share content to 

collectively produce information that could serve as solutions to different problems and 

contribute to increasing a people culture of constant preparation, anticipation and, more 

importantly, decisive action – not just by response. Moreover, crowdsourcing "before", 

"during" and "after" a disaster event generates a proactive attitude among 

citizens/volunteers that improves resilience (also thanks to enhanced cooperation among 

actors). This proactive approach, enabled by necessity but also by the accessibility of 

current forms of ICT, helps people who volunteer to know that they're not alone and that 

they're part of a much larger problem in society than what they experienced that day. All 

these issues are related to people empowerment processes, as we can see in the cases of 

almost all the studied Citizens Observatories in Europe (Barcelona-ES, Delft-NL, Doncaster-

UK, Ljubljana-SI, Ostrava-CZ, Vicenza-IT, Vitoria-Gasteiz-ES) and outside Europe (Brazil 
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floods), in Boulder-Colorado, in Tanzania, as well as in the Euro-Mediterranean 

Seismological Centre system to detect earthquakes. 

 

d. Therefore, the set-up of Citizens Observatories represents, too, an "enabling 

environment" for people empowerment actions. 

 

e. The widespread access to social media and the intensive use of cell phones among 

citizens allow, moreover, the intensive presence and activism of social networks that 

represent, in itself, another pro-people empowerment factor (for reasons similar to those 

just mentioned in point c. above). The importance of social networks in this regard is 

explicitly mentioned in the cases related to the EU-funded WeSenSeit project (Alto-

Adriatico, Vicenza-OT, Delft-NL, Doncaster-UK), in some of the ones of the EU-funded Citi-

Sense project (Ostrava-CZ and Vitoria Gasteiz-ES), in Badia, South Tyrol-IT and in Cumbria, 

Northern-England-UK. 

 

f. Moving from citizens to the public sector, people empowerment is also facilitated by the 

Digital "revolution" in the public sector (local authorities, disaster managers, etc.). This 

factor is quite trivial due to the fact that factors b. and d. but also c. and e. mentioned above 

are based on an intensive digitalisation of the public sector. More specifically, this factor is 

explicitly underlined in the cases related to the EC WeSenSeit project (Delft-NL, Doncaster-

UK and Vicenza-IT) and by the Florence Civil Protection-IT. 

 

g. Finally, moving to a completely different topic, empowerment of local communities can 

be also facilitated through the recognition and the valorisation of safer technologies 

focused on local tradition and culture (and/or on local knowledge), influencing, among 

others, ownership (see point b. in §3.5.). This factor has never been mentioned in the 

European cases analysed, but, conversely, in two cases outside Europe: the project 

"Reducing Vulnerability of School Children to Earthquakes" promoted in the Asia-Pacific 

Region and the UNCRD project in Gujarat (India).  

 

3.10. Economic Factors 
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a. The first economic factor to be taken into account is related to the availability of public 

financial resources: 

i. On one hand, the lack of public financial resources is a factor partially linked to the 

crisis of public welfare (§3.5. point a.) in that the lack of public finances affects 

negatively, among others, the public welfare system. And, as we have seen in detail 

in the Deliverable 7.1, this is one of the main contexts for the expansion of people 

empowerment programs. The lack of public financial resources as a factor favouring 

people empowerment is explicitly mentioned in the case of Cumbria, Northern 

England-UK 

ii. On the other hand, also the abundance of public financial resources can foster active 

people participation, considering that these resources can be employed for 

implementing actions of social interest that may require such participation. This is the 

case of most of the international cooperation programs identified outside Europe. 

The case of East Salford floods-UK with its BIG Lottery Fund/Broughton Trust may also 

be recalled at this regard. 

 

b. A second economic factor to be taken into account (linked to the point d., §3.9. above) 

is the positive perception of the cost-benefit ratio of citizen-based environmental resource 

management versus more traditional mean of data collection. This positive perception can 

induce local authority officials and risk managers to promote the development of the 

Citizens' Observatories as a tool for recording risk factors (using citizens as sensors of their 

environment) and therefore people empowerment. This factor is explicitly mentioned in 

the EU WeSenSeit project (cases of Delft-NL, Doncaster-UK and Vicenza-IT). 

 

c. A third factor is the intense competition among local neighbourhoods for the use of 

governmental financial resources. This competition can be manifested in nearby locations, 

for example, in the case of floods, between municipalities of the same basin authority or, 

in the case of earthquakes, between municipalities that have been damaged and can 

generate empowerment trends linked to competition. However, such situations, 

mentioned in the literature (WMO 2006), have never been met among the studied practices 

in Europe and elsewhere. In a different context – a mere context of lack of financial 

resources, as in point a) above – this situation can be perceived in the case of Cumbria, 

Northern England-UK. 
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d. Another factor taken into account in few practices is tourism. The development of 

tourism and the presence of tourism operators (both in the public and in the private sector) 

can facilitate empowerment actions because these operators can be very interested in a 

high-participatory approach in disaster management, for the best possible safeguarding 

(and development) of tourism. This has happened in the set-up of the Timmendorfer 

Strand-DE Coastal protection strategy and, to a much lesser extent, in the establishment of 

the Lower Danube Green Corridor (BG, MD, RO and UK). 

 

e. The set of economic policy instruments (more specifically financial incentives) aimed at 

addressing structural modification for preventing natural hazards can also facilitate people 

empowerment (enhancing public participation, especially regarding the planning activities). 

This factor has been recorded only in the case of Segura and Tagus basins-ES where, more 

than 100 stakeholders (national authorities, river basin authorities, members of the 

academia, irrigators, consumers' associations, insurance companies, NGOs, and 

international experts) were actively engaged in the process aimed at designing these 

economic policy instruments in seminars and telephone/web-conferences, etc. 

 

f. Finally, green economy (in its broad sense), represents an enabling environment for 

people empowerment. Generally speaking, such orientation is often accompanied by a 

deep involvement of active citizens and entrepreneurs sensitive to "greener" choices in 

environmental issues, natural hazards management included. We can quote the Blue-Green 

Network Concept (with green infrastructures) in the case of the Lodz-PL Learning Alliance; 

policies to move from post-industrial to environmental sustainability in Auges-tenburg, 

Malmö-SE; greenhouses in Delft-NL; households' greener choices in Salford-UK. 

 

3.11. Hazard Intensity 

 

a. A very important factor is the historical frequency of hazards. Where this frequency is 

high people (common citizens included) are more responsive to solicitations of 

empowerment actions and more willing to participate actively in these actions. This is, more 

specifically, the case of areas affected – in some cases every few years – by floods, such as 

Saxony-DE, but also by other natural hazards (such as landslides in Badia, South Tyrol-IT or 

avalanches – as well as floods – in Sogn og Fjordane-NO). In these three cases, the 

recurrence of floods, landslides or avalanches brought the activation of various people 

empowerment actions. 
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b. An equivalent factor is the occurrence, even once, of a very intense disaster (in terms of 

human life losses, economic damage, etc.), such as an earthquake or a violent flood, as it 

happened in Sri Lanka or Vietnam. 

 

c. Finally, the start-up or the enhancement of a people empowerment process in a disaster-

management frame is more probable if the impact that citizens suffer from the hazard 

events is relatively high, with reference to: 

i. A contingency hazard, as documented more or less from all the identified practices 

outside Europe; this intensity, however, should be below certain threshold (if a 

disaster destroys almost everything people empowerment processes cannot be 

activated for lack of a critical mass of people and resources) 

ii. The historical series of hazards – this factor overlaps the one described in point a) 

and, therefore, the reference examples are the same. 

 

4. Clarity and Ambiguity 

 

Many among the factors described in §3 above are pro-people empowerment (even though none 

of them can be considered as a conditio sine qua non); and some others represent 

obstacles/challenges. In both cases, their being pro or against is clear enough. Some of them are 

also "bilateral" (i.e., their "presence" is "pro-empowerment" and their "absence" can be an 

obstacle/challenge or vice versa). 

Beyond these factors, we have identified few others (ten) that are ambiguous: sometimes they 

favour people empowerment; sometimes they represent a challenge at this regard. Without 

reiterating their description, these ambiguous factors are summarized here by category: 

 

a. Demographic/health 

 The concentration of the elders in the area  

 

c. Factors related to the presence/absence of specific actors 

 The presence of "angry" groups 
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f. Factors related to the regulatory framework 

 Norms on citizens' participation/engagement 

 

g. Factors related to the institutional and community governance 

 The strength of the civil defence systems and of the local authorities 

 People's trust in civil defence systems and in local authorities 

 Political stability 

 

h. Educational and cultural factors 

 The organisational culture and agency of disaster managers 

 The valorisation of the existence and the relevance of "local knowledge" on 

hazards/disasters affecting a specific area 

 

j. Economic factors 

 The availability of public financial resources  

 

k. Hazard intensity  

 The impact on citizens of hazard events 
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CHAPTER TWO: Relations among Factors and 

Empowerment: Some Scenarios 

 

In the previous chapter, a number of socio-economic and environmental factors that affect 

people empowerment processes in the frame of the risks/disaster management, as they emerge 

in the consulted literature and in the cases identified in Europe and elsewhere, have been 

highlighted. We have specified where these factors have been identified and how they can affect 

people empowerment processes, showing, among other, that some of them (the so called 

"ambiguous" factors) can have very different effects depending to the context and the way they 

are manifested. 

In any context, anyway, factors affecting people empowerment processes are several; never only 

one.  

Still from what happened and happens in the identified cases, in this chapter we will try to build 

some scenarios putting together many factors. 

 

1. Necessary Factors 

 

First of all, we have to consider that there are a few factors, among those identified and described 

in the previous chapter, that appear "necessary". Without these factors, it is impossible or, at 

least, very rare that any people empowerment action can occur. These factors can be considered 

as "constituents" of a people empowerment process and, they are, implicitly or explicitly present 

in all the studied cases and intrinsically linked to the essence of an empowerment process. 

Therefore, these factors should be considered in all the scenarios that we'll build later. These 

factors are the following. 

a) The presence of a set of different actors (at least citizens, civil defence officials and/or 

local actors). Without this people no empowerment action is conceivable. 

b) The integration of the level of individual analysis with the level of social and political 

meanings. Without this integration/connection no empowerment action can happen.  

c) The widespread citizens' interest in participating in risk management. Without interest 

from anybody no people empowerment action is conceivable. 
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d) Participatory approach. Without such approach no people empowerment can happen. 

e) To be in a situation of a (at least) potential change in power relations (It is in the very 

essence of the empowerment notion itself). 

These 5 factors need to be present always. No people empowerment process (specifically in a 

context of disaster management, but not only) can happen without. We can consider these 5 

factors as "people empowerment pre-conditions". 

 

2. Rare Factors 

 

Secondly, we have to consider that there are some factors, among those identified and described 

in the previous chapter that, albeit theoretically connected to a people empowerment process, 

appears "de facto" rare or of low importance, since they are never or almost never considered 

worldwide (I) or almost never considered in Europe (II).  

We can distinguish two categories of rare factors. 

I – "Universally" rare factors. This is the case of the factors that have not been recorded in any 

case or in just one case (where they are of minor importance), considering all the identified cases 

in Europe and elsewhere. 

II – Factors rare in the European contexts. This is the case of the factors that have not been 

recorded in any European case or in just one case (where they are of minor importance), nor 

mentioned in the stakeholders assembly and/or citizen summits held in the frame of the 

CARISMAND project. However, these factors can be of some importance outside Europe. 

These two sets of factors are listed in the two paragraphs that follow. 

 

2.1. "Universally" Rare Factors 

 

We have identified 9 "universally" rare factors (i.e., they are totally absent in almost all the cases 

worldwide). 

a) The Intensive presence of feminists. 

b) The prevailing failure of social promotion programs financed by the public sector. 

c) Confidentiality legislation. 

d) Political stability (ambiguous). 
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e) Accountability practices. 

f) Decentralisation. 

g) Training level of citizens20. 

h) The development of tourism and the presence of tourism operators. 

i) The set of economic policy instruments (more specifically financial incentives) aimed at 

addressing structural modification for preventing natural hazards. 

 

2.2. Further Factors that Are Rare in the European Contexts 

 

Ten more factors appear rare only in the European contexts (i.e., they are totally absent in almost 

all the European cases and they have not been mentioned as important during the CARISMAND 

Stakeholder Assemblies and Citizens Summits), albeit they are not rare in the cases identified 

outside Europe. 

a) Importance of women in the local community. 

b) Intensive presence of ethnic groups. 

c) Intensive presence of facilitators, building up people's own capacities for analysing their 

circumstances of living, their potentials, and their problems. 

d) Presence/absence of fatalism. 

e) The presence of safer technologies focusing on local tradition and culture. 

f) Awareness of the people livelihood. 

g) Presence of communication strategies of organization, networking, group 

communication, and community media, taking into account specific needs, languages 

and cultures. 

h) Technical problems in the use of smart phones/other cell phones. 

i) The intense competition among local neighbourhoods for the use of governmental 

financial resources. 

j) The occurrence of a very intense disaster (in terms of human life losses, economic 
damage, etc.). 

                                                      
20 Probably, this factor is never mentioned in the concrete cases, in Europe and elsewhere, because it is a trivial factor. 
Therefore, it should be classified, perhaps, among the "indispensable" factors (with no consequences, considering the 
methodology for building the scenarios, we adopt in this chapter).  
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3. Other Factors in the European Contexts 

 

The 48 Factors not listed in the previous paragraphs are, therefore (in the European contexts), 

neither rare nor necessary. We can consider these factors as "contingent" people empowerment 

factors (in the frame of risk/disasters management in the European contexts) since in a people 

empowerment process each of these factors can or cannot be present. The presence of each one 

of these factors is an element that characterises the specific context in which they occur. 

Therefore, it is on the base of these factors that some scenarios can be built later. 

These factors follow (remembering, when it is the case, if it is an ambiguous factor; see Chapter 

One, §4.). 

1. Large presence of pupils/children in the area. 

2. Concentration of the elders in the area (ambiguous). 

3. Virtuous circle among empowerment and resilience. 

4. Presence of stocks of resources that equip actors to use economic, social, and political 

opportunities. 

5. Poor (territorial) accessibility. 

6. Intensive presence of leaders that encourage community-led initiatives. 

7. Intensive presence of key boundary actors and brokers within formal governance 

institutions. 

8. Presence of "angry" groups (ambiguous). 

9. Active presence of a program/project promoted by an external actor, such as an 

international organisation or, international NGOs. 

10. Individual people strengths and competencies. 

11. Proactive behaviours to social policy and social changes. 

12. Ability to act and to implement the practical knowledge, the information, the skills, the 

capabilities and the other resources acquired. 

13. Trust in community resilience. 

14. The behaviour of the single officials of local authorities or single disaster managers, in 

particular their negative attitude towards people. 

15. People ownership. 
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16. The prevalence of a sense of social/mutual trust and respect inside the communities. 

17. The solidarity inside a local community. 

18. Existence of (international) norms promoting citizen participation/engagement in 

hazards management. 

19. Norms on citizen participation/engagement at the national/local levels (ambiguous). 

20. The strength (in quantitative and qualitative terms) of the civil defence systems and of 

the local authorities (ambiguous). 

21. Public sector encouragement towards communities to take responsibility for their own 

resilience. 

22. The increasing number of organized citizens who work to strengthen the public services 

sphere. 

23. The intensive and productive interaction among societal actors – from citizens to 

entrepreneurs – and the institutional system (i.e., public bodies at the central and/or at 

the local levels). 

24. Institutionalised partnership. 

25. Continuous and dynamic planning process. 

26. The people's trust in civil defence systems (ambiguous). 

27. Presence "in action" of people moving towards environmentally sustainable cities. 

28. Propensity towards regional/international cooperation. 

29. The community aptitude towards learning processes. 

30. The idea that people can become citizen scientists. 

31. Importance of educational programs (for children) around issues such as ecology or 

carbon literacy. 

32. The valorisation of the existence and the relevance of "local knowledge" on 

hazards/disasters affecting a specific area (ambiguous). 

33. People awareness of the presence of hazards in their area. 

34. People awareness about the fact that the risk of a hazard is not reducible to zero. 

35. The organisational culture and agency of disaster managers (ambiguous). 

36. Presence of a two-ways communication paradigm. 

37. The promotion of continuous technological innovations in a context of governance of 

innovation. 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 53/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

38. The widespread access among citizens to social media. 

39. The intensive diffusion among citizens of the use of Smartphone (or other cellular 

phones). 

40. The high development of crowdsourcing. 

41. The set-up of Citizens Observatories. 

42. The intensive presence and activism of social networks. 

43. The Digital "revolution" in the public sector. 

44. The public financial resources availability (ambiguous). 

45. The positive perception of the cost-benefit ratio of citizen-based environmental resource 

management versus more traditional mean of data collection. 

46. Green economy. 

47. The historical frequency of hazards. 

48. The intensity of the impact that citizens suffer from the hazard events (ambiguous). 

It is on the basis of these 48 factors that a few scenarios can be built. 

 

4. Factors' Clusters 

 

For facilitating the construction of scenarios we will try now, as an intermediary step, to build 

some factors' clusters, taking into account: 

 The theoretical/conceptual relations among the factors 

 Their co-presence in some (European) cases. 

Only the 48 factors listed in §3. will be taken into account (the 5 necessary factors should be, 

anyway, as we will see later, present in all the scenarios and the 19 rare factors – keeping in mind 

that, at least in Europe, they are scarcely present, or not at all – can be disregarded). 

 

First cluster – Citizenship, where we can group all the factors related to people/citizens. Factors 

included in this cluster are:  

 Intensive presence of leaders that encourage community-led initiatives 

 Presence of "angry" groups (ambiguous)  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 54/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

 Individual people strengths and competencies 

 Proactive behaviours to social policy and social change  

 Ability to act and to implement the practical knowledge, the information, the skills, the 

capabilities and the other resources acquired 

 People's ownership 

 Virtuous circle among empowerment and resilience 

 Presence "in action" of people moving towards environmentally sustainable cities 

 The community aptitude for learning processes 

 The valorisation of the existence and the relevance of "local knowledge" on 

hazards/disasters affecting a specific area 

 The intensive presence and activism of social networks 

 The intensity of the impact that citizens suffer from the hazard events (ambiguous) 

 The widespread access among citizens to social media 

 The intensive diffusion among citizens of the use of Smartphone (or other cellular 

phones) 

 The high development of crowdsourcing. 

 

Second cluster – Risk/disaster managers and local authorities, in which we tend to group all the 

factors related to the actors that are institutionally charged of risk/disaster management in a 

specific area, i.e. disaster managers, local authorities officials and relevant scientific experts. 

Factors included in this cluster are: 

 The behaviour of the single officials of local authorities or single disaster managers, in 

particular their negative attitude towards people 

 The strength (in quantitative and qualitative terms) of the civil defence systems and of 

the local authorities (ambiguous) 

 Public sector encouragement towards communities to take responsibility for their own 

resilience 

 Propensity towards regional/international cooperation 

 The idea that people can become citizen scientists 

 The organisational culture and agency of disaster managers (ambiguous) 
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 The Digital "revolution" in the public sector 

 The positive perception of the cost-benefit ratio of citizen-based environmental resource 

management versus more traditional means of data collection 

 The set-up of Citizens Observatories. 

 

Third cluster – Partnership, communication, and governance (as co-government), in which we 

consider all the factors related to the partnership among the above mentioned actors in a 

governance perspective. Factors included in this cluster are: 

 The intensive presence of key boundary actors and brokers within formal governance 

institutions 

 Trust in community resilience 

 The prevalence of a sense of social/mutual trust and respect inside the communities 

 The solidarity inside a local community 

 Existence of (international) norms promoting citizen participation/engagement in 

hazards management 

 Norms on citizens participation/engagement at the national/local levels (ambiguous) 

 The increasing number of organized citizens who work to strengthen the public services 

sphere 

 The intensive and productive interaction among societal actors – from citizens to 

entrepreneurs – and the institutional system (i.e., public bodies at the central and/or at 

the local level) 

 Institutionalised partnership 

 Continuous and dynamic planning process 

 The people trust in civil defence system (ambiguous) 

 Presence of a two-ways communication paradigm. 

 

Forth cluster – Hazards, territory, and environment, in which we tend to group all the "contour 

factors". Factors included in this cluster are: 

 Poor (territorial) accessibility 

 The promotion of continuous technological innovations in a context of governance of 

innovation 
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 The historical frequency of hazards 

 People awareness of the presence of hazards in their area 

 People awareness about the fact that the risk of a hazard is not reducible to zero  

 Presence of stocks of resources that equip actors to use economic, social, and political 

opportunities 

 The public financial resources availability (ambiguous) 

 Green economy. 

 

Fifth cluster – Specific actors, in which we tend to group all the factors that focus on specific 

demographic groups among people/citizens, such as children or elders; or specific external actors. 

Factors included in this cluster are: 

 Large presence of pupils/children in the area  

 Importance of education programs (for children) around issues such as ecology or carbon 

literacy 

 Concentration of the elders in the area (ambiguous) 

 Active presence of a program/project promoted by an external actor, such as an 

international organisation or, international NGOs. 

 

5. The Possible Socio-economic and Environmental 

Scenarios 

 

Combining the five clusters of factors, we can imagine, in relation to the people empowerment 

processes, some peculiar contexts. 

We must remember that the necessary factors mentioned in §1. should be present in all  contexts 

(i.e., the presence of a set of different actors as, at least, citizens, civil defence officials and/or 

local actors; the integration of the individual and the collective level; the interest of citizens 

towards disaster/risk management; a participatory approach; a situation of, at least, potential 

change in power relations). 

Crossing the first four clusters (we will discuss the fifth one later), and considering for each cluster 

two situations (one corresponding to the significant quantitative and/or qualitative presence of 
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at least one factor; the other to the absence of all the factors included in the cluster), the possible 

socio-economic and environmental scenarios could be "in theory" 16 (i.e., 2 x 2 x 2 x 2=16).  

However, considering the possible theoretical relations among the clusters (in our frame that is 

the one of people empowerment in relation to disaster/risk management), many of them can be 

eliminated.  

More specifically:  

 All those (8 scenarios) that consider partnership and co-government practice at the 

community level without "qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship" and/or 

without "high propensity of disasters risk managers and local authorities towards 

citizens" (and with or without "problematic" territory) that are not conceivable  

 All those (2 further scenarios) that consider low qualitative and quantitative importance 

of citizenship; low propensity of disasters risk managers and local authorities towards 

citizens; and absence of partnership and co-government practice at the community level 

(and with or without "problematic" territory) that are conceivable but where 

empowerment actions are impossible, as they could not be based on any actor. 

Therefore, considering the first four clusters, only 6 scenarios of people empowerment in 

disasters/risks management (of the 16 possible "prima facie") are plausible. The 6 scenarios that 

can be actually met are the following ones: 

i. Qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and high propensity of disasters 

risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) towards citizens; therefore, actual 

or potential partnerships and co-government practices at the community level; all that 

in a "problematic" territory with resources limitations and high intensity of hazards 

(Scenario 1) 

ii. Qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and high propensity of disasters 

risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) towards citizens; therefore, actual 

or potential partnerships and co-government practices at the community level; all that 

in a territory without high resources limitations and low intensity of hazards (Scenario 2) 

iii. Qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and low/no propensity of 

disasters risk managers and local authorities towards citizens; therefore, 

limited/problematic/lacking partnerships and co-government practices at the 

community level; all that in a "problematic" territory with resources limitations and high 

intensity of hazards (Scenario 3) 

iv. Qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and low/no propensity of 

disasters risk managers and local authorities towards citizens; therefore, 

limited/problematic/lacking partnerships and co-government practices at the 
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community level; all that in a territory without high resources limitations and low 

intensity of hazards (Scenario 4) 

v. Low qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and high propensity of 

disaster risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) towards citizens; 

therefore, limited/problematic/lacking partnerships and co-government practices at the 

community level; all that in a "problematic" territory with resources limitations and high 

intensity of (Scenario 5) 

vi. Low qualitative and quantitative importance of citizenship and high propensity of 

disaster risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) towards citizens; 

therefore, limited/problematic/lacking partnerships and co-government practices at the 

community level; all that in a "problematic" territory with resources limitations and 

hazards high intensity (Scenario 6). 

In any of these six conceivable contexts designed above (i.e., the scenarios that we shall take into 

account) any specific actor (fifth cluster) can play a more or less important role (therefore, 

considering all the five clusters, the scenarios should be 6 x 2 =12; however, the fifth cluster can 

be considered as collateral to the first cluster, and then the scenarios that should be considered 

are the six listed above and discussed below. 

 

5.1. Scenario 1 

This is the "ideal" scenario for a robust people empowerment process. First, there is a pro-

empowerment availability of actors from both sides: strong citizenry on one side; and propensity 

of disaster risk managers and local authorities (and/or scientists) towards citizens that generate 

a favourable context for partnership that could be already in effect or can be easily built. 

Moreover, resources limitation in the territory brings people to put themselves into action as 

resources (perhaps the only resource) for disaster management and/or a high intensity of hazards 

give people a memory that brings the same effect. Finally, the presence of actors that can be 

ready to help in disaster management such as educated children and/or active elders can be a 

plus. 

These circumstances generate positive attitudes such as social/mutual trust, respect and 

solidarity inside the communities; an intensive and productive interaction among societal actors 

– from citizens to entrepreneurs – and the institutional system (i.e., public bodies at the central 

and/or at the local levels accompanied by a two-ways communication); a positive perception of 

the cost-benefit ratio of citizen-based environmental resource management versus more 

traditional mean of data collection (thanks to crowdsourcing, citizens' observatories, etc.) and a 

real institutionalised partnership can be reached. 
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In this scenario people empowerment is in action and can be characterised by a continuous 

capacity building (e.g., educational and advocacy programs on hazards) on both sides (citizens on 

one side, local authorities and civil defence managers on the other), learning processes, 

implementation of simulations/drills, mutual awareness, and the inclusion of all the relevant 

actors in decision-making processes (e.g., in planning activities related to disaster management, 

in the identification of technologic solutions, etc.). 

Among the European cases analysed21, those that seem to fit better with this scenario are:  

 Citizens' Observatories and bio-monitoring campaign in Ostrava (CZ) 

 Inclusive decision-making in relation to Saxony River flood 2006–2013 (DE) 

 Capacity building and citizens' empowerment in the context of heatwave and forest fire 

in Tatabanya (HU) 

 Networking and crisis mapping after Badia landslide in 2012 (IT) 

 Lodz Learning Alliance/floods and increased air pollution (PL) 

 Engaged communities of resilience practice in relation to floods in Northern England 

2005–2009 (UK). 

 

5.2. Scenario 2 

This second scenario looks like the previous one. The main difference is that here there is a lower 

intensity of hazards. Therefore, there are all the elements that can generate positive people 

empowerment processes; however these processes could be oriented not towards the disaster 

management (that could be perceived as not a high priority), but towards other issues (the energy 

transition and the mitigation of the climate change, the improvement of social welfare could be 

two examples of these other issues). The second difference is that in this scenario there is no 

important lack of resources; conversely, there may be stocks of resources that equip actors 

accompanied by a promotion of continuous technological innovations in a context of governance 

of innovation.  

The same positive attitudes mentioned above characterize this scenario too and, therefore, we 

can meet the same people empowerment processes. However, as said above, such 

empowerment can be oriented towards other issues outside the disaster management. There is 

anyway a social process in action that can be easily re-directed towards disaster management 

when necessary. 

Among the European cases analysed, those that seem to fit better with this scenario are:  

                                                      
21 According to what has been already mentioned in Chapter One, §3. above. 
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 Multifunctional water management in Rouen (FR) 

 Environmental citizens' observatory in Vitoria-Gasteiz (ES) 

 Regeneration initiative of Augustenborg, Malmö in relation to floods (SE). 

 

5.3. Scenario 3 

The third scenario is considerably different from the previous ones. The pro-empowerment 

availability of actors tends to exist only from one side: the one of citizens. Moreover, here too, 

resources limitation in the territory brings citizens to put themselves into action as resources for 

disaster management and/or a high intensity of hazards give people a memory that induces the 

same effect. And the presence of actors that can be ready to help in disaster management such 

as educated children and/or active elders can be a plus. 

Conversely there is a negative attitude (at least in the majority) towards citizens' active 

involvement from disaster risk managers and local authorities, who tend to believe that the active 

involvement of citizens is useless if not harmful.  

A participative approach can anyway be present, thanks to the strong citizenry (e.g., people 

strengths and competencies, people ownership, community aptitude for learning processes, 

intensive presence of leaders that encourage community-led initiatives, etc.), but partnership 

among citizens and local authorities/disaster managers (at least in the field of disasters/risks) is, 

inevitably absent or weak and a governance approach (as co-government among local actors) is 

not conceivable.  

In this scenario people empowerment is far from obvious, thanks to the lack of interest (if not 

hostility) from the majority of (or all) the officials of the public sector. However, people 

empowerment actions can be encouraged from the citizens themselves (from local NGOs/CSOs/ 

community leaders, from high skilled citizens, from specific actors, etc.) or from program/project 

promoted by an external actor, such as an international organisation or, an international NGO or 

from the few public officials, if they exist, who have a different attitude towards citizens from 

that of most of their colleagues. Such people empowerment actions can consist in citizens' 

capacity building, learning processes, or awareness raising; but, of course, not in the inclusion of 

all the relevant actors in decision-making processes.  

Moreover, people empowerment actions can be promoted also by public sector officials that 

have a negative attitude towards citizens, if they are conceived as education programs, one-way 

communication of instructions and information and in the implementation of simulations/drills. 

Among the European cases analysed, those that seem to fit better with this scenario are:  

 Crowdmapping in 2013 regional flood (CZ) 
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 Citizens' flooding networks in Doncaster (UK). 

 

5.4. Scenario 4 

This forth scenario looks like the third one but with some important differences. The "prima facie" 

attitude of the various actors would be the same (strong citizenry on one side; public sector 

officials that do not like an active involvement of citizens in disaster/risk management; and 

therefore a participatory approach that subsists only – or mainly – from the citizens side). 

The main difference from scenario 3 is that here there is a lower intensity of hazards. Not only 

does it lack an important component that can generate positive people empowerment processes 

(i.e., the positive attitude towards citizen active involvement from disaster-risk managers/local 

authorities), but these processes could be further weakened (or, at least, not oriented towards 

the disaster management but towards other issues – e.g. the ones mentioned in scenario 2) from 

the fact that disasters/hazards are not perceived as a high priority.  

The second difference from scenario 3 is that here there is no important lack of resources; 

conversely, there may be stocks of resources that equip actors accompanied by a promotion of 

continuous technological innovations in a context of governance of innovation.  

In this scenario 4 people empowerment is further far from obvious, not only – as in scenario 3 – 

thanks to the lack of interest (if not hostility) from the majority of (or all) the officials of the public 

sector, but also from an actual or potential lack of interest in hazards-disasters from citizens 

because the latter are not perceived as a high priority.  

However, here too (but at a lesser extent than in scenario 3) the same people empowerment 

actions can be encouraged from the citizens themselves (from local NGOs/CSOs/ community 

leaders, from high skilled citizens, from specific actors, etc.) or from programs/projects promoted 

by an external actor, such as an international organisation or an international NGO. Such people 

empowerment actions, as in scenario 3, can consist in citizens' capacity building, learning 

processes, or awareness raising; but, of course, not in the inclusion of all the relevant actors in 

decision-making processes.  

Moreover, as in scenario 3, people empowerment actions can be promoted also by public sectors 

officials that have a negative attitude towards citizens, if they are conceived as education 

programs, one-way communication of instructions and information and in the implementation of 

simulations /drills. However, such kind of actions are much less likely to take place, since 

hazards/disasters are not perceived, in the local context, as a high priority. 

Among the European cases analysed, the ones that seems to fit better with this scenario are:  

 Climate change and flood citizens' monitoring in East Salford (UK) 
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 Support networks in the context of heat wave in London (UK). 

 

5.5. Scenario 5 

Scenario 5 can be considered, in a way, as the "opposite" of scenario 3. In this scenario local 

authorities and disaster managers (and/or scientists) have a positive attitude (at least in the 

majority) towards citizens' active involvement, since they believe that their active involvement 

can be useful if not essential. 

However, in this scenario, citizenry is weak or, at least, not strong (e.g., lack of leaders that 

encourage community-led initiatives; lack of strengths and competencies among citizens; lack of 

people ownership; lack of proactive behaviours among citizens to social policy and social changes; 

etc.). Moreover, actors that can be ready to help in disaster management such as educated 

children and/or active elders are absent or do not represent a plus. 

Therefore, the participatory approach is mainly "top-down" generated (in large part) by the public 

sector officials and, here too, a partnership among citizens and local authorities/disaster 

managers is, inevitably difficult or weak (if not absent) and a governance approach (as co-

government among local actors) is not conceivable, even if desired from the public sector. 

There is a lack of resources in the territory and/or a high intensity of hazards but these 

circumstances do not bring people (or do not bring so much) to put themselves into action as 

resources for disaster management. 

In this scenario people empowerment actions are not only possible, but even very likely if not 

certain. However, they will be mainly, if not exclusively, top-down actions, which, anyway, can be 

of any kind (or almost) and can be characterised by capacity building (e.g., educational and 

advocacy programs on hazards), implementation of simulations/drills, awareness promotion, and 

also the attempt of involving all the relevant actors (citizens included) in some decision-making 

processes (e.g., in planning activities related to disaster management, in the identification of 

technological solutions, etc.). More difficult/not likely, in this scenario, is the activation of learning 

processes among citizens. 

Among the European cases analysed, the ones that seems to fit better with this scenario are:  

 Timmendorfer Strand coastal protection strategy (DE) 

 Civil protection experimentation in the Alto Adriatico (in particular in Vicenza province) 

(IT) 

 Multi-Hazard Approach to Early Warning System in Sogn og Fjordane (NO) 

 Earthquake drill and capacity-building (PT) 
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 Stakeholders engagement to reduce vulnerability to drought in Segura and Tagus basins 

(ES) 

 Delft monitoring network (pluvial flooding) (NL). 

 

5.6. Scenario 6 

The last scenario (among the possible ones – see above) is similar to scenario 5 with the same 

differences met among scenarios 1 and 2 and scenarios 3 and 4. The "prima facie" attitude of the 

various actors would be the same as in scenario 5: 

 On one hand, local authorities and disaster managers (and/or scientists) with a positive 

attitude towards citizen active involvement 

 On the other, weak citizenry and lack of actors ready to help in disaster management 

such as educated children and/or active elders. 

In this scenario the weakness of the citizenry (in the area of disasters/risks management) could 

be worse than in scenario 5 by the lack of intensity (or, at least, the lack of perception by citizens 

of the intensity) of hazards. This can bring even less people to put themselves into action as 

resources.  

The second difference from scenario 5 is that here too there is no important lack of resources; 

conversely, there may be stocks of resources that equip actors accompanied by a promotion of 

continuous technological innovations in a context of governance of innovation. 

Also in this scenario people empowerment actions are possible, but less likely than in scenario 5, 

for two reasons: citizenry is weaker and the public sector officials (local authorities, disaster/risk 

managers, etc.), due to the lesser intensity of hazards (compared to the scenario 5), will be less 

motivated to promote, in such a context, people empowerment actions. 

It goes without saying that any people empowerment action, as in scenario 5, will be promoted 

mostly by public sector officials and will be, therefore, mainly, if not exclusively, top-down. 

As in scenario 5, anyway, empowerment actions can be of any kind (or almost) and can be 

characterised by capacity building (e.g., educational and advocacy programs on hazards), 

implementation of simulations/drills, awareness promotion, and also the attempt of involving all 

the relevant actors (citizens included) in some decision-making processes (e.g., in planning 

activities related to disaster management, in the identification of technologic solutions, etc.). 

More difficult/not likely, in this scenario, the activation of learning processes among citizens. 

Among the European cases analysed, those that seem to fit better with this scenario are:  

 Crowdmapping in 2014 south-eastern flood (FR) 
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 Florence civil protection system (IT) 

 Ljubljana citizen scientists system (SI) 

 Citizens' observatory to empower citizens to contribute to and participate in 

environmental governance in Barcelona (ES) 

 Stakeholders and community engagement/Humber coastal floods (UK) 

 Lower Danube Green Corridor: floodplain restoration for flood protection (BG, MD, RO, 

UK). 
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CHAPTER THREE: Lessons Learned 

 

This report is devoted to the analysis of the linkages between empowerment practices and 

specific socio-economic and environmental contexts. It has been prepared in parallel with 

Deliverable 7.3, devoted to the relations among empowerment and cultural factors (both 

deliverables in the context of risks/disasters). In Deliverable 7.4 "Synthesised report including 

recommendations", that will conclude the CARISMAND WP7, the findings of these two reports 

(that can have, inevitably, a few overlapping, due to the fact that there is no a clear-cut, or fully 

recognised, boundary between "social" and "cultural") should be integrated and specific 

recommendations will be drafted on how it is possible, feasible and convenient, to empower 

societal actors such as citizens in the various contexts (environmental, social, economic, cultural, 

etc.) in the perspective of an improved management of disasters/ risks/hazards. During the 

drafting of Deliverable 7.4, some among the WP7 findings (e.g., the identified scenarios) could be 

checked with stakeholders in the frame of the last Stakeholder Assembly and with citizens in the 

frame of the last two citizens' summits. After that, these recommendations will inform the final 

outputs of the CARISMAND project and, more specifically, the final toolkit. 

As the main lessons learned at the end of this report, we want first to add some annotations on 

what seem to be the most frequent scenarios to be considered, thinking about people 

empowerment in relation to disaster/risk management, always assuming that we can consider 

the 25 European cases as a sort of sample. 

18 of these 25 cases have been linked to 3 of 6 scenarios considered (6 to each one of these 3 

scenarios). 

The first of these 3 scenarios is the most pro-people empowerment one, i.e., the one where there 

are favourable factors from all the clusters: substantial traces of active citizenship with 

eventually, as a potential plus, also the presence of actors that can be ready to help in disaster 

management such as educated children and/or active elders; propensity of disasters risk 

managers and local authorities (and/or relevant scientists) towards citizens; and therefore a 

favourable context for actual/potential partnership; and, almost always, a high intensity of 

hazards giving people a memory spurring them to put themselves into action. 

The second and the third of these 3 scenarios are, apparently, much less pro-empowerment, since 

there are no substantial traces of active citizenship, and therefore no (or a very weak) partnership 

climate. Conversely, local authorities and disaster managers (and/or relevant scientists) have a 

positive attitude (at least in the majority) towards citizens' active involvement because they 

believe that this involvement is useful if not essential. Moreover, in one of these two last 

scenarios, there is a lack of resources in the territory and/or a high intensity of hazards but these 
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circumstances do not bring people (or do not bring them so much) to put themselves into action. 

The opposite seems to occur in the other scenario. 

We can note that these 2 apparently less pro-empowerment scenarios have elements in common 

with the citizens' situations we have met in the Citizens' Summits implemented until now in the 

frame of the CARISMAND project. 

The common element of all these 3 scenarios is the positive attitude by local authorities, disaster 

managers and/or scientists towards citizen active involvement, which, therefore, appears as the 

core element for people empowerment. Furthermore, if we consider that also scenario 2 (see 

Chapter Two, §5.2.) is characterized by the same positive attitude, three more European cases 

can be added, reaching a total of 21 out of the 25 considered in this report. 

However, the remaining 4 cases testify that people empowerment in disasters/risks can happen 

and actually happens also without this positive attitude from local authorities, disaster managers 

and/or scientists when an important set of factors characterizing active citizenship are put 

together. 

Anyway, the attitudes of the actors (citizens, local authorities, disaster managers, scientists, etc.) 

and their actions are central. And the strengthening of social actors in the context of risk/disaster 

management is ultimately the general purpose of the CARISMAND project. 

The citizen summits and the stakeholder assemblies, besides being eminent places of action 

research (i.e., geared at obtaining a better understanding of how things happen and are perceived 

by the various involved actors as well as the relations between these actors in the frame of the 

management of risks/disasters), should become, as far as possible, relevant also for a people 

empowerment policy. And this is (partially) already the case. In fact: 

 The stakeholder assemblies are (also) opportunities where the various stakeholders 

(disaster managers, local authorities officials, NGOs leaders and volunteers, relevant 

scientific experts, etc.) discuss on people's actual and potential roles in the management 

of risks/disasters; through these discussions and thanks to the interventions/ 

presentations of proper experts all (or quite all) the participants enhance a positive 

attitude towards an active involvement of citizens (as an useful resource) and the 

valorisation and improvement of their capacities, knowledge, etc. 

 The citizens' summits are (also) opportunities where "common" citizens, as well as 

citizens already engaged volunteering and in groups and movements in various fields 

(environment, education, health, social assistance, relief, etc.), thanks to a mutual 

confrontation and thanks to the acquisition of the findings of the previous citizens 

summits and stakeholders' assemblies become more aware of their potentialities in the 

management (from the prevention to the recovery) of disasters/risks; citizens' summits 

are also a place where citizens' agency towards disasters/risks management increases. 
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However, the stakeholder assemblies and the citizens' summits do not take place everywhere 

and much less every month.  

Therefore, the main output of the CARISMAND project will be the final toolkit. Through its 

dissemination and exploitation, the toolkit will represent the core instrument for enhancing an 

effective people empowerment policy. Such policy should be not only based, on a better and 

thorough understanding of the relevance of cultural and social issues that characterize any given 

community, but also supported by specific directions on how to valorise and improve the 

contribution that can be provided by each actor (common citizens included) in each specific 

context where an hazard arises. 

After merging the findings of Deliverable 7.2 about linkages between empowerment practices 

and specific socio-economic and environmental contexts and Deliverable 7.3 about cultural 

factors and citizen empowerment, specific recommendations in this regard will be included in 

Deliverable 7.4 “Synthesised report including recommendations”. 

  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 68/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

References 

Ackelsberg, M.A. 1988. "Communities, Resistance, and Women's Activism", in Bookman, A. and 

Morgen, S. (Eds.), Women and the Politics of Empowerment: Perspectives from the 

Community and the Workplace. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

ADPC 2004. Program Completion Report: Asian Urban Disaster Mitigation Program. ADPC. 

Bangkok, Thailand. Available at: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/Pdack861.pdf 

ADPC 2008. Community Empowerment and Disaster Risk Reduction in Chittagong City. Available 

at: 

http://www.preventionweb.net/files/globalplatform/entry_bg_paper~SaferCities21.pdf.  

Alsop, R., Frost Bertelsen, M. and Holland, J. 2006. Empowerment in Practice - From Analysis to 

Implementation. Washington DC: The World Bank, Directions in development series, n. 

35032. 

Bacqué, M.H. 2014. "A definition of empowerment", in A contribution from Cultural and Creative 

actors to citizens' empowerment - European Citizens' Laboratory for Empowerment: CiTIes 

Shared (ECLECTIS) - A European cultural cooperation project (2013-2014) Enhance 

European urban space diversity Amsterdam - Barcelona - Kotor - Ljubljana - Paris - Torres 

Vedras, Supported by the Culture programme of the European Union. 

Bandura, A. 1982. "Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency". American Psychologist, 37, 122-

147. 

Bandura, A. 1989. "Social cognitive theory of moral judgment and action", in Kurtines, W.M. & 

Gewirtz, J.L. (Eds.), Moral behaviour and development: Advances in theory, research, and 

applications (Vol. 1). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Becker, J., Paton, D., Johnston, D. 2015. Communication of Risk: A community resilience 

perspective, GNS Science Report 2015/66, p. 30.  

Berger, P. & Neuhaus, R. 1977. To empower the people: The role of mediating structures in public 

policy. Washington, DC: America Enterprise Institute. 

Bijker, W.E., Thomas, P.H. & Pinch, T.J. (Eds.) 1987. The Social Construction of Technological 

Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History of Technology. Cambridge, MA, MIT 

Press. 

Bookman, A. & Morgen, S. (Eds.) 1984. Women and the politics of empowerment. Philadelphia, 

Temple University Press. 

Bossu, R., Laurin, M., et al. 2015. "The Importance of Smartphones as Public Earthquake-

Information Tools and Tools for the Rapid Engagement with Eyewitnesses: A Case Study of 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 69/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

the 2015 Nepal Earthquake Sequence". Seismological Research Letters, 86(6), pp.1587–

1592. Available at: http://srl.geoscienceworld.org/lookup/doi/10.1785/0220150147 

Bossu, R. & Earle, P.S. 2012. "On the use of the Internet to collect earthquake information". 

Annals of Geophysics, 54(6). 

Castro Degrossi, L., Porto de Albuquerque, J., Fava, MC., Mediondo, E.M., 2014. Flood Citizen 

Observatory: a crowdsourcing-based approach for flood risk management in Brazil. 

Available at: 

http://www.academia.edu/7428732/Flood_Citizen_Observatory_a_crowdsourcing-

based_approach_for_flood_risk_management_in_Brazil.  

CERFE 1987. Censimento dell'informazione popolare sulle frane in Italia. Roma, Dipartimento della 

Protezione Civile. 

CERFE 2012. Measuring empowerment in rural areas, World Bank. 

Conyers, J. 1975. "Toward Black Political Empowerment – Can System be Transformed". Black 

Scholar 7:2. 

Czuba, C.E. 1999. "Empowerment: What Is It?". Journal of Extension, 37(5). 

De Brito Moreira, R., Castro Degrossi, L., Porto de Albuquerque, J., 2015. An experimental 

evaluation of a crowdsourcing-based approach for flood risk management. Available at:  

http://www.agora.icmc.usp.br/site/wpcontent/uploads/2015/03/Moreira_ESELAW_2015.pdf  

Domingo, P. & O'Neil, T. 2014. The politics of legal empowerment: legal mobilisation strategies 

and implications for development. Available at: https://www.odi.org/publications/8485-

legal-empowerment-mobilisation. 

Earle, P. et al. 2010. "OMG earthquake! Can Twitter improve earthquake response?". 

Seismological Research Letters, 81, pp.246–251. 

Earle, P.S., Bowden, D. & Guy, M. 2011. "Twitter earthquake detection: earthquake monitoring in 

a social world". Annals of Geophysics, 54(6), pp.708–715. 

EC - European Commission – embrace, 2015. The emBRACE Framework of Community Disaster 

Resilience, (Policy brief), EU project emBRACE Consortium, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK  

Estelles Arolas, E., González-Ladrón-De-Guevara, F. 2012. "Towards an integrated crowdsourcing 

definition". Journal of Information Science, 32(2), pp. 189-200. 

FAO 2003. Participatory Processes towards Co-Management of Natural Resources in Pastoral 

Areas - A Training of Trainers Source BookBased on the Principles of Participatory Methods 

and Approaches (by Dawn Chatty, Stephan Baas, AnjaFleig). Rome and Palmyra, FAO. 

Available at: http://www.fao.org/docrep/006/ad424e/ad424e00.htm 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 70/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Gruber, J. & Trickett, E.J. 1987. "Can We Empower Others? The Paradox of Empowerment in the 

Governing of an Alternative Public School". American Journal of Community Psychology, 

Vol. 15(3), pp. 353-371. 

Gutierrez, L. & Ortega, R. 1991. "Developing methods to empower Latinos: The importance of 

groups". Social Work with Groups, 14(2), 23-43. 

Hawe, P. 1994. "Capturing the meaning of community in community intervention evaluation: 

some contributions from community psychology". Health Promotion International, 9, 199–

210. 

Hennessy, T., Läpple, D. & Moran, B. 2016. "The Digital Divide Among Twitter Users and Its 

Implications for Social Research". Social Science Computer Review, pp. 1–19. Available at: 

http://ssc.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/0894439316671698  

Holling, C.S. 1973. "Resilience and stability of ecological systems". Annual review of ecology and 

systematics, 1-23. 

Howe, J. 2008. Crowdsourcing: How the Power of the Crowd is Driving Business. Kindle Edition. 

Available at: http://www.randomhouse.com.au/books/jeff-howe/crowdsourcing-how-the-

power-of-the-crowd-is-driving-the-future-of-business-9781905211159.aspx.  

IFAD 2015a. An empowerment agenda for rural livelihoods. Available at: 

https://www.ifad.org/documents/10180/2402d64c-9165-4302-b144-6c3586e04891.  

IFAD 2015b. Gender equality and women's empowerment. Available at: 

https://www.ifad.org/documents/10180/c839ee4c-ff4b-49c4-aae9-4c20b3e37dfb.  

IPCC 2014. "Summary for policymakers". In Multiple authors, Climate Change 2014: Impacts, 

Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of Working 

Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 

Cambridge, UK and New York, USA. Cambridge University Press. 

Israel, B., Checkoway, B., Schulz, A. & Zimmerman, M. 1994. "Health education and community 

empowerment: conceptualising and measuring perceptions of individual, organisational, 

and community control". Health Education Quarterly, 21, 149–170. 

Lukes, S. 1994. Power: A radical view. London: Macmillan Press Ltd. 

Kalsa, M. 2014. How art & cultural diversity empower citizens: two Athenian initiatives, in "A 

contribution from Cultural and Creative actors to citizens' empowerment - European 

Citizens' Laboratory for Empowerment: CiTIes Shared (ECLECTIS)". Available at: 

www.eclectis.eu. 

Karunakaran, T. 2006. Lessons from Tsunami - Report of the National Consultation on Disaster 

Preparedness- A report- Disaster Preparedness and Response: organized by Karl Kubel 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 71/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Institute for Development Education. 

Kasmel, A. 2006. "Application of the empowerment evaluation model in community initiatives". 

In Gabor, E. (Ed.) Book of abstracts, 7th IUHPE Conference. Globalization and equity: 

Consequences for health promotion policies and practices, 18-21 October. Budapest, 

Hungary, NIHD. 

Kasmel, A. 2012. "Community empowerment – Theoretical and methodological considerations". 

Available at: http://www.academia.edu/26185816/COMMUNITY_EMPOWERMENT_-

THEORETICAL_AND_METHODOLOGICAL_CONSIDERATIONS_Anu_Kasmel 

Keiffer, C. 1984. "Citizen empowerment: A developmental perspective". Prevention in Human 

Services, 3(16), 9-35. 

Kirmayer, L.J., Sehdev, M. & Isaac, C. 2009. "Community resilience: Models, metaphors and 

measures". International Journal of Indigenous Health, 5(1), 62 

Korten, D.E. 1987. Community management. West Hartford, CT, Kumarian Press. 

Korteland, E. & Bekkers, V. 2007. "Diffusion of E-government innovations in the Dutch public 

sector: The case of digital community policing". Information Polity 12(3): 139-150. 

Kreisberg, S. 1992. Transforming power: Domination, empowerment, and education. Albany, NY: 

State University of New York Press. 

Kroeker, C.J. 1995. Individual, organizational, and societal empowerment: A study of the 

processes in a Nicaraguan agricultural cooperative. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 23, 749-764. 

Lappe, F.M. & Dubois, P.M. 1994. The quickening of America: Rebuilding our nation, remaking our 

lives. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, Inc. Publishers. 

Laurie, P. 2003. "Public participation and sustainable hazard mitigation". Available at:  

https://books.google.it/books?id=kaJz_SNNuKMC&pg=PA219&lpg=PA219&dq=Citizens%E2%80

%99+empowerment+and+natural+hazards&source=bl&ots=328nStyYwN&sig=2DobmHW

TnRfkoueQQbB7OVlVTok&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjhhOG6qafLAhUFpA4KHaA6DvAQ6

AEIODAD#v=onepage&q=Citizens%E2%80%99%20empowerment%20and%20natural%20h

azards&f=false  

Lips, H. 1991. Women, men and power. Mountain View, CA, Mayfeld. 

Lukes, S. 1994. Power: A radical view. London, Macmillan Press Ltd.  

Malhotra et al. 2002. Measuring Women's Empowerment as a Variable in International 

Development. Washington, The World Bank. 

Meier, P. 2015. Digital Humanitarians. How big data is changing the face of humanitarian 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 72/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

response. New York, CRC Press 

Miller, J.B. 1976. Toward a new psychology of women. Boston, Beacon Press. 

Moglen, H. 1983. "Power and Empowerment", Women's Studies International Forum, 6:2, pp. 

131-134. 

Morrow N., Mock N., Papendieck A. & Kocmich, N. 2011. Independent evaluation of the Ushahidi 

Haiti project. Available at:  

https://www.google.ch/search?q=Independent+evaluation+of+the+Ushahidi+Haiti+project&ie=

utf-8&oe=utf-8&gws_rd=cr&ei=KqwHV67qIaeC6QTcrryQDA  

Municipality of Florence – Civil Protection Service, 2015. Civil Protection Emergency Municipal 

Plan. General Plan, Florence. 

Murphy, L. & Priebe, A. 2011. "My co-wife can borrow my mobile phone!: gendered geographies 

of cellphone usage and significance for rural Kenyans". Gender, technology and 

Developement, 15(1), pp. 1–23. 

Narayan, D. (Ed.), 2005. Measuring empowerment – cross-disciplinary perspectives, The World 

Bank, Washington DC. 

Nicola-McLaughlin, A. & Chandler, Z. 1984. "Urban politics in the higher education of black 

women: A case study". In Bookmen, A. & Morgen, S. (Eds.). Women and the politics of 

empowerment. Philadelphia, Temple University Press. 

O'Connel, B. 1978. "From Service to Advocacy to Empowerment". Social Casework, 59:4. 

Odum, E.P. & Barrett, G.W. 1971. Fundamentals of ecology (Vol. 3). Philadelphia, Saunders. 

OECD 2010. Policy handbook on natural hazard awareness and disaster risk reduction education. 

Available at: http://www.oecd.org/finance/insurance/42221773.pdf.  

OECD 2012. Poverty Reduction and Pro-Poor Growth: The Role of Empowerment, Paris. See more 

specifically chapter 3 "Empowerment through local citizenship" by Catherine Dom 

(Mokoro) on behalf of Irish Aid. 

OSCE Secretary General, Senior Police Adviser, 2008. Guidebook on democratic policing. Vienna, 

OSCE. 

OSCE 2009. Integrating a gender approach into police-public partnerships. Available at: 

http://www.osce.org/gender/36363. 

Oxfam International 2006. Humanitarian field studies, Tsunami response: deepening community 

engagement. Available at:  

http://www.academia.edu/9818771/Sustainability_and_Community_Empowerment_in_Disaste

r_Management  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 73/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Oxfam International 2013. No Accident: Resilience and the Inequality of Risk. 172 Oxfam Briefing 

Paper May 2013. Oxfam GB. 

Pandey, B. & Okazaki, K. 2004. Community Based Disaster Management: Empowering 

Communities to Cope with Disaster Risks – UNCRD/Japan. Available at: 

http://www.pacificdisaster.net/pdnadmin/data/original/UNCRD_2005_CBDM_empwrng_

cmmntis.pdf.  

Parsons, R. 1991. "Empowerment: Purpose and practice principle in social work". Social Work 

with Groups, 14(2), 7-21.  

Paton, D. (2007). "Preparing for natural hazards: the role of community trust". Disaster Prevention 

and Management: An International Journal, 16(3), 370-379. 

Perkins, D.D. 2010. Empowerment in "Political and Civic Leadership". Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.  

Perkins, D.D. & Zimmerman, M.A. 1995. "Empowerment theory, research, and application". 

American Journal of Community Psychology, 23, 569-579. 

Perlman, J. 1979. "Grassroots Empowerment and Government Response". Social Policy, 10:2 

(1979).  

Phillipy, T.A. 2008. Using Positive Communication to Empower and Develop People. Available at: 

http://www.regent.edu/acad/global/publications/lao/issue_14/LAO_Iss14_Phillipy.pdf.  

Pulla, V.& Mamidi, B.B. 2015. "Emergence of Resilience in the Context of Community 

Empowerment". Some Aspects of Community Empowerment and Resilience, 1, 1 

Quaranta, G. 1989. Sesto potere. Per una egemonia neoprogressista. Napoli, Liguori editore. 

Rajeev, M.M. 2013. "Sustainability and Community Empowerment in Disaster Management". 

International Journal of Social Work and Human Services Practice, Vol.2. No.6 Dec, 2014. 

Available at: http://www.hrpub.org/download/20141201/IJRH1-19290149.pdf.  

Rappaport, J. 1984. "Studies in empowerment: Introduction to the issue". Prevention in Human 

Services, vol. 3, 2-3, pp. 1-7. 

Rotter, J. 1966. "Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement", 

Psychological Monographs, 80 (1), 1–28. 

Sadan, E. 2004. Empowerment and community planning. Available at: 

http://www.mpow.org/elisheva_sadan_empowerment.pdf  

Servaes, J. 1999. Communication for Development: One World, Multiple Cultures. Cresskill, NJ: 

Hampton Press. 

Serrano-Garcia, I. 1984. "The Illusion of Empowerment: Community Development within a 

Colonial Context". Prevention in Human Services, 3 (2/3), 173-200. 



 

  

 
 

 
     

 74/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Solomon, B.B. 1976. Black empowerment: social work on oppressed communities. New York, 

Columbia University Press.  

Starhawk (1987). Truth or dare: encounters with power, authority, and mystery. San Francisco, 

Harper and Row. 

Sternsrud, R.H. & Sternsrud, K. 1982. "Counseling for Health Empowerment". Personnel and 

Guidance Journal, 60:6.  

Sutton, J., Palen, L., Shklovki, I., 2008. "Backchannels on the front lines: Emergent use of social 

media in the 2007 Southern California fires", in Proceedings of the 2008 Information System 

for Crisis Response and Management Conference (ISCRAM 2008), Washington D.C, 2008, 

624-631. 

UNCRD 2005. Proceedings of International Symposium on Community Legacy in Disaster 

Management. Available at: 

http://www.uncrd.or.jp/index.php?page=view&type=400&nr=189&menu=229 

UNDP 1996. "Program for Displaced Persons, Refugees and Returnees in Central America": Les 

Stratégies, les méthodes et les résultats d'un programme pour le développement humain, la 

paix et la démocratie en Amérique centrale, Rome, PRODERE 

UNDP 2006. Communication for Empowerment - developing media strategies in support to 

vulnerable groups – Practical Guidance Note. Available at:  

http://www.communicationforsocialchange.org/pdfs/communicationforempowermentfinal.pdf

.  

UNDP 2012. Participatory development training manual (by Future together). Available at: 

archive.undp-act.org/.../FT%20TRAINING%20MANUAL%20WEB.pdf  

UN-DESA 2012. Empowerment. What does it means to you? Available at: 

http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/ngo/outreachmaterials/empowerment-booklet.pdf  

UNISDR 2009a. UN Office for DRR (15 January 2009). Available at:  

http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/terminology/v.php?id=50  

UNISDR 2009b. Global assessment report on disasters risk reduction. Available at: 

https://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/9413 

Vazirpour, S. & Rezaei, A.A. 2012. Relationship between community empowerment and citizens' 

interest in participation in natural disaster management: case study earthquake at Tehran 

districts' level. Available at: http://www.slideshare.net/GRFDavos/relationship-between-

community-empowerment-and-citizens-interest-in-participation-in-natural-disaster-

management-case-study-earthquake-at-tehran-districts-level  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 75/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Wallerstein, N. 1992. "Powerlessness, empowerment and health: Implications for health 

promotion programs". American Journal of Health Promotion, 6(3), 197-205. 

Ward, Amy Sample, Citizen Tech: Social Media in Disaster Response, 2011. Available at 

http://amysampleward.org/2011/02/19/citizen-tech-social-media-in-disaster-response/ 

Weber, M. 1946. "Class, Status and Party". In Weber, M. (Ed.). Essays in Sociology. Cambridge, 

Oxford University Press. 

Wehn, U., Rusca M., Jaap, E., Lanfranchi, V. 2015a. "Participation in flood risk management and 

the potential of citizen observatories: A governance analysis". Environmental science & 

policy. 48-2015, Elsevier, Amsterdam.  

Wehn, U., McCarthy, S., Lanfranchi, V., Tapsell, S. 2015b. "Citizen observatories as facilitators of 

change in water governance? Experiences from three European cases". Environmental 

engineering and management journal. Vol.14, No. 9, 2073-2086, Bucharest  

White, R.A. 2004. Is empowerment the answer? Current theory and research on development 

communication. Available at: http://gaz.sagepub.com/content/66/1/7.short.  

White, R.A. 2008. Communication strategies for empowerment. Available at: 

http://www.blackwellreference.com/public/tocnode?id=g9781405131995_yr2013_chunk

_g97814051319958_ss100-1.  

WMO 2006. Social Aspects and Stakeholder Involvement in Integrated Flood Management. 

Associated Program for Flood Management, Flood Management Policy Series. Geneva. 

Available at: 

http://www.apfm.info/publications.htm/policy/ifm_social_aspects/Social_Aspects_and_S

takeholder_Involvement_in_IFM_En.pdf.  

WMO 2015. Evaluation Report of METAGRI Operational project (2012-2015). WMO, Geneva, 

Available at:  

http://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/agm/roving_seminars/documents/EvaluationReportofM

ETAGRIOperationalproject-2012-2015.pdf (last accessed: 4 September 2016) 

WMO 2016. Crisis mapping and crowdsourcing in flood management; Associated program on 

flood management (main authors: Daniele Mezzana and Gabriele Quinti). Available at: 

http://www.floodmanagement.info/publications/tools/APFM_Tool_26_e.pdf  

Wolin, S. 1992. "What Revolutionary Action Means Today", in Mouffe, C. (Ed.) Dimensions of 

Radical Democracy: Pluralism, Citizenship, Community. Pp. 240–53 London, Verso. 

World Wide Web Foundation Global report, 2015. Women's rights online. Translating Access into 

empowerment. Available at: http://webfoundation.org/docs/2015/10/womens-rights-

online21102015.pdf  



 

  

 
 

 
     

 76/76  
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

Zimmerman, M.A. 2000. "Empowerment Theory: Psychological, Organizational and Community 

Levels of Analysis". Handbook of Community Psychology. Pp. 43-63. Available at: 

https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4615-4193-6_2 


