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Abstract v

This thesis develops a conceptual framework within which to:

1. explore local vulnerability experiences;

2. unravel the processes by which community-based projects are shaped,;
3. explore project impacts upon local vulnerability; and

4. reveal the implications for vulnerability reduction initiatives.

Community-based approaches are valued for their flexibility and their (potentially) high
sensitivity to local-specific factors. It is postulated that a community-based approach is —

in theory — more suited than other approaches to grasping the dynamics and complexity of

local vulnerability. This thesis explores the conceptual and practical constraints to
adherence to this ideal.

With reference to two case studies, this thesis explores vulnerability in all of its complexity
in a typhoon-prone context., A project interface conceptual framework is developed, and is
used to map and explain the interaction of community, Red Cross and local government
project actors, their contributions to the conceptual understanding of vulnerability 1ssues
and the shaping of project outputs. Attention is paid to the nature and development of
relationships between different groups of actor, and to situating the case study projects in
this context of evolving relations and norms. The case study projects are explored in their
wider context which includes paradigm and policy development in areas such as disaster
management, as well as processes such as environmental degradation and market
fluctuations. The thesis investigates the relative importance of different manifestations of

vulnerability, of underlying and event-centred vulnerability, from the perspective of
different groups of project actor.

From a community member perspective, vulnerability is inextricably linked to livelihoods.
Sources of vulnerability are traced to factors such as: the political economy of natural
resource management and the lack of livelihood-eamning opportunities. Fundamentally,
this thesis argues that isolating vulnerability to events from the wider social context risks
treating symptoms rather than causes. Furthermore, isolating vulnerability to events, from

other manifestations of vulnerability predefines ‘problems’ and risks bypassing local

priorities and realities. An integrated approach to cross-sectoral vulnerability reduction,

which links the fields of disaster management and development is called for.



Abstract 4

Community-based initiatives have also been instrumental in increasing the responsibility
placed upon communities and their institutions, in implementing measures designed to
reduce vulnerability, without granting increased powers or means to tackle the root causes

of vulnerability. Control of project processes remains vested largely in the Philippine

National Red Cross, donor organisations and local government actors.

Finally, community-based approaches have served to shift the focus away from wider —
often more politically sensitive — factors impacting vulnerability, which supersede

community-level control and responsibility. There is a danger of community-based

approaches unwittingly contributing to the ‘depoliticisation’ of issues surrounding

vulnerability.
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1. Introduction

“The division between crisis and disaster response on the one hand, and
development on the other, has long marred the efficiency of efforts to prevent
damage in advance of disasters or to strengthen the impact of post-disaster
actions, so that these contribute to reduced vulnerability in the future. Disasters
occur in a long-term and local context, and it is unrealistic to assume a separation |

between ‘normal’ existence and those — often frequently recurring — periods that
are disasters” (Norton, 1999:viii).

The term °‘disaster’ means different things to different people. Disasters have been
described as acts of God, as the outcome of extreme physical events or as the outcome of
social processes. Yet, the manner in which we perceive disasters undoubtedly plays a
fundamental role in determining the manner in which we respond to such situations. In
this thesis, physical events, environmental, social, political and economic factors and
processes are all examined from the perspective of a variety of actors involved in disaster
management and/or vulnerability alleviation. Actors can be considered participants,

implementers and intended beneficiaries of given programmes. The thesis argues that

disaster events can best be prepared for and ultimately alleviated or even avoided, by
addressing broader issues of underlying vulnerability (defined in Section 1.1 below). In

doing so, it inextricably links disaster situations and their management with the wider

context of societal development.

1.1 Defining Vulnerability

The definition of vulnerability employed throughout this thesis' is:

A degree of susceptibility to the effects of events or shocks, of processes of change or of a
combination of factors, including stresses, which is not sufficiently counterbalanced by

capacities to resist negative impacts in the medium to long-term, and to maintain levels of

overall well-being. Vulnerability reveals itself as a limited or lessened ability to cope with

potential or actual situations that may arise.

——___‘—__—___

' Unless otherwise qualified.
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This definition can be applied to different social units; from individuals, households and
communities; to regions, nations and financial or political institutions. For the purposes of
this thesis, my analysis is limited to the vulnerability of (or that manifested by) individuals,

households, communities, municipalities, provinces and their institutions within the

Philippines.

Conceptually, I distinguish between two forms of vulnerability, namely: manifest and

underlying. Manifest vulnerability is vulnerability made apparent by events such as flash
flooding or droughts. Examples include food and water shortage (limited access), disease,
malnutrition, crop or livestock loss, homelessness and property damage. In contrast,
underlying vulnerability denotes the susceptibility that underpins the everyday life and
livelihoods of the subjects of vulnerability study. This topic is explored in detail in
Chapter 8, with reference to the research results presented in Chapters 5-7. The conceptual
distinction between underlying and manifested vulnerability provides a foundation for the
conceptual framework supporting this thesis. This builds upon the evolution of
vulnerability analysis outlined in Section 2.1, and is developed in Section 3.1 as a natural
progression. I use the term ‘event-centred’ to describe a form of conceptual understanding
of vulnerability that focuses upon (in the context of this thesis) typhoon-related
manifestations of vulnerability. In addition to manifested vulnerability, event-centred

understandings include the root-causes of vulnerability manifested during events.

Fundamentally, I argue that over-concentration upon event-centred vulnerability risks
neglecting forms of underlying vulnerability, that unchecked are likely to emerge as future
causes of event or stress manifestations of vulnerability. Others have sought to
circumnavigate these same pitfalls. For instance, Adger (1999) employs the term “baseline

social vulnerability” (p.249), to describe the exposure of groups or individuals to stress.

Adger uses the term to describe vulnerability to future uncertainties. From this measure of
baseline vulnerability, Adger traces the root causes of climate change-related
manifestations of vulnerability (1999:249-252). Adger’s (1999) comprehensive
understanding of baseline vulnerability is strongly linked to everyday livelithoods, and in

this sense supports my treatment of underlying vulnerability. Notwithstanding this,

Adger’s (1999) focus is upon human exposure and adaptation to external processes of
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climate change and future uncertainties, and explains vulnerability from this starting point.

My approach focuses upon local experiences of vulnerability (both manifested and

underlying). It compares the different manners in which local vulnerability 1s

conceptualised, and draws implications from this comparison for vulnerability reduction in

the context of disaster management initiatives.

The remainder of this chapter explores my research focus and provides an overview of the

main components of the thesis.

1.2 Research Focus

My research is sponsored by the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies (IFRC) to increase our conceptual understanding of vulnerability to natural
events, of the vulnerability impacts of processes of social and environmental change, and
of vulnerability reduction initiatives. The research findings presented in this thesis are
based upon analysis of vulnerability processes and perspectives assembled within a time
and space-bounded frame. Interviewing and primary data collection took place over an
eleven-month period of which over seven months were spent ‘in the field’. Issues
concerning local manifestations of vulnerability and the manner in which meanings of
vulnerability are constructed are explored in the context of two Philippine project case
studies. These operate under the umbrella of: the Integrated Community Disaster Planning
Programme (ICDPP) and the Community-Based Disaster Preparedness Project of Disaster
Management Services (DMS-CBDP). These case studies are both community-based
disaster management projects of the Philippine National Red Cross (PNRC). The projects
are based, respectively, in Oriental Mindoro and Southemn Leyte Provinces of the
Philippines. The former case study is an inland site that experiences frequent river
flooding. The latter is a coastal site that frequently experiences a combination of storm

surge and typhoon-related flash flooding. Both projects focus upon planning, preparedness
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and mitigation elements in their strategies to address local vulnerability (IFRC, 1995:5).°
Before exploring the research topic in detail, I shall address two fundamental 1ssues:
e Why study vulnerability in a typhoon-prone context?

e Why focus upon community-based disaster management initiatives?

1.2.1 Why Study Vulnerability in a Typhoon-prone Context?

Analytical approaches concerned with the conceptualisation of hazard or disaster-related
vulnerability have been substantially developed by authors such as Adger (1996, 1999),
Anderson and Woodrow (1998), Blaikie et al. (1994), Cannon (2000), Handmer and
Dovers (1996), Handmer et al. (1998), Hewitt (1983, 1997), Lewis (1999), Maskrey
(1989), Twigg (2001b), Twigg and Bhatt (1998), Winchester (1992, 2000).° However,
there remains considerable scope for increasing understanding of the processes by which
differential meanings of vulnerability experience are constructed by various actors, and the
mechanisms by which manifestations of vulnerability are addressed at the local level. This

thesis addresses the shortfall in detailed empirical data concerning local-level vulnerability

experiences.

The context for this research is provided by typhoon events and the flash flooding, storm
surge and wind damage with which these events are associated. However, my research
focus 1s upon vulnerability in the community rather than upon the events themselves. In
the hazards field, the tendency to focus upon natural events has been associated with the
exaggeration of direct physical causes and effects, and the relegation of those factors that
are underlying, and consequently less visible to outsiders and harder to define (Adger,
1999; Cannon, 2000; Hewitt, 1983; Wisner, 2001). Many areas like those studied 1n the
Philippines, are subject to frequent extreme natural events such as typhoons. The

occurrence of natural events in such cases is an integral part of the seasonal cycle of life for

affected communities and their members. In this respect, those affected manage levels of
vulnerability according to their priorities and capacity as part of their daily existence. This

thesis upholds the view that vulnerability to full-blown “disasters” can only be fully

_—-——-—._———___-_—.___

2
These

3 projects are explored in Section 4.3 and in Chapters 5 and 6, where I present my case study findings.

Refer to Section 2.1 for an account of the evolution of disasters and vulnerability theory and analysis.
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understood and addressed through the consideration of everyday or “underlying”

vulnerability. This is because such vulnerability is too closely tied to societal and
environmental processes of development and change to be treated as a separate
phenomenon in times of crisis (Adger, 1999; Hewitt, 1983 and 1997; Lewis, 1999,
Winchester, 1992 and 2000; Wisner, 2001). Focusing upon community experiences of
typhoon events, in the context of actors’ broader livelihood experiences provides an
opportunity to explore the relative significance of typhoon events in actors’ lives. This
focus has also allowed me to explore the complex and interdependent processes and

factors, which serve to link different local manifestations of vulnerability. Collectively,
these processes and factors compose underlying vulnerability which is experienced as a

contextual weakness or susceptibility underpinning daily life. Shocks, trends and stresses

such as those related to the impact of typhoons, are experienced as manifestations of

vulnerability, and take various forms.

1.2.2 Why Focus upon Community-based Disaster Management
Initiatives?

This 1s a two-part question. Firstly I shall discuss the reasons for choosing to focus upon

actual project case studies, and secondly the reasons why I have opted for community-

based (as opposed to other types of) project.

Project Case Study Focus

An overriding aim of my research has been to increase understanding of the processes and

factors which both cause and alleviate vulnerability, and to present these findings in such a

manner as to be applicable in project, programme and policy-making processes. We have
seen 1n Section 1.1 that my research is founded upon a dynamic form of analysis that treats
vulnerability as a constantly changing condition, which is sensitive to a wide spectrum of
factors and processes of change. Local actors play an integral role in determining the
manners In which vulnerability can be reduced, to what extent and for whom.
Organisations seeking to alleviate vulnerability are themselves actors in local-level

processes. Thus roles played by intervening actors should be included in any analysis of

the dynamics of vulnerability within a given locality, as an integral factor. Focusing upon
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actual project case studies has provided an ideal mechanism for linking vulnerability study

findings of the project sites to policy, programme and project processes.

Community-based Approach Focus

My reasons for selecting community-based projects are two-fold. Firstly, these types of
project and programme are becoming increasingly popular amongst policymakers and
actors in the field of disaster management. Some have cautioned against treating
community-based approaches as a panacea for all of the problems encountered In
implementing disaster management initiatives (Handmer and Dovers, 1996; Luna, 2000;

Marsh, 2001; Mitchell, 1997). This not least due to an enduring emphasis upon risk

management — as opposed to disaster prevention — approaches among prominent disaster

management institutions across the globe. Handmer and Dover (1996) claim that

“despite much rhetoric about community and stakeholder involvement, hazard
management is increasingly a professional activity closely linked to existing
bureaucratic and political power bases... the emphasis here is strongly on

reducing uncertainty by tackling the physical source, rather than having
institutional arrangements that allow adaptability” (p.490).

Nevertheless, it is increasingly — and sometimes uncritically — accepted by many actors 1n
the field that community-based approaches have clear advantages over top-down
approaches (Hall, 1997, Hearn Morrow, 1999; Lewis, 1999; Luna, 1997 and 2000; Masing,
1999; Scobie, 1997; Twigg, 1998). Within IFRC, the community-based approach is valued
for its (potentially) high sensitivity to local-specific factors and for its comparative
flexibility to evolve and to learn. As such, it is postulated that a community-based
approach 1s — in theory — more suited than other, more traditional — top-down — approaches
to the task of grasping the dynamics and complexity of vulnerability as manifested at the
local level. Community-based approaches are also considered to be ideal conduits for

Implementing capacity-building initiatives as a form of long-term vulnerability alleviation.

The shift in emphasis from top-down to bottom-up local-specific approaches, echoes that
witnessed in development practice.* Whilst upholding the principles underlying the
employment of community-based approaches in disaster management, I argue in this thesis

for more critical evaluation of actual project impacts based upon locally-defined criteria. I
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also argue for the strengthening of internal project learning processes and of mechanisms

for the application of lessons learnt to the ongoing project.

Secondly, the community provides an ideal lens through which to view manifestations of
vulnerability, processes leading to the build-up of disaster situations and the progression of
projects in their local context. Dynes (1998) holds that the concept of disaster needs to be
rooted 1n specific social units. He considers the community to be an appropriate choice of
social unit as “a universal form of social life and response”, and as “a universal focus of
social activity” (pp.109, 113). In this thesis, the term ‘community’ is employed in a similar

sense to that used by PNRC in the context of community-based initiatives. Members of the

communities in question are those living within a defined geographical area, which serves

as the lowest administrative unit of the Philippine local government system. This
administrative unit, termed barangay, equates to a form of village, which functions as a
social unit, over and above its administrative role. Nevertheless, as shall be further
explored in Section 2.2, barangay communities are heterogeneous, encompassing a variety
of divisions and subgroups at any given time. Crucially, community membership is
recognised as being fluid and graduated,” with community members linked to various
social networks, many of which transcend community boundaries. In building upon
community knowledge and capacities, I argue that community-based approaches in disaster
management should emphasise community actor perspectives on local manifestations of |
vulnerability, and that community actors should be given freer rein in shaping eventual

project outputs on the basis of their own local understandings and priorities. Constructions

of vulnerability imposed as project boundaries by implementers and donors should be

minimised, in order to promote meaningful local capacity-building.

If we wish to understand meanings of vulnerability in the lives of local people, then the

communities in which they live provide appropriate subjects of study. To this I add the
caveats that social relations are seldom entirely equitable and that vulnerability is unlikely

to be evenly distributed amongst community members. As such, my analysis of the two

: ms §ubj egt 1s explored more fully in Chapter 2.
This is attributed largely to migration and settlement processes.
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community units concerned builds upon the foundations of composite individual,

household and other community sub-group analysis.

1.3 Research Objectives

Building upon the issues raised in Section 1.2, the findings of this thesis are intended to
contribute to our understanding of vulnerability issues in a typhoon-prone Southeast Asian

context, and to further our understanding of the propensity of community-based disaster

management approaches to reduce local-level vulnerability.

1.3.1 Summary of Research Objectives

My research objectives can be summarised as follows:

1. to trace the processes and factors which contribute (directly and indirectly) to typhoon-
related manifestation of local-level vulnerability;

2. to explore local capacities to prepare for, respond to, or to resist the effects of typhoon
events;

3. to view local vulnerability-reduction strategies in the context of underlying
vulnerability and of local understandings and priorities;

4. to identify and unpack the constructions (or meanings) of vulnerability which prevail
among different groups of project actor;

J. to explore the processes and mechanisms by which project actors operating at different
levels, contribute to the shaping of project outcomes;

6. to assess the contributions (potential and actual) of community-based disaster

management initiatives in addressing local vulnerability, in the light of research

findings under the above categories.

Research results are designed to contribute to programme and policy evolution within both
PNRC® and IFRC.”

: The Philippine National Red Cross.
The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies.
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1.3.2 Research Questions

The central research question of this thesis is:

To what extent do community-based disaster management initiatives of PNRC

successfully address local people’s vulnerability?

From this umbrella question, a series of key research questions have been developed; these

can be grouped under three categories (A to C) as follows:
A. How can we conceptualise vulnerability at the local level?

1. What are the direct effects of typhoon events?
2. Which factors make which actors vulnerable to the direct effects of typhoon events? To

what extent are they affected, and why is this so?

3. Which wider factors and processes of change (social, political, environmental,

economic, institutional) contribute indirectly to the vulnerability of which actors at the

local level, to what extent, and how do they do this?
4. How do local-level participants (intended or actual) in community-based disaster
management 1nitiatives perceive vulnerability in their own lives?
0. How 1s vulnerability conceptualised within the various echelons of PNRC?

6. How is vulnerability conceptualised by local government actors and do constructions of

vulnerability vary across differing programmes and circumstances? If so, how does

this take place and why?

1. Are there differences in constructions of vulnerability, in capacities to reduce

vulnerability or in priorities between different actors at the local level? If so, why?

B. How can local-level vulnerability be alleviated (with reference to PNRC case study

examples)?

1. Which strategies (PNRC and community initiated) are considered effective at the local

level in addressing vulnerability or mitigating disaster situations?

. Which strategies (community member, PNRC or local government) are being employed

at the local level to address vulnerability or mitigate disaster situations?

. How do the PNRC programmes and projects studied address vulnerability and capacity-

building issues, and how effectively do they do this from the perspectives of different
groups of actor?
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4. Which decision-making processes prevail in the various project outputs and strategies to

address vulnerability issues, and why?

C. How can findings of the research questions above be related to programme objectives

and to broader policy issues?

1. To what extent has PNRC been successful in its overriding goal of reducing local-level

vulnerabilities, and by whose criteria? Where less successful, why is this the case and

what lessons can be drawn?

2. Can Red Cross/Red Crescent national societies build upon local knowledge,

understandings and capacities to enhance the effectiveness of community-based disaster

management initiatives, and if so how?

3. To what extent has PNRC been successful in integrating its projects and objectives with

government policy, approaches and programmes in the areas studied? What

implications has this had for project processes and outputs, and what lessons can be

drawn from negotiation and integration processes?

4. On the basis of my research findings, what recommendations can be made to PNRC,

IFRC and other implementers of community-based approaches?

Meeting the research objectives and answering the questions outlined above, requires an

understanding of three core areas:

1. vulnerability as manifested at the local level;

2. community-based approaches to disaster management;

3. project interface® analysis.

In the remainder of this chapter, I outline the significance of disaster management theory

and vulnerability analysis (Section 1.3) in the context of this thesis. I also explore IFRC

policy on the implementation of community-based approaches to disaster management
(Section 1.4).

* The project interface denotes the space in which all of the actors affected by, or involved in the projects

studied interact, relate to each other and operate. It is also the space in which factors and processes of change
impact upon vulnerability at the local level.
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1.4 Disaster Management and Vulnerability Analysis

Disaster events capture popular imagination and media interest around the globe. The
more unique, unexpected, visually dramatic or wide-reaching their impact, the greater the
attention which is drawn by disaster events. Associated debates tend to centre initially
upon the safety of, and provision of relief to, disaster victims. Subsequent analysis of
disaster situations seeks to identify at least the direct causes of the disaster event under
scrutiny. In turn the findings of this analysis tend to raise issues such as the levels of risk
and security associated with populations likely to be affected by future such events, as well
as of the prevention or mitigation of future disaster events and the protection of vulnerable
populations. An example of this post-disaster process is provided by the Ormoc City flood
disaster of 1991 (Mahmud, 2000). In November 1991, Ormoc City on the island of Leyte,
the Philippines was struck by a tropical storm that caused severe flash flooding. Mahmud
(2000) documents that over 6,000 people were killed during this event, while tens of
thousands were injured and/or made homeless. Mahmud (2000) concludes that, despite
post-disaster changes in environmental management and civil society influence, the rigid
and hierarchical political structure at the root of the chain of causes leading to the Ormoc
disaster has remained intact. As is often the case in disaster management, vulnerability

1ssues in this instance have only been partially addressed.

In operational terms, disaster events are ‘managed’ to varying degrees by a plethora of

different organisations and groups, some of which are governmental, some international,
some non-governmental, some private and some voluntary. Some are legally and
politically accountable to affected populations, while others consider themselves morally
accountable to provide what aid they can. Less than scrupulous actors may additionally
seek political, social or financial gain from their involvement in disaster situations. It 1s
these actors — who include politicians, managers, scientific and technological experts, and
their institutions ~ who have been primarily responsible for shaping disaster management
policy and practice. In so-doing, these actors have also been responsible for setting
professionally or institutionally determined boundaries around areas of ‘legitimate’ disaster

management activity (Hewitt, 1983; Parker, 2000).9 In conceptual terms they have tended

? Refer to Section 2.1.1 for further details on this topic.
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to pre-determine the disaster-related ‘problems’ faced by local people (Hewitt, 1983), with
limited reference to actual experiences of vulnerability or to the underlying causes of

disaster, such as the hierarchical political structure described by Mahmud in the Philippines
(Mahmud, 2000).

I have employed vulnerability analysis as a mechanism by which to explore local
experiences of vulnerability, local capacities and strategies to address vulnerability, as well
as local understandings and priorities. Under the analytical framework employed, I have

taken local perspectives of vulnerability as a starting point, and subsequently linked these
to disaster management practices and approaches of LGU and PNRC actors. My focus 1s

upon specific project case studies. However placing these within their broader social,

political, environmental and economic — as well as disaster management — context, has

contributed to my analysis of project processes and outcomes, as well as my understanding

of existing barriers to effective vulnerability alleviation. My approach builds upon an
increasing body of literature in the disasters field, supporting vulnerability analysis
(Anderson and Woodrow, 1998; Blaikie et al., 1994; Cannon, 2000; Hewitt, 1997; Moser,
1998; Twigg, 2001b; Twigg and Bhatt, 1998).'° This literature stipulates that relatively
narrow frames of analysis which focus upon the characteristics of hazard events or stresses
impacting local populations, be balanced or complimented by analyses of people’s

vulnerability to those same events or stresses (Cannon, 2000; Hewitt, 1997).

1.5 The Red Cross Community-based Disaster Management

Strategy

Acting as an umbrella organisation, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies (IFRC) incorporates a global network of national organisations

operating under one guiding set of principles, a legal foundation and emblems. The

fundamental priority of IFRC throughout the 1990s and beyond has been to alleviate

vulnerability. IFRC’s overriding goal is to “improve the lives of vulnerable people by

' The evolution of vulnerability analysis is examined in depth in Section 2.1.
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mobilizing the power of humanity” (IFRC, 1999:1). A vulnerable person is a person
defined as being “at risk from situations that threaten his/her survival or capacity to live

with a minimum of social and economic security and human dignity” (IFRC, 1999:36).

Much of IFRC strategic planning over the last decade focuses upon working with and
through vulnerable communities, and vulnerable elements within such communities. The
institutions of the Red Cross/Red Crescent are intended to contribute far beyond the
bounds of direct service-delivery and advocacy roles. Working with and through
volunteers who belong to targeted communities, they are intended to provide “a ‘space’
where people can come together to achieve solutions to community problems” (IFRC,
1999:19). This is intended to have a positive impact upon both civil society and
community development initiatives. In formulating disaster management strategies
through use of the community-based approach, two broad groups of strategy stand out.

The first is concerned with vulnerability reduction (with emphasis upon capacity-building),

and the second is concerned with linking disaster management and development activities
more closely.

1.5.1 IFRC Strategy: Reducing Vulnerability

Vulnerability and capacity assessment is intended to play a central role in planning,
monitoring and evaluation processes in disaster management (IFRC, 1993). The capacities
and vulnerabilities analysis framework developed by Anderson and Woodrow (1998)
provides the foundations of the IFRC approach. This framework is tailored specifically to
meet the needs of disaster managers, and in particular relief workers. It seeks to aid
disaster managers in ‘mapping’ complex disaster situations, highlighting important factors
and illustrating “the relationships among factors that matter most to project effectiveness”
(Anderson and Woodrow, 1998:9-10)."' Vulnerability and capacity assessment is a
diagnostic tool, intended to provide information about the nature, level and distribution of
risks faced by communities and their members, as well as the causes of risk and the
resources (including intangibles such as human resources) available to reduce risk.

Vulnerability and capacity assessment is a tool intended to better inform projects and
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programmes, and to make them more responsive to local needs and priorities (IFRC, 1993).
This corresponds with IFRC’s goal to anchor programmes in local realities of vulnerability

and capacity (IFRC, 1999). However, research findings presented in this thesis indicate

that the employment of community-based approaches and diagnostic tools such as

vulnerability and capacity analysis does not guarantee that local priorities and realities

predominate in project processes and outputs.12

Aside from this emphasis on understanding, valuing and building upon local-level
capacities, IFRC also highlights the importance of considering potential programme
impacts on Jocal actors, and of recognising areas in which Red Cross/Red Crescent actors
have (and do not have) comparative advantages (IFRC, 1999). IFRC considered these two
elements fundamental in deciding programme and project foci. Since vulnerability is in a

constant state of change, programme impacts and comparative advantage have to be

assessed and reassessed on a regular basis (IFRC, 1999). The principles of comparative
advantage require that although vulnerability and capacity assessment is likely to unveil a
plethora of potential projects and programmes, Red Cross/Red Crescent’s actors’ own
capacities should not be over-stretched. The potential role of non-Red Cross/Red Crescent

actors as effective implementers in areas of specialisation is stressed (IFRC, 1999). This

theme of specialisation of the respective roles adopted by organisational actors, features in

the research findings that I present in Section 6.2.

Although I recognise the wisdom of comparative advantage approaches from an
organisational actor perspective, I caution against allowing organisational, departmental
and professional specializations to place boundaries around project-based constructions of
local vulnerability situations. I find this process has tended to lead to pre-defining local
‘problems’ and issues, and to heavily organisational actor (as opposed to community) -led

‘'solutions’. I argue that principles of comparatiize advantage should serve participant

community interests first and foremost, rather than prioritising the interests of

organisational actors. I draw a distinction between the transparent shaping of project

outputs by negotiation, with reference to organisational comparative advantage; and the

" Refer to Section 2.1.2 for further analysis of Anderson and Woodrow's capacities and vulnerability
framework.
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imposition of outside conceptual constructions of local problems and situations to suit the
capacities and specialisation of organisational actors. I find the latter approach contrary to

fundamental principles of community-based approaches, and not least to those of

community empowerment.

Key strategic vulnerability reduction elements mentioned above are encapsulated in Figure
1.1 below.

Figure 1.1: The Red Cross Approach to Vulnerability Reduction

Work with vulnerable
people, empowering
them to take charge of
their lives

Consider potential
Understand programme impact and
vulnerability, reppgnlze comparative
local capacities advantages of Red
Cross/Rer Crasrant

Source: based upon IFRC, 1999:13.

1.5.2 IFRC Strategy: Linking Disaster Management and Development

A further strategic goal of IFRC is to ensure that disaster response is linked with long-term
development. This is to be achieved through working with ‘vulnerable’ communities

(IFRC, 1995). According to IFRC, disaster preparedness initiatives should build upon

lessons learnt in disaster response and be integrated into processes of long-term

development planning (IFRC, 1995). The integration of local capacity and vulnerability

* Refer to Chapters 6 and 8 for further details.
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assessment, disaster management planning, preparedness and mitigation measures 1into

local development planning processes is a key component of the PNRC projects studied,
and this is explored in Chapters 6-8. Although emergency response has a continuing
important role to play in the aftermath of disasters, disaster mitigation and preparedness
activities are playing an increasingly important role in IFRC and national society strategy

and activity. Disaster preparedness and mitigation programmes are designed to address
vulnerability to the direct effects of hazard events. In contrast, relief and rehabilitation

programmes are designed to address vulnerability as a result of hazard events.

In as far as these activities are concerned with “reducing vulnerability and increasing
capacity” (IFRC, 1993:8), they can be said to share the objectives of development
programmes. Vulnerability analysis also links disasters and development by examining the

root causes of vulnerability, which are closely linked to processes of societal development

(Adger, 1999; Hewitt, 1983 and 1997; Lewis, 1999; Winchester, 1992 and 2000)."
Recognition by disaster managers of what entry into this complex wider field of societal
development entails is crucial to meaningful vulnerability alleviation. Among community
members, capacities to cope with shocks and stresses, and manage vulnerability are
prominent amongst those factors that ultimately determine the eventual status quo in terms
of vulnerability. IFRC acknowledges that disaster mitigation and reduction are more
challenging areas than disaster preparedness and response. This is because disaster

mitigation and reduction activities require strong local-level capacity, and need to be

integrated in overall development strategy (IFRC, 1999:17-18).

In practice, the tendency to focus upon physical hazard events has had implications for
community-based disaster management programmes. Causes that can be directly linked to
the effects of hazard events tend to be incorporated in event-centred conceptual
frameworks. These causes of ‘event vulnerability’ can be traced to processes such as
environmental degradation, building and infrastructural quality, population pressures and
migration trends — the latter two contributing to greater numbers settling or reaping their

livelihoods in marginal areas such as foreshore, riverside or erosion-damaged hillside

locations. Coping strategies represent the ways in which people respond to event



Chapter One: Introduction 17

vulnerability during, in the aftermath or in preparation for events. Direct coping strategies
such as stock-piling of basic commodities, developing warning systems and evacuation
procedures, rebuilding homes and repairing infrastructure can also be incorporated in an
event vulnerability conceptual framework. In the Tigbao case study project,'* an attempt

was made to alleviate the effects of flash flooding by dredging and altering the course of a

stream that — during typhoons — threatened to flow onto surrounding farmland. Event
vulnerability was thus alleviated, the risk of flood-related damage to this land having been

significantly reduced. The underlying vulnerability of farmers had not however, been
reduced by this action.

One means of addressing underlying vulnerability in the example cited above, might have
been through the introduction of a livelihood earmning scheme such as hog-raising or
handicraft-making. Such a scheme would provide participants with an extra source of
income to fall back upon in the event of a failing of their primary source of livelihood -

typically derived from small-scale farming, or from agricuitural labour. Underlying
vulnerability in this context is closely linked to livelihood strategies, diversification of
which proved to be a key vulnerability reduction measure for many community members. "
Strategies to address underlying vulnerability are founded upon the three core areas of
capacity, security and Oppor’cunity.16 These provide a basis for more wide-reaching
vulnerability reduction, which corresponds with an approach integrating disaster
management and development. Fundamentally, vulnerability is a product of the
institutional processes that to a large extent determine actors’ access to resources and the
range of opportunities open to them. Vulnerability reduction from either a developmental
or a hazards perspective is concerned with issue of equity, and ultimately with the re-

structuring of institutions and the redistribution of power within society (Pelling, 1998;

Wisner, 2001). On the basis of my research findings, I argue that the event-centred
constructions of vulnerability that tend to be favoured by organisational actors, discourage
Integration into the development sphere by narrowing the field of consideration. I

distinguish between ‘paper’ integration of plans and actual integration of initiatives

13 Refer to Sections 1.2.3 and 2.1 for further details.

a R?fer to Sections 4.3-4 and Chapters S-6 for detailed exploration of the study site area, community
Fartlcipants and project.

S lia gt s
This topic is explored in depth in Chapters 5 and 8.
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(Chapters 6-8).

1.6 Thesis Logic and Structure

This thesis is divided into three Parts (Overview, Research Findings, Synthesis and
Conclusions). Part One (Chapters 1-4) provides an overview of existing data and
theoretical developments upon which basis the study and conceptual framework
underpinning the thesis are developed. Chapters 1-4 respectively: introduce the subject
matter; review existing literature on the topic; explain the research process and develop the

conceptual framework employed throughout the thesis; and explore key elements of the

contextual setting of project case studies.

Part Two (Chapters 5-7) comprises my research findings, which explore constructions and
experiences of local vulnerability, and of vulnerability alleviation strategies. Chapter 5
examines the perspective of community members, Chapter 6 that of Red Cross actors, and

Chapter 7 that of local government and Non-governmental Organisation (NGO) actors.

Part Three (Chapters 8-9) contains the synthesis and conclusions drawn from the empirical
findings presented in Part Two. Chapter 8 develops an integrated analysis of fundamental
concepts in the light of research findings, and employs these results in enhancing and
expanding upon the existing conceptual framework. Chapter 9 provides a summary of key
research findings as well as concluding comments and recommendations addressed
primarily to those involved in community-based disaster management practice and policy-

making (Section 9.3). The thesis ends with an outline of suggested future lines of research
(Section 9.5).

' Refer to Sections 3.1.1 and Chapter 8.
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2. Theoretical Underpinnings

The objective of this chapter is to lay down the theoretical foundations of the study that
follows. I have not attempted to provide a definitive guide to each of the areas of theory
touched upon, as this would in itself constitute a thesis. Instead, 1 have sought to

synthesize key elements of the literature that underpin my conceptual framework,

developed in Section 3.1. I have drawn upon literature across a wide range of academic
fields. These include the sometimes overlapping areas of: natural hazards, disaster

management, environmental management, agricultural and rural development,

anthropology, project planning and management, as well as NGOs and civil society. Ihave

emphasized the theoretical developments and paradigm shifts that have influenced my

approach, and of which my own work is a part.

Section 2.1 provides a summary of the evolution of hazards, disasters and vulnerability

theory. This comprises: a critique of dominant paradigms in the field in Section 2.1.1;
analysis of the basic tenets of vulnerability analysis in the context of disaster management
in Section 2.1.2; and the linkages between disaster management and development explored
in Section 2.1.3. Section 2.2 provides an overview of the theoretical underpinnings of the
community-based approach. Section 2.2.1 situates the approach in the context of shifting
paradigms in disaster management as well as in development theory and practice. Sections
2.2.2 to 2.2.6 explore key element of the community-based approach, concemed with:
opportunism and knowledge, co-operation and participation, conflicting interests, issues of
scale and institutional design. Much of Section 2.2 is based upon writings from within the
broad school of development literature, as community-based or participatory approaches
have been most significantly developed by those writing from this perspective. By

contrast, the community-based approach is a relatively new player within the hazards and

disaster management schools. As such, it has received less critical attention from these

perspectives. This thesis seeks to redress this imbalance.
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2.1 The Evolution of Vulnerability Approaches

“Over the past decade or so, the idea of vulnerability has come to identify a
distinctive view... Their (vulnerability studies) emphasis is upon how communities

are exposed to dangers or become unsafe, rather than the character of natural or
technological agents” (Hewitt, 1997:141).

Hewitt has developed an “alternative” approach to understanding disaster events, which he
has employed to counter the “dominant view” of hazards (Hewitt, 1983 and 1997). This
alternative approach has emerged in the form of the “vulnerability paradigm” (Hewitt,

1998), which has substantially evolved beyond its initial critique of the dominant
paradigm." Maskrey also categorises theoretical approaches in the field in terms of two
main approaches, which he calls the dominant and political economy approaches. These
are opposing ends of a wide spectrum, incorporating a full range of viewpoints and options
(Maskrey, 1989). Hewitt argues that the dominant approach in hazards research and
practice continues to preside over the field, despite mounting and fundamental criticism of
its basic tenets over more than a decade (Hewitt, 1997; 1998). The strands of argument
that have evolved from this critique have shifted the focus of analysis away from natural

hazards, towards vulnerability and the underlying causes of disaster events (Alexander,
1997, Blaikie et al., 1994; Hewitt 1997).

2.1.1 Critique of the Dominant Hazards/Disasters Paradigm

The dominant hazards paradigm?® focuses upon the physical characteristics of hazard agents
such as typhoons (Hewitt, 1983: Maskrey, 1989). Under the dominant paradigm, event-
centred disasters approaches provide short-term ‘snap-shot’ views of disaster situations. In
contrast to vulnerability approaches, the foci of dominant approaches are hazard-related
risk, the (short-term) impact of hazard agents on human populations, and increasingly,
upon response mechanisms and coping strategies (Hewitt, 1998). Over time, the dominant
paradigm has evolved. Understanding physical hazard characteristics remains an important

aspect of the paradigm. However it is widely acknowledged that this aspect provides

_--__-——-—n—-—-—-—_-—_—

Tht? vulnerability paradigm is explored in Sections 2.1.1 - 2.1.3, commencing with its critique of the
dominant hazards view.

2
An examples of recent work from a dominant paradigm perspective is provided by Smith, 1996. The notion
Footnotes continued on the next page
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limited understanding of complex disaster situations and of the human-environment
interface (Burton et al., 1993; Hewitt, 1998). I find that the main shift within the dominant

paradigm has been from an early focus upon the physical characteristics of natural hazards
to a wider focus upon disaster events (including hazard agents). This wider focus includes

social processes to which disasters are attributed, as well as processes of human adaptation
and coping mechanisms (Quarantelli, 1978). This ‘hazards-to-disasters’ shift within the
dominant paradigm has been substantially contributed to by theorists such as: Burton et al.

(1978, 1993), Dynes (1978), Kreps (1978), Quarantelli (1978), Slovic et al. (1974), Wenger
(1978), White (1974), Wisner and Mbithi (1974). Writers such as Burton et al. (1978,

1993) and White (1974) have made strong contributions from within the dominant
paradigm to our understanding of disasters from the perspective of disaster managers and
policymakers, whilst also emphasising individual and household adjustment strategies.
Although these theorists paid some attention to community response, others such as Dynes
(1978), Quarantelli (1978), Wenger (1978) and more recently, Tobin and Whiteford (2002)
have concentrated upon the disruption and adaptation during disasters of patterns of social
organisation, with an emphasis upon community-level organisation. Throughout this
shifting focus, the dominant paradigm has consistently favoured managerial approaches
which seek to limit uncertainty and risk to human populations through largely technical
means. Examples include typhoon detection, forecasting, warning dissemination and
evacuation systems; the design and construction of flood defenses and typhoon resistant
structures; provision of post-disaster health and sanitation facilities and care (Christie and
Hanlon, 2000; Davis et al, 1998; Lavell, 1994: Lee and Davis, 1998; Ozerdem and Barakat,
2000; Parker and Budgen, 1998; Tobin and Whiteford, 2002; Wisner, 2001b). Such
approaches have therefore tended to rely heavily upon ‘expert’ knowledge of the hazards

concerned (Alexander, 1997; Bankoff, 2001; Hewitt, 1983; Maskrey, 1989).

The main criticisms levied against the dominant view can be summarised as follows. The
dominant view has tended to emphasize physical processes and events, and to exclude

important socio-economic and political processes from its analytical framework (Hewitt,

1983 and 1998; Watts, 1983a; Winchester, 1992; Wisner, 2001a). ‘Disasters’ have been

of the ‘dominant paradigm’ is developed by Hewitt (1983, 1997).
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treated as exceptional events, divorced from ‘normal’ life (Hewitt, 1983; Lavell, 1994).
Most fundamentally, this school of thought is underpinned by a view of the environment as

hazardous or threatening to society (Hewitt, 1983). Not only are people treated as victims
(potential or actual) (Cannon, 2000); they are treated as living in a social sphere, which

exists separate to that of the rest of their environment. The solutions to victims’ problems

are considered to require the input of experts in the field, while local knowledge and
expertise tend to be sidelined and devalued (Christie and Hanlon, 2000; Hewitt, 1998).

These arguments are expanded upon in the section below under four headings.

Disasters: Exceptional Events or Social Happenings?

In the late 1960s, White challenged the notion that natural hazards exist independently of
complex human systems and social processes. In 1974, White argues that “no natural
hazard exists apart from human adjustment to it. It always involves human initiative and
choice” (1974:3). White seeks greater understanding of the relationship between natural
and social systems, including human adjustment and systems to cope with risk and

uncertainty in the natural environment. In so doing, White places actors at the centre of the
debate by recognising the role played in particular by individuals, as well as by social
groups, policy-makers and implementers in determining the outcomes of disaster events.
Disasters have been described as “the social disruption and changes brought about by the
physical agent and its impact” (Quarantelli, 1978:3). Implicit in this understanding of
disasters is the notion that society and its composite members respond to social disruption
(Quarantelli, 1978). Quarantelli holds that social response to disasters is manifested at
societal, community, organisational and mass aggregate or individual levels (Quarantelli,
1978:4). Yet theorists of the dominant paradigm such as White and Quarantelli fail to

question the basic assumption that disasters are exceptional events that can be treated as
distinct from everyday life (Hewitt, 1983).

Building upon these ideas, Hewitt launched a fundamental criticism of the dominant view
in 1983, in the form of a ‘human ecology’ framework for analysing disaster events.
Vulnerability is defined by Hewitt as a product of many factors and processes of a socio-
economic nature (Hewitt, 1983). Other theorists such as Adger (1996, 1999), Blaikie et al.
(1994), Cannon (2000), Lavell (1994), Lewis (1999), Maskrey (1989), Pelling (1998),
Twigg (2001a), Twigg and Bhatt (1998), Winchester (1992, 2000), Wisner (2001b) have
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also contributed to a shift in the focus of vulnerability analysis away from physical (event-
centred) processes, and towards underlying socio-economic and political factors.

Fundamental to this reasoning is the argument that the interface between natural events and
social processes is central to understanding the impact of natural events on vulnerable

people (Blaikie et al., 1994). Thus, the Pressure and Release model of Blaikie et al., 1994

invites us to trace the progression of vulnerability to hazards backwards from (directly

applicable) unsafe conditions, through economic and social pressures to (relatively remote)
root causes embedded in the political economy. According to the model, disasters occur at

the interface between hazards and vulnerability-generating processes, and are caused by

pressure building-up on both sides of the equation. Disaster release occurs only through

reductions in vulnerability (Blaikie et al., 1994).

In their case study of social response to drought in Kenya, Wisner and Mbithi (1974) find
that strategies designed to cope with drought incidence have, over time, become
institutionalised in Kenyan agricultural and social systems. Accepting Wisner and
Mbethi’s assertion that adjustment to environmental stress is a continuous Pprocess
(1974:94), it follows that social response to exceptional disaster events cannot readily be
separated from everyday practice and social processes (Hewitt, 1983). Hewitt argues that it
is crucial to examine everyday happenings and processes in attempting to understand fast
(e.g. typhoons) as well as slow onset (e.g. drought) disasters and events (Hewitt, 1983). By
extension, this ‘alternative’ approach calls for the analysis of day-to-day aspects of
vulnerability to be integrated with those previously considered distinctly exceptional and

therefore separate. As Eade puts it:

“For people who are living in poverty and on the margins of society, the
difference between normal life and what outsiders define as a crisis may be

marginal. Poverty and exclusion are themselves a kind of chronic emergency.
Even very modest changes in their situation may enable poor people either to

increase their toe-hold on survival; or plunge them into deeper crisis” (Eade,
1997:166).

Even from within the Hazards school, the need for this school to broaden its paradigm is
being increasingly recognised. In particular, the need to consider event-centred measures
in the context of long-term development is acknowledged (Burton et al., 1993:262; Lavell,
1994). Handmer and Dovers (1996) use the concept of resilience to this effect. In

examining the institutions of sustainable development, Handmer and Dovers disassociate
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the notion of resilience from that of ‘stability’. Thus, resilience (which has a reverse

relationship with vulnerability) measures capacity to absorb change and the effects of
shocks and stresses, without implying an eventual return to a state of equilibrium or stable
norm. Instead, resilience provides a measure for the continuation of social life within a

state of change (Handmer and Dover, 1996). This conceptual use of resilience and

sustainable development fits well with approaches developed within the field of
agricultural and rural development, and by the sustainable livelihoods school.’

Paradoxically, the Hazards school is founded upon an assumption that recognises a clear
line of distinction between disruptive disaster events and everyday life. This has lead to

disasters being treated as uncontrollable elements, characterised by uncertainty and

instability. Implicitly, everyday life is stable and predictable in contrast (Hewitt, 1998:80).

From Static Models to a Dynamic Framework

In making this distinction between disasters and everyday life, it follows that much of the
study of hazards and disaster events has been confined to one-stop, boundary-defined

frames. Hazards, natural events and disaster situations are considered with limited
reference to the long-term vulnerability continuum, the political economy or development
processes. Blaikie et al (1994) describe these types of analysis* as “static models” which
exaggerate the separation of hazards and social processes, as well as leaving the flexible
response and preparatory mechanisms employed by local actors outside the framework of
analysis. These are contrasted with “dynamic frameworks” which allow in analytical terms
for the integration of natural events with social processes and the political economy
(Blaikie et al., 1994). The relationship between human and natural ‘systems’ is one of
dynamic interdependency (Handmer et al., 1998). Dynamic frameworks of analysis allow
us to explore the complexity, variety and flexibility of the range of adjustments people
adopt in response to shocks, trends and stresses (Wisner and Mbethi, 1974; Paul, 1997).

Approaching vulnerability as a dynamic ‘process’ rather than as a ‘state’ (Handmer et al,

3 S

The contributions of these approaches to this thesis are introduced in Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. The
sustalnable livelihoods approach is explored in detail in Section 8.1.1.

* For an example of this type of analysis see: Miller, D. J., Brinkmann, W. A. R. and Barry, R. G.

Windstorms: a case study of wind hazards for Boulder, Colorado in: White, G. (ed.) (1974) Natural
Hazards: Local, National, Global. Oxford University Press, New York.
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1998), assists us in understanding the differential and changing nature of vulnerability in

the long as well as short-term (Winchester, 1992).

Expert Bias
Despite the emphasis of theorists such as White (1974) and Burton et al. (1993) upon

human agency’ in response and decision-making processes, the approach taken by the
Hazards school remains a largely managerial one.® Expert knowledge and constructions

have been valued over and above those found within communities. Within the school,
“technical expertise, not common sense or being there decides knowledge” (Hewitt,
1998:78). Therefore solutions “are found to lie in technical counter force. They need
professionals and mission-oriented agencies to confront and tame nature. They must
predict the extremes and target people at risk, informing and moving them around in
relation to expert knowledge of the hazards” (Hewitt, 1998:78). Managerial approaches
are typified by restricted analyses of risk and uncertainty in relation to specific phenomena
(Hewitt, 1998), as opposed to wider-reaching vulnerability analysis. Dominant managerial
approaches are supported by the notion of ‘bounded rationality’, which is employed by
authors such as Slovic et al. (1974) and Burton et al. (1993). The notion of bounded
rationality is used to explain decision-making processes and outcomes, and to demonstrate
“limitations in the ability of the decision-maker to think in probabilistic terms and to bring
relevant information to bear on his judgements” (Slovic et al., 1974:187). Understanding
of bounded rationality can be “exploited” by ‘experts’ “to improve adjustment to natural
hazards” (Slovic et al. (1974:204). Most significantly, the Hazards school fails to take a
holistic approach to analysis and understanding, both in linking the various aspects of
disasters and situating them in their context, and in acknowledging the existence of plural
understandings and interpretations of disaster situations (Alexander, 1997). Similarly,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>