Chapter 2

Sociology, Normative Pluralism,

and Post-disaster Recovery: The Case
of the Philippines

Abstract This chapter argued why the sociological normative pluralist perspective
is appropriate for analyzing the unintended effects of enforcing post-disaster
recovery projects in disaster-prone countries with multiple legal and social nor-
mative systems, rigid bureaucratic regulations, and high red-tape and corruption
indices like the Philippines. Firstly, it traced broadly the development of disaster
research in sociology and the substantive trends in theorizing hazards and disasters.
Secondly, it clarified the distinction between legal pluralism and normative plu-
ralism in socio-legal studies and explains the significance of the normative pluralist
framework in evaluating the success and failure of post-disaster recovery projects.
Thirdly, it highlighted the sociological significance of examining social structure in
disaster events as well as the consequences of a multiplicity of actors and normative
orders in post-disaster housing projects. It contended that developing countries with
high legal and normative pluralism and complex social systems, such as the
Philippines, are more likely to encounter significant deviations in implementing
post-disaster housing projects.
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2.1 Disaster Research in Sociology

The classical approach in disaster studies treats disasters as events that originate in
the earth and atmospheric systems. It sees physical events as impinging on the built
environment and on social systems with their relatively sudden onset and the
casualties, damage, and disruption they cause (Tierney, 2007, p. 509). In contrast,
the sociological approach treats disasters as social rather than physical events that
must be defined and examined in exclusively social terms (Quarantelli, 1987,
1997). When disasters happen, sociologists rarely, if ever, view them as “natural”
but rather as “the result of poorly managed interactions between environmental
hazards and human society that have placed people in harm’s way without adequate
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coping mechanisms). For sociologists, disasters are better seen as “a result of the
complex interaction between a potentially damaging physical event (e.g., floods,
droughts, fire, earthquakes, and storms) and the vulnerability of society, its
infrastructure, economy, and environment, which are determined by human
behavior” (Birkmann (ed.) 2006, p. 10). In this sense, disasters are “unnatural”
phenomena (Cardona, 1993).

Sociologists generally distinguish disasters from hazards. A disaster is under-
stood as an event in which a community undergoes severe losses to persons and/or
property that the resources available within the community are severely taxed,
while a hazard is a condition with the potential for harm to the community or
environment (Drabek, 2004). For sociologists, the term “disaster” refers to specific
events such as typhoons, hurricanes, floods, or earthquakes, whereas the term
“hazard” constitutes a class of threats such as hurricanes, tornadoes, earthquakes,
and so on. Hazards reflect the risk, vulnerability, or exposure confronting families,
communities, or societies (Drabek, 2005, p. 4). This distinction has provided an
important frame of reference for sociologists who want to use the perspectives,
concepts, and methods that define the broad field of sociology (Drabek, 2005).

The sociology of disasters is said to have started to bloom with Prince’s (1920)
dissertation and sociological work on a technological disaster that involved a col-
lision of two ships in the Halifax harbor on December 6, 1917 (Drabek, 2005). This
was followed by natural investigations and inquiry into the conditions of panic. In
the late 1940s and early 1950s, sociological research consisted mainly of a rapid
response to disasters by teams from the University of Chicago’s National Opinion
Research Center (NORC) and the National Academy of Sciences (Fritz & Marks,
1954). The research funding during this period came mainly from the United States
military organizations; thus, the research focus was on applied research that con-
nected disaster investigations to situations in wartime and on the
socio-psychological aspects of disasters.

In the 1960s and 1970s, sociological research expanded to include field studies
of organizational functioning in disasters, but its focus was on the
socio-psychological aspects connected with wartime and civil defense interests
(Quarantelli, 1987). During this era, pioneering researchers saw disasters as con-
texts in which to explore organizational and collective behavior under high-stress
conditions (Tierney, 2007, p. 504). The first important milestone of this approach
came with the founding of the Disaster Research Center (DRC) at the Ohio State
University in 1963. The DRC’s founders—E.L. Quarantelli, Russel Dynes, and
J. Eugene Haas—developed a research focus that examined both the organizational
and emergent social behavior during and immediately after disasters (Tierney,
2007, pp. 504-505). After gathering hundreds of factual reports on the tasks and
structures of groups involved in disaster situations, Quarantelli (1966) and Dynes
(1970) developed an analytical tool that bears a great impact in the sociology of
disasters—the well-known typology of established (regular tasks, old structures),
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expanding (regular tasks, new structures), extending (non-regular tasks, old struc-
tures), and emergent (non-regular tasks, new structures) organizations. This
invention resulted in the shift of focus in the study of disasters from the
socio-psychological to organizational aspects of disasters. The analytical device
created by DRC researchers was partly responsible for the “boom years of socio-
logical research” on disaster. Several scholars later used this important tool to
generate additional hypotheses about organizational behavior in disasters (e.g.,
Stallings, 1978; Drabek & McEntire, 2003, p. 98).

In the 1980s and 1990s, the enormous contribution of sociology as well as social
science scholars from the United States and Europe in disaster studies became
significant. During this decade, the sociological perspective primarily examined the
various dimensions of social and cultural difference—including race, ethnicity, age,
and class—in the study of disasters (e.g., Bolin & Bolton, 1986; Perry &
Mushkatel, 1986). The bulk of the sociological research during this time was
directed toward topics such as disaster policy, emergency-management organiza-
tions, warning systems, and so forth and often relied on a model of system
adjustment (Drabek, 1986; Quarantelli, 1996). Although more European scholars
became interested in disaster research, the enormous contribution of American
social-science scholars on this topic since the 1980s remained significant (van
Niekerk, 2012).

One major issue confronting sociologists in studying disasters revolves around
the perspectives they apply in their research. Although attempts have been made to
indicate some substantive trends in the development of sociology, there is no
coherent discussion in the field of sociological studies regarding the development of
disaster research (Nasreen, 2004). Most sociologists do not elaborate on their
theoretical perspectives that guide their field work, albeit elements of functionalism,
structuralism, symbolic interactionism, and other sociological frameworks can be
identified from their work. Some have pursued the insights of social construc-
tionism and moved into research agenda that are usually ignored by those rooted
within a collective-stress viewpoint. Other scholars in disaster studies are calling for
a paradigm shift (Drabek, 2005, pp. 8-9).

Despite this theoretical development in disaster research, sociologists continue to
neglect the normative framework in studying disasters. Also, disaster research
remains underdeveloped and marginal in the field of sociology in general.
Sociology of disasters remains resistant to changes in the broader sociological
landscape (Tierney, 2007). And lastly, most of the disaster scholars are still
American, thus limiting the research mostly to a single culture at an advanced stage
of development (Laska, 1989).
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2.2 Substantive Trends in Disaster Research

Understanding disasters as systemic events have always characterized sociological
research on disasters from its origins during World War II to the present day,
despite the fact that the current trend has clearly become multidisciplinary in more
recent decades with strong intersections among the natural, social, and policy sci-
ences (Kreps, 2001). Disaster scholars view disasters as a mix of “natural” and
“human-made” or “technological” causes and as a historically conditioned process
(Quarantelli, 2005). This trend can be seen in the social sciences. Over the last
couple of decades, disaster sociologists, as well as scholars from psychology,
political science, anthropology, geography, and disaster research centers, came to
see disasters as multifaceted. Thus, current theorizing in sociology and the social
sciences on disasters tend to be based on diverse orientations such as social con-
structionism, postmodernism, conflict-based, and political economy theories.
Research on hazards and disasters during the past 30 years has been based on the
notion that individuals and groups choose how to cope with or adjust to hazards in
their natural and constructed environment. Consequently, public and private poli-
cies that have been developed based on this paradigm have a management strategy
with the goal of decreasing hazard-related losses, organized conceptually around a
four-stage cycle of preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation (Peek &
Mileti, 2002, p. 514). The existing research trend on disasters and hazards in
sociology and the social sciences tends to focus on describing the conditions that
can lead to disasters and achieving a prevent-and-empower disaster response. At
present, three popular social concepts and perspectives, namely, social vulnera-
bility, risk, and resilience, tend to dominate disaster research and literature in
sociology as well as in the social sciences.

2.2.1 Risk

The first major concept and popular perspective in the current disaster research is
risk. Risk research encompasses a broad range of topics on the probability of
disaster events and their effects to communities. Risk scholarship flows from the
work on technology; natural disasters; individual, group, and organizational
decision-making; politics; stratification; environment; and social-impact assessment
(Fredenburg, 1986; Dietz, Stern, & Rosa, 1993). The fields of risk assessment and
risk analysis are aimed at identifying, measuring, characterizing, and evaluating the
outcomes resulting from natural and technological hazards (Lowrance, 1976;
Crouch & Wilson, 1982; Mitchell, 1990; National Research Council, 1993; 2006).
“Disaster risk is socially distributed in ways that reflect preexisting inequalities, in
that some groups are more prone to death, injury, economic loss, and psychological
impairment in the wake of differing hazards (Wisner et al., 2004). Specifically,
children, the elderly, women, racial minorities, the poor, persons with physical or
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mental disabilities, and immigrants have been identified by both disaster researchers
and policy makers as especially vulnerable to the harmful impacts of disaster
(Cutter, Boruff, & Shirley, 2003).”

Disaster risk is generally viewed either in a constructivist or objectivist manner.
Constructivist thinking views disaster as a social construct and examines the social
representations and perceptions as well as the interaction between different social
actors and phenomena. It views the conditions of risk, as well as the attitudes to
risk, as being rooted in societies that can inevitably lead to disasters. Objectivist or
realist thinking, which is popular in the natural and physical sciences, believes that
risk can be quantified and objectively judged (van Niekerk, 2012, p. 4).

Other social-science perspectives have influenced the products and risk assess-
ments in disaster study more than sociology (Dietz et al., 1993). In particular, the
field of anthropology examines how culture and ideology shape societal definitions
of risk. Douglas and Wildaveshy (1982), for instance, argue that risk is not a
reflection of objective reality but rather a cultural phenomenon that reflects societal
and group values and that it must be interpreted in the light of their broader cultural
functions. The fields of psychology and social psychology, which dominated risk
research in the social sciences, focus on “how individuals perceive various risks,
what factors enter into the estimation of risk, and how people make risk-related
choices” (Tierney, 1999, p. 218).

Despite its popularity, not all scholars rely on the factor of risk in assessing
hazards and disasters. This concept is not without criticism from sociologists. Zinn
(2009), for instance, argued that it is obviously unreasonable to “over-rely” on risk
because it is too narrow a concept to any sociological research. It is particularly
harmful to the sociological approach, subscribing to the technical and “rationalist”
understanding of risk or the economic approach grounded in instrumental
rationality and a conventional model of rationality. Although some sociological
work is based on rational actor approaches (Coleman, 1990; Gambetta, 1988), most
sociologists find this approach unsatisfactory in dealing with situations in which
others are involved. Although research using risk framework recognizes that risks
are shaped by structural and institutional contexts, it has no integrating theory. The
distinctive contribution of this perspective is its emphasis on the role of shared ideas
and normative frameworks, as understood in terms of the contribution of cultural
and social factors, to the understanding and prioritizing of risks and responses to
them among all those involved (Zinn & Taylor-Gooby, 2006).

2.2.2  Social Vulnerability

Another popular concept and theorizing in the sociology of disasters is social
vulnerability. The social-vulnerability perspective in viewing disaster has grown in
prominence in the sociology of disaster literature during the past decade. Although
this concept is often cited by disciplines of applied research, there is really no
common working definition for the term (Birkmann & Wisner, 2006). The various
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definitions of vulnerability in the literature depend on the conceptual models and
frameworks of authors (Adger, 1999; Downing, Olsthoorn, & Toi, 1999; Cutter,
1996; See & Porio, 2015). “Vulnerability is a term used in the field of risk, hazard,
and disaster management as well as in the areas of global change and environment
and development studies” (Weichselgartner, 2001). The UNISDR (2004, p. 16)
defines it as “the conditions determined by physical, social, economic and envi-
ronmental factors or processes which increase the susceptibility of a community to
the impacts of hazards” (Palliyaguru et al., 2014). It can also refer to “the sus-
ceptibility of groups to the impacts of hazards, as well as their resiliency, or ability
to adequately recover from them” (Cutter & Emrich, 2006, p. 103). The concept of
social vulnerability “highlights differences in the human capacity to prepare for,
respond to, and recover from disasters. It varies over space and time, and among
and between social groups, largely due to differences in socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics” (Hummel, Cutter, & Emrich, 2016). Scholars who
employ this concept believe that vulnerability is partially the product of social
inequalities, i.e., those social factors that influence or shape the susceptibility of
various groups to harm and that also govern their ability to respond (Cutter, Boruff,
& Shirley, 2003, p. 243). Disasters, such as volcanic eruption, flood, or typhoon,
are only a triggering agent. What determines vulnerability is the quality of the
existing infrastructure or degree of resilience of the affected community to the
triggering agent. To them, the vulnerability can never be isolated from the social,
cultural, economic, and political realms that influence decisions regarding settle-
ment patterns and methods for building (McEntire, 2001). It is a product of deci-
sions that are structured by the normative systems, be they legal or cultural. These
decisions create the vulnerable environment. Thus, vulnerability is ultimately a
product of an interplay of various normative systems of individuals and groups in
society that created a disaster-prone situation.

The concept of vulnerability in research derives from a specific set of historical
circumstances relating to abuses in biomedical research. One major criticism of this
approach is that scholars who use this concept have labeled so many people and
groups as vulnerable that the concept has lost much of its force. The vulnerability
paradigm in disaster research has limitations. The concept of vulnerability is an
extraordinarily elastic concept, capable of being stretched to cover almost any
person, group, or situation, and then of being snapped back to describe a narrow
range of characteristics such as age or incarceration. The concept gathers people
with widely varying characteristics and capacities under one large umbrella without
analyzing whether or not they all fit. It is both too broad because it includes too
many categories and too narrow because it fails to include others at risk for different
reasons other than their cognitive or dependent status (Levine, 2004, p. 398). In
disaster research, participants should not be automatically considered vulnerable
unless they are legally designated as such.
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2.2.3 Resilience

Resilience is another popular perspective in disaster research. The term “resilience”
has its roots in the sciences of physics and mathematics. It was originally used to
describe the capacity of a material or system to return to equilibrium after a dis-
placement (Bodin & Wiman, 2004; Gordon, 1978). When applied to people and
their environments, “resilience” is fundamentally a metaphor that implies strength,
capacity, elasticity, and evolution (Alexander, 2013a). Although this concept began
to be employed as the inverse of human vulnerability in the disaster risk—man-
agement community in the late 1970s with increased use in recent years (Birkmann,
2006; Gaillard, 2010; Torry, 1979), some scholars believe that resilience is not to be
seen as the opposite of vulnerability. They accede that both concepts may overlap,
but they assert that it can best be understood as discrete concepts because per-
ceiving these as “two sides of the same coin” leads to unproductive circular rea-
soning (so that no new policy options arise despite the linguistic turn) (Klein,
Nicholls, & Thomalla, 2003; Matyas & Pelling, 2015).

The term “resilience” has different names. “Ecologists call it an adaptation,
economists call it is coping capacity, anthropologists call it bounce back better, and
in engineering, it is best known as the capacity of a structure to withstand shock
while retaining function” (Dahlberg et al., 2015, p. 44). The original notion of the
term comes from a Latin word that means “jump back” or “bounce back” (Manyena
et al., 2011). In the disaster context, resilience can be understood as the ability of
people to recover within the shortest possible time with minimal or no assistance
(Malalgoda, Amaratunga, & Haigh, 2014). Although many interpretations of the
term abound in the disasters community, this understanding of resilience has proved
to be persistent.” Thus, the United Nations Strategy for Disaster Reduction (2009)
defines resilience as:

the ability of a system, community or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb,
accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner,
including through the preservation and restoration of its essential basic structures and
functions.

The rapid increase of the concept of resilience in the disaster risk—-management
(DRM) policy landscape started with the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015
(HFA), whose subtitle, “Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to
Disasters,” places the concept at the core of DRM aspirations (Matyas & Pelling,
2015a, b). “The intimate connections between disaster recovery and the resilience
of affected communities have become common features of disaster risk reduction
programs since the adoption of the HFA. Thus many disaster research is now giving
more attention to the capacity of disaster-affected communities to ‘bounce back’ or
to recover with little or no external assistance following a disaster. This highlights
the need for a change in the disaster risk reduction work culture, with the stronger
emphasis being put on resilience rather than just need or vulnerability” (Manyena,
2006).
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Resilience as a concept and perspective to view disasters has the potential to
offer a more systemic and cross-cutting approach to disaster-risk reduction,
climate-change adaptation, and the humanitarian sector. Resilience is an important
goal for two reasons. First, because the vulnerability of technological and social
systems cannot be predicted completely, resilience—the ability to accommodate
change gracefully and without catastrophic failure—is critical in times of disaster
(Foster, 1997). If people know exactly when, where, and how disasters would occur
in the future, they could engineer their systems to resist them. Because hazard
planners must cope with uncertainty, it is necessary to design cities that can cope
effectively with contingencies.

The concept of resilience has since been applied to describe the adaptive
capacities of individuals (e.g., Bonanno, 2004), human communities (e.g., Brown &
Kulig, 1996/97; Sonn & Fisher, 1998), and larger societies (e.g., Adger, 2000).
Because references to resilience have continued to increase, so too have criticisms
that the concept may be inappropriate, imprecise, or “glittery” (Norris et al., 2007).
Some skeptics argue that the pursuit of resilience, particularly community resi-
lience, is laudable but impractical. Using a conceptual framework based on theo-
retical models of mitigation, recovery, and structural-cognitive interaction, Tobin
(1999), for instance, examined data from the state of Florida to assess the possibility
of developing sustainable, resilient communities. Analyzing the state as a whole
rather than individual cities, he concluded that major changes in political awareness
and motivation would be necessary to overcome obstacles to resiliency and sus-
tainability from Florida’s existing demographic traits, spatial patterns, and hazard
conditions (Godschalk, 2003). Resilience, like social vulnerability, and risk as
concepts and perspectives in disaster research may characterize some social aspects
of disasters but not their entire structural components. The key to a holistic
understanding of the nature of hazards and disasters requires a sociological
examination of the stable pattern of social relationships existing in a particular
group society or group where the disaster event took place or what sociologists call
“the social structure.”

2.3 Sociology of Disasters and the Social Structure

The study of the social structure and social system of disaster situations has
apparently been sidelined in disaster research. Yet, disasters do not only alter the
geophysical components of society but also its social structure. After a disaster
event, the existing social structure of society is disrupted. Its stability is shaken, and
the prevailing social system is replaced by a new emergent structure that tends to be
incoherent, polycentric, and pluralist in the normative system. Sociologists do not
just study the natural or human-made “disaster agents,” such as hurricanes, flood
waters, or hazard spills, but also the disruption of everyday social activities
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resulting from the potential or actual impact of these agents (Fischer, 2003, p. 93).
Some sociologists argue that disasters may expose the key values and structures that
define communities and the societies they comprise (Drabek, 2005, p. 3). In this
case, they discover that the study of structural change occurring during and after
the precipitous event is crucial in the study of disasters. Thus, they examine the
altered social structure in the aftermath of the impact of a disaster agent when it
causes widespread destruction and distress. In short, disaster sociologists study the
change in social structure under specific circumstances (Fischer, 2003, p. 94).

The focus of the sociological research must be the status quo (i.e., the structure
before the disaster) and the disruption (or big mess) thereafter leading to the
adjusted social structure during the post-disaster recovery phase. The greater the
degree of disruption (in terms of scale, scope, and time), the more the social
structure is affected, thus leading to the emergence of new norms and roles
replacing the routine with the “more appropriate” behavior, e.g., search and rescue,
feeding survivors (Fischer, 2003, p. 97). In this case, disaster-governance regimes
become polycentric, multi-scale, and weak in integration as well as nested within
and influenced by overarching societal-governance systems (Tierney, 2012).
Therefore, coordination between state and the various post-disaster actors and
organizations—each with their own normative systems, especially in cases of
large-scale disasters—becomes problematic. The greater the impact of the disaster,
the greater is the number of actors and organizations that are involved in the
recovery process, thus making the normative order become more heteroge-
neous and intricate. Then the implementation of post-disaster recovery
(PDR) projects becomes prone to more negative unintended consequences. The
enforcement of the intended PDR goals becomes amorphous and polycentric which
can be detrimental to the rehabilitation of disaster victims.

2.4 The Social System and the Normative System

Studying the altered social structure during the post-disaster situation requires
examining the normative orders. The social system is a system of action, and its
structural aspects are the relatively stable interactions of individuals around com-
mon norms. It is made up of the interactions of individuals governed by norms. The
regularity or patterning of interaction becomes possible through the existence of
norms, which control the behavior of the actors. Because individuals share the same
“definition of the situation” in terms of such norms, their behavior can be inter-
meshed to produce a “social structure.” Indeed, a stabilized social system is one in
which behavior is regulated in this way and, as such, is a major point of reference
for the sociological analysis of the dynamics of social systems (Lockwood, 1956,
p- 135). The actual disaster event can initially trigger solidarity among victims and
rescuers, but a post-disaster setting can evoke pluralist and discordant responses
from various actors and groups during the reconstruction process. The regularity of
the social system is gradually replaced by a novel one, made of a loose
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amalgamation of normative orders with a weak overall monitoring and
law-enforcement system to guide post-disaster recovery.

With the plurality of actors during and after disasters, perceptions can vary on
how to deal with the disaster event. “Although there has been rising global
awareness and lesson sharing on the human catastrophes associated with the pro-
liferation of natural disasters, there remains many misunderstandings on appropriate
approaches to recovery, given the specific socio-cultural, political and economic
contexts of the affected zones” (Brazzard & Raffin, 2011, p. 417). Bankoff and
Hilhorst (2009) aptly describe the diversity of views or ways of “seeing” disasters
by different actors and organizations:

Different actors ‘see’ disasters as different types of events and, because they perceive them
as such, they prepare for, manage and record them in very different ways. State and state
agencies ‘see’ disasters in one way; the people directly affected ‘see’ them in another (not
least according to the nature and extent of their vulnerabilities); non-governmental orga-
nizations (NGOs) involved in providing needed services to communities ‘see’ them in still
other ways (depending on their ideological complexion); whereas scientists, technocrats
and experts have their own variants of ‘seeing’. The media, too, if it does not exactly ‘see’
risk in a particular way certainly helps to shape public discourse about it (Benthall, 1993;
Stallings, 1990, p. 82). These differing ‘seeings’ not only shape how actors and stake-
holders perceive disasters but also largely influence what actions are taken before, during
and after an event. Actors and stakeholders do not respond directly to situations: rather, the
purpose and nature of their actions are determined through mediating orientations that
dispose them to act in certain ways (p. 687).

Varying worldviews and perceptions imply different actions in responding to the
post-disaster process. In any social structure, the actions of actors are shaped by their
normative orientation. In a post-disaster setting, the constellation of legal and social
normative orders tends to overlap and expand depending on the number of actors
joining in the rehabilitation and reconstruction process. “Sources of governance in
disaster management which are traditionally associated with one set of actors (private
governance with private actors or international law with international institutions, for
example) are increasingly co-produced through the involvement of a range of actors
in their formulation and implementation for reasons of capacity, resources, or reach”
(Newell, Pattberg, & Schoeder, 2012, p. 366). With the rise of megacities, this
growing multiplicity of actors and sources of governance in disaster management
requires that disaster sociologists examine the plurality of normative systems and their
influence on the implementation of projects in the post-disaster recovery process.

2.5 The Normative Pluralist Approach

The substantial increase in disasters around the world has led to an increase of
international, national, and local laws and norms on disaster management. Despite
the emergence of international norms, comparatively little scholarly attention has
been given to compliance of disaster efforts with these normative frameworks as
well as on how international laws and norms interact with national and local norms.
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There is apparently an absence of scholarly attention on the legal and normative
frameworks that underpin disaster situations (McDermott, 2013, p. 1). Although
there is a growing body of research on disaster governance, examining the inter-
twining legal and non-legal normative systems after large-scale disasters and how
they affect post-disaster projects, such housing and resettlement, is generally
missing in disaster research and particularly in sociology of disasters.

Sociology has explored some societal aspects of disasters. However, it has not
scrutinized closely the legal and social normative orders that shape the PDR in
disaster-prone countries with rigid regulatory systems and collectivist cultures.
Sociology has examined the behavioral, organizational, and institutional aspects of
natural disasters but not the normative systems that influence disaster management,
particularly during the PDR period. Consequently, the sociological stance of the
subfield of the sociology of law, which specifically examines the dynamics of law
and the social order, continues to be ignored by disaster scholars. If the sociological
perspective sees disasters as social phenomena, then sociologists must analyze the
normative structures that frame, interpret, and actualize disaster response and
recovery. Together with other legal scholars, it is incumbent upon sociologists to
undertake an intensive effort to examine and reform the interlocking structures of
governance and regulation that pertain to disasters (Farber, 2012, p. 20).

Seeing disasters as systems rather than arenas of normative conflicts has side-
lined the socio-legal approach in sociological research. The mainstream sociolog-
ical research, which is guided either implicitly or explicitly by systems concepts,
views disasters as enhancing social solidarity and suppressing conflict (Tierney,
2007, p. 506). The pioneering work of sociologists Quarantelli, Dynes, and White
has established the parameters of mainstream disaster research that views disaster
situations toward atomism rather than pluralism; thus, it unwittingly disregards the
normative pluralism aspects of disaster situations (Iversen & Armstrong, 2008). The
fields of social-legal studies, including criminal justice and the sociology of law,
which primarily examine the normative orders, have been relatively absent or, at
least, have not been explored well in the sociology of disasters (Deflem, 2012,
p- ix). This neglect seems to be ironic because disaster response is complex and
governed by a multiplicity of actors and normative systems. A post-disaster situ-
ation can consist of multiple competing formal and informal normative forces
instead of a unified and interrelated system that suppresses conflict. The emergent
character of a post-disaster recovery situation requires an ad hoc
multi-organizational set-up, which can lead to discordant and conflicting responses
from the various disaster agencies acting according to their normative and regu-
latory frameworks and political orientations.

The normative pluralist approach views quantity and harmony of different for-
mal and informal regulations that underpin disaster management as crucial in
effecting successful post-disaster recovery projects. The more actors and normative
systems surrounding a PDR project, the more difficult it is to achieve the intended
goals. In this case, the success or failure of regulatory compliance of the PDR
project will depend to a large extent on the readiness of actors to accept respon-
sibility to implement it at every level (Roosli & O’Keefe, 2011). PDR projects
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require a concerted effort that will support the foundations of community sustain-
ability and capacity building, which will eventually decrease risks and vulnera-
bilities to future disasters (Burton & Kates, 1993). Cooperation from all levels in
the disaster mechanism and the public is the ultimate goal to deliver a national
disaster program (Roosli & O’Keefe, 2011).

Large-scale post-disaster recovery project is essentially multiple and pluralist in
terms of normative and regulatory orders. The government, which often leads the
entire process, is assisted by a variety of stakeholders and organizations, both
public and private as well as local and international. These stakeholders involved in
PDR projects, such as housing and resettlement projects, possess their own set of
formal and informal norms of “doing things” that determine their “repertoire of
disaster-recovery actions.” Their norms tend to clash or conflict with one another.
In post-disaster housing projects, it is a near-impossible balancing act to satisfy all
parties involved (Daly & Brassard & Raffin 2011). Thus, coordinating the needs
and aspirations of beneficiaries with the means and systems of donors and imple-
menters can be complex, highly context specific, and rarely seamless (Fallahi, 2007;
Tas, Cosgun, & Tas, 2007; Saunders, 2004; Daly & Brassard, 2011). “Cooperation
from all levels in the disaster mechanism and the public is the ultimate goal in order
to deliver a national disaster program” (Roosli & O’Keefe, 2011). However, there is
usually a lack of unified and coherent legal framework and law enforcement sys-
tem that can monitor, coordinate, and harmonize the various normative orders of
actors and organization to successfully complete the PDR projects. As a result, the
accountability of PDR actors becomes difficult to ascertain, and corruption of
various forms can thus penetrate the different phases of the project’s implementa-
tion. With the lack of a stable law-enforcement system that effectively regulates
people’s action in large-scale calamities, disaster behavior that implements
post-disaster projects can easily be justified by actors in a variety of grounds—Ilegal,
political, economic, social or cultural—other than what the official rules dictate.

Different types of organizations engaged in PDRs are expected to share tasks and
resources. But there is usually no clear-cut responsibility or familiarity due to the
crossing of jurisdictional boundaries and the absence of standardization during
emergency situations (Auf der Heide, 1989). With the usual absence of a clear
standard of measuring accountability during a post-disaster situation, actors and
organizations in the PDR system can engage in a power struggle to influence the
outcome of the different aspects of the PDR projects. In one disaster-recovery
project, for instance, actors and groups can become “insiders” and “outsiders,” each
extending their disaster response according to their goals and normative frame-
works. A study by Espia and Fernanadez (2015) on government and NGO response
to the Guimaras oil spill in the Philippines in 2014, for instance, revealed that in the
absence of formal rules, the NGOs tended to counteract and compete with the local
government’s designed response framework, thus reaffirming their outsider status in
the rehabilitation process. The so-called entrepreneurial brokers can also emerge in
a post-disaster setting and play a major role in governance networks of the PDR
projects. These brokers can play as “middlemen” or intermediaries of the various
network ties to mobilize the coordination system during post-disaster recovery
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(Saban, 2015). The “corrupt” and illegal practices by some international and local
disaster groups that were allowed or were contracted by the government in housing
and resettlement projects in the spirit of what Klein (2008) calls “disaster capital-
ism” indicate that PDR is an arena of contestations and consisting of conflicting
normative forces.

2.6 Legal Pluralism and the Social Normative System

“Scholarly assumptions about the state as a unitary actor and as a homogeneous,
monolithic unit and about state centricity as the foundation of international politics
have gradually crumbled in favor of more multicentric views of the world” (Newell,
Pattberg, & Schoeder, 2012, pp. 368-369). The monist approach to the state’s legal
system has been debunked by legal pluralism. The idea of “legal pluralism” emerged
in the early 1970s as a counterbalance to the the-dominant notion of “legal cen-
tralism,” according to which law is and should be the law of the state, uniform for all
persons, exclusive of all other law, and administered by a single set of state insti-
tutions. In lieu of such state-centric and monolithic conceptions of law, advocates of
legal pluralism claimed that law is not a single system necessarily linked to the state
as a unified entity, but rather a complex of overlapping systems or normative orders”
(Sartori & Shahar, 2012, p. 638). The state’s legal system determines whether
governance is multiple and does not operate in a unified manner.

The normative pluralist approach does not only see a pluralism of laws but also
of informal norms in the social order. It sees legal pluralism as one of the species of
the greater normative pluralism in society. It views the social structure as one
system of interacting, conflicting, and intertwining legal and social normative
systems. The social realm consists of a plurality of interacting, overlapping, active
regulatory systems of every kind from religious systems, to corporations, to sports
leagues, to the family. The normative-system relationships between the official legal
system and the social normative system are “various and complex, sometimes
conflicting, sometimes complementary, sometimes benign, sometimes cautious
engagement, sometimes ships passing in the night. People can invoke these
coexisting systems in various ways for various instrumental and normative reasons,
regularly and deliberately pitting one system against another. The official legal
realm affects and is affected by the multiple regulatory orders in the social realm;
the regulatory orders in the social realm affect and are affected by the official legal
realm” (Tamanaha, 2008, p. 90).

When applied to disaster management, normative pluralism views disaster
behavior of various actors and groups in response to a massive disaster as ema-
nating from different normative or regulatory regimes, some of which may be
formed after the disaster (Schneider, 1992). Thus, significant incoherence and
incongruity of interpretation and action in implementing PDR projects can lead to
more negative unintended consequences and deviations that can ultimately affect
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the success and failure of PDR projects. Outside the official legal system is the
social realm of intercourse and regulation. This domain consists of socially created
and coordinated regulatory systems produced by individuals acting on shared ideas
and beliefs with particular projects in specific contexts. They have effects, conse-
quences, and implications of all kinds for official state legal systems as well as for
the social arena generally. In disaster settings, a multiplicity of actors and gover-
nance regimes operate in diverse and overlapping spheres of authority and nor-
mative systems (Newell, Pattberg, & Schoeder, 2012, pp. 368-369).

As society becomes more urbanized, disaster effects become more large scale.
With the growing magnitude of disaster effects, disaster response becomes more
complex, which requires a large-scale infrastructure beyond the capacities of vic-
tims to mobilize themselves or within the community. Consequently, disaster
response, which used to be simple and limited to small territories, has become
massive and complicated due to environmental destruction caused by intensifying
urbanization and industrialization, particularly in Asia (Douglass, 2013). The net-
work of actors and organizations involved in rehabilitation becomes complex and
includes (1) public actors such government and civil society organizations, (2) in-
ternational and regional environmental-governance arrangements, (3) public—pri-
vate partnerships such as alliances between the government and NGOs,
transgovernmental and transnational networks, and partnerships, and (4) private
actors (Newell, Pattberg, & Schoeder, 2012). Each kind of actors can have its own
set of social networks and normative orientations set in a multi-level arrangement.

A disaster response within a more cohesive legal order can more likely achieve its
intended goals compared with a disaster situation where the legal orders are complex or
full of gaps with the absence of a strong and centralized post-disaster law-enforcement
system. In the latter case, the social normative orders, with their informal regulation
and enforcement systems, are more likely to create negative unintended consequences
that can shape the final response of PDR projects. Public and private organizations—
as well as informal groups, power cliques, foreign and local donors, NGOs, POs, and
other groups—tend to have their own established formal and informal rules of
engagement within their own PDR domains. When they participate in common PDR
projects, their normative orientations often clash with each other. This conflict can
also be seen among public organizations. Different government agencies must operate
at cross-purposes to achieve the overall PDR goals; conflict and inconsistencies within
and between relevant agencies can occur, which eventually hamper law enforcement.

2.7 Regulation in High-Context Cultures
and PDR Housing

The regulatory normative system, more specifically the non-legal cultural regula-
tory system, can be crucial to the success of PDR projects in high-context cultures.
Sociologists and anthropologists have started to examine the latent and informal
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communication and other cultural dimensions of contracting. Edward T. Hall dis-
tinguishes low-context from high-context cultures. In high-context cultures, many
things are left unsaid and require cultural context to illuminate the meaning. North
America and Western Europe are regarded as low-context cultures, which value
logic, facts, and directness, whereas high context cultures in Asia, Middle East,
Africa, and South America are relational, collectivist, intuitive, and contemplative
emphasizing interpersonal relationships (Hall, 1976). Hooker (2003) divides cul-
tures into rule-based and relationship-based and assumes a continuum between
different cultures that results from multiple combinations of features of both types
of cultures (Hooker in Nystén-Haarala, Bogdanova, Kondakov, & Makarova, 2015,
pp. 113-114). The Global North, with its low-context cultures, follows predomi-
nantly a rule-based normative order, thus putting more emphasis on legal and
formal regulation in pursuing PDR projects. But the Global South, with its
high-context cultures, primarily implements a relational and personalistic approach
to contractual relations in PDR projects.

The existence of multiple relationship—based normative orders vis-a-vis the
state’s legal system in high-context cultures, such those in Southeast Asian coun-
tries, poses serious problems in regulating and implementing PDR housing projects.
Regulation determines access and use of resources for PDR projects. This can be
formal or informal as well as legal or social. The formal and legal regulations are
provided by the state and its bureaucratic apparatuses. However, the informal and
nonlegal regulations that intertwine with legal regulation can be determined by the
social and cultural normative standards of social groups in society. The official legal
realm affects and is affected by the multiple regulatory orders in the social realm;
the regulatory orders in the social realm affect and are affected by the official legal
realm (Tamanaha, 2008). The official legal system interacts with the social realm of
intercourse and regulation. And this social realm is full of a plurality of interacting,
overlapping, active regulatory systems of every kind from religious systems, to
corporations, to sports leagues, to the family. “Like the official legal system, these
are socially created and coordinated regulatory systems produced by individuals
acting upon shared ideas and beliefs, with particular projects in specific contexts.
They have effects and consequences and implications of all kinds for official state
legal systems, as well as for the social arena generally” (Tamanaha, 2008). When
formal regulatory mechanisms are weak or ineffective, communities seek other
informal regulations to translate their preferences into reality. When formal regu-
lation leaves a considerable gap between the actual performance and what people
locally prefer, the informal normative orders, or what some scholars call “practical
norms,” take the stage, so to speak, to informally regulate areas that are not legally
regulated. This influence of social-regulatory systems can breed many negative
unintended effects when implementing PDR projects.

In an ineffective formal regulation regarding the access of disaster victims to
government housing, informal regulations of various agencies involved in the
housing project can control such access. This informal regulation that governs
access to a public housing project for disaster victims is determined by heteroge-
nous informal normative orders. Therefore, the regulation that governs the
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availability of post-disaster housing to beneficiaries is an interplay of formal and
informal regulations that are highly unfavorable to the most vulnerable group of
disaster victims.

2.8 Red Tape, Corruption, and PDR in Southeast Asia

Aside from the informal and social normative systems, red tape and rigid bureaucratic
regulation can also be crucial for the success or failure of PDR projects in disaster-prone
countries of Southeast Asia. Some countries with high juridical legal pluralism in
Southeast Asian countries are also countries with high red-tape and corruption indices.
Indonesia and the Philippines, for instance, are frequently ranked high in corruption
index by Transparency International (TI) and listed low by the yearly surveys of
the World Bank on the ease of the doing-business due to bureaucratic burdens and rigid
business regulation. Interestingly, these countries are disaster-prone and have serious
problems in post-disaster recovery programs, especially concerning the construction of
resettlement and emergency-shelter projects. Cultural and “practical” relational norms
tend to sidestep the rule-based ideals of government-initiated PDR housing projects.

The normative landscape in the Global South, particularly in the collectivist cultures
of countries under Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries, tend to
be more personalistic, informal, in—group oriented, and pluralist in normative sys-
tems compared with the individualist and rights-based orientation of contracting in the
Global North. This pluralist legal and cultural normative system can breed red tape and
corruption, which can deviate PDR goals in large-scale reconstruction projects. The term
“red tape” refers to “the rules, regulations, and procedures that entail a compliance burden
but do not achieve the functional objectives of the organization” (Bozeman, 1993). To
minimize red tape in an environment of legal pluralism, there must be a high degree of
trust between rule-producers and subjects of the rule. In some cases, those producing new
and extensive rules and regulations are in a dynamic relationship with those complying
with the rules and regulations, such that the compliance level may depend on particular
specifications of the rules and more on the degree of trust and the recent history between
producers of rules and those affected by them (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). In many cases of
post-disaster recovery projects in developing countries such as the Philippines, the rules
and regulations for low-cost housing and relocation are already in place, but they do not
necessary address the PDR concerns of disaster victims. Thus, the disaster victims must
comply with numerous pre-existing and unnecessary legal and bureaucratic requirements
that delay their recovery and resettlement. In this case, these obligations and procedures
constitute red tape and additional burdens to disaster victims. To avoid red tape and
create short-cuts in these tedious legal and bureaucratic procedures and to expedite the
PDR resettlement process, corruption occurs. In a high-context and collective culture
where legal pluralism and red tape dominate government regulatory system, the informal
and cultural norms can create procedural short-cuts colonize the rule-based PDR process
of the post-disaster housing projects of the state.
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2.9 The Philippine Case

It has been observed that the dominant response and action on disaster management
in Southeast Asia had been on post-disaster activities and particularly on emergency
response” (Bildan, 2003; Jegillos, 2003). Of the 10 countries in the world most
imperiled by climate change (in terms of the number of people likely to be affected),
4 are in Southeast Asia: Vietnam, Indonesia, Thailand, and the Philippines (Elliot,
2012, p. 40). The Philippines is one of the most disaster-prone Southeast Asian
countries. Approximately 70% of its disasters are due to hydro-meteorological
phenomena such as typhoons and flooding. Typhoon Ketsana, which hit the
Philippines in 2009, showed differential vulnerabilities of the population. The most
vulnerable regions and communities in the country are those that are highly exposed
to the changes expected in the climate and have limited adaptive capacity. The
Philippines has limited economic resources, low levels of technology, poor infor-
mation and skills, poor infrastructure, unstable or weak institutions, and inequitable
empowerment and access to resources have little capacity to adapt and thus is
highly vulnerable to disasters (IPCC, 2001) (Penalba, Elazegui, Pulhin, & Cruz,
2012, p. 310). Disaster victims in the Philippines are usually the urban poor who are
totally dependent on social services. These people are usually less able to respond
effectively to disasters (Cutter, Boruff, & Shirley, 2003; Morrow, 1999; See &
Porio, 2015). The socially and economically marginalized population are mostly
ignored during disaster recovery.

Aside from being vulnerable to climate change and disasters, the Philippines is
also known for legal pluralism and bureaucratic burdens in real-estate business.
Establishing a post-disaster housing and relocation program for disaster victims,
such the flood victims of Typhoon Ketsana, requires compliance with the multiple
legal and bureaucratic requirements. The rigid regulatory requirements attending
housing and land development contribute significantly to greater costs and
increased inaccessibility of low-cost housing. Due to the different permits, clear-
ances, licenses, and procedures that must be obtained from various agencies other
than that of housing, completion of these requirements often takes 2.5-3 years
(Valte, 2002). Red tape and corruption often dominate the low-cost housing system
that assists homeless disaster victims in the country. To circumvent the tedious
process of securing permits and registrations, real-estate developers and contractors
often provide bribe money to some unscrupulous government bureaucrats to speed
up real-estate transactions. This “hidden cost” of corruption is ultimately passed on
to end-users in the form of high-priced and/or sub-standard housing products”
(Valte, 2002). To government-accredited contractors and developers, post-disaster
housing, just like any other low-cost housing in the government, is a huge business
enterprise. The extra costs they incur in securing the necessary permits, licenses,
and other bureaucratic requirements due to corruption are passed on to the gov-
ernment financing institutions, which are obliged under a joint venture agreement to
purchase their housing units. Ultimately, the homeless typhoon victims will
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eventually become recipients of the developer’s poorly constructed houses in the
government’s disaster-prone relocation sites.

Finally, access of the economically disenfranchised disaster victims to housing pro-
jects usually requires political patronage or sponsorship of politicians. The rigid formal
regulation that needs multiple requirements for housing applications implies more suf-
fering for disaster victims. It requires sponsorship from politicians and government
officials from different public agencies who can facilitate the approval of their housing
applications. The informal regulation based on cultural norms further increases the dif-
ficulty of the disaster victims to own their own houses in relocation areas. In this case, the
popular informal normative systems, which are based on some dominant Filipino values
—also known in Philippine politics such as palakasan (patronage), utang-na-loob (
debt-of-gratitude), pakikisama (comradeship), and the Padrino (patronage) system.
These cultural values tend to dominate the official normative system to overcome red
tape, rigidity in housing regulation, and bureaucratic corruption. This dominance of
informal cultural norms can eventually lead to negative unintended effects to resettlement
and housing projects and sidelining of the government’s rule-based PDR goals as
articulated in the country’s primary disaster-management legislation, i.e., the Philippine
Disaster Risk Reduction Management Act of 2010 (PDRRMA).

2.9.1 Super Typhoons and Damaged Houses
in the Philippines

Owing to a greater demand in the market, the backlog for Philippine housing currently
stands at 5.5 million. Industry players said that this might even increase through 2030 if
the demand for socialized houses or mass houses is not addressed by the government
and private sector. Socialized housing under the Urban Development and Housing Act
of 1992 (UDHA) involves houses and lots or home lots only developed by the gov-
emnment or private sector for underprivileged and homeless citizens.'

One of the major cause of this backlog is the partial and total destruction of
houses, especially those of the urban poor, by destructive typhoons and other forms
of disasters that usually hit the country every year. The Philippines is the third most
disaster-prone country in the world with 50.3% of its total 300,000 km? area (across
7107 islands) susceptible to disasters. Approximately 81% of the population is
vulnerable to hazards and disaster risks ranging from landslides, storms (and
typhoons), floods, storm surges, earthquakes, tsunamis, droughts, and volcano
eruptions. During the last decade, the country has been hit by major disasters that
rendered thousands of families homeless (Environmental Science for Social
Change, 2014, p. 6). In all of these super typhoons, the poor were usually the most

!“Philippine housing backlog is 5.5 M SHDA targets to build a million units by 2016”. Retrieved
from http://www.philstar.com/cebu-business/2015/07/13/1476445/philippine-housing-backlog-5.
Sm-shda-targets-build-million-units.


http://www.philstar.com/cebu-business/2015/07/13/1476445/philippine-housing-backlog-5.5m-shda-targets-build-million-units
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affected group and rendered homeless by the disaster event. In urban areas, the poor
who concentrate in informal settlements at high-risk areas, such as floodplains, were
the most vulnerable to flooding and home damage. Similarly, in rural areas, it is the
poorest who end up living in dangerous areas, such as river embankments, that
received most of the effects of these super typhoons (World Bank, 2009).

Typhoon Ketsana is the first super typhoon in recent memory that strongly hit
the Philippines and destroyed thousands of houses (185,004). Tropical Storm
Ketsana, a category I storm, (locally known as Typhoon Ondoy) hit the Philippines
on September 26, 2009. It brought an unusually high volume of rain, which
inundated the central part of Luzon. During the 12-hour period of the storm on
September 26, the rainfall was recorded as approximately 450 mm, considered an
extremely rare occurrence. Thus, it caused extensive flooding in the Metro Manila
area and the neighboring Rizal province including the cities of Antipolo, Makati,
Malabon, Marikina, Muntinlupa, Pasig, Quezon, San Juan, Taguig, and Valenzuela
(World Bank, 2009, p. ix). The National Disaster Risk Reduction Management
Council (NDRRMC), the government’s national-disaster agency, estimated the total
damage of Ketsana at PHP 10.9 billion. Most of the homeless victims were
assigned to different government resettlement areas.

Ketsana was not the only super typhoon that hit the Philippines and damaged
thousands of homes in the current decade. As listed in Table 2.1, six more super
typhoons followed Ketsana after September 2009: Parma (Pepeng), Megi (Juan)
Nesat (Pedring), Washi (Sendong), Bopha (Pablo), and Haiyan (Yolanda). Tropical
Storm Ketsana was quickly followed by another super typhoon named Tropical
Storm Parma (locally known as Pepeng), a category III storm that affected the
Philippines during October 3-9, 2009, following an irregular path that crossed over
Central and Northern Luzon three times. It initially brought powerful winds with
gusts of 230 km/h in an extended period of heavy rains with cumulative rainfall
amounts exceeding 1000 mm in some areas (World Bank, 2009). As listed in
Table 2.1, super typhoon Parma resulted in an estimated total damage of PHP 27.2
billion and 61, 869 destroyed homes.

Super Typhoon Megi followed Ketsana and struck the Philippines from October
16-18, 2010. Megi (locally known as Juan) made landfall in the northern provinces,
namely, Cagayan, Isabela, Kalinga, Mt. Province, and Ifugao. As Megi continued to
pummel on these provinces with strong winds and rain, roads and bridges were
damaged and left impassable. Families were relocated to safer grounds for fear of
landslides and flooding. Megi carried maximum sustained winds of 225 kph.”
The NDRRMC estimated the total damage of Megi at PHP 12.0 billion, which is a
lower figure compared with Ketsana and Parma. However, the number of damaged
homes was 148,222, which is a much greater figure than that for Parma (61,869)
and a little lower compared with that for Ketsana (185,004).

2“Typhoon Megi hits northern Philippines: Assessmentin Cagayan and Isabela underway.” Retrieved
http://www.worldvision.org.ph/news/typhoon-megi-hits-northern-philippines-assessment-cagayan-
and-isabela-underway.
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Table 2.1 Super typhoons from 2009 to 2016 and their estimated total number of partially and
completely damaged houses

Name Date Total loss Damaged houses

Totally Partially Total number
Ketsana (Ondoy) September 26, 2009 PHP 10.9 Billion 30,082 154,922 185,004*
Parma (Pepeng) October 3-9, 2009 PHP 27.2 Billion 6807 55,062 61,869"
Megi (Juan) October 16-18, 2010 PHP 12.0 Billion 30,048 118,174 148,222°
Nesat (Pedring) September 17, 2011 PHP 15.4 Billion 6852 42,638 49,490¢
Washi (Sendong) December 15, 2011 PHP2.0 Billion 13,585 37,559 51,144°
Bopha (Pablo) December 4, 2012 PHP 43. 2 Billion 89,666 127,151 216,817
Haiyan (Yolanda) November 7-9, 2013 PHP 93.0 Billion 518,878 493912 1,012,790#
Haima (Lawin) October 19, 2016 PHP 3.7 Billion 13,964 76,071 90,035"

“NDRRMC Update 24-27 September 2009. Retrieved from http://www.ndrrmc.gov.ph/attachments/article/1543/
Update_Final_Report_TS_Ondoy_and_Pepeng_24-27SEP2009and30SEP-200CT2009.pdf

°NDRRMC Update 24-27 September 2009. Retrieved from http://www.ndrrme.gov.ph/attachments/article/1543/
Update_Final_Report_TS_Ondoy_and_Pepeng_24-27SEP2009and30SEP-200CT2009.pdf

NDRRMC Update 30 October 2010. Retrieved from http://www.ndrrme.gov.ph/attachments/article/1554/SitRep_No_
28_Typhoon_Juan_Issued_On_300CT2010.pdf

INDRRMC Update. Retrieved from http:/reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resourcessNDRRMC%20Update%
20SitRep%20N0%2021%?20re%20Effects%200f%20TY %20PEDRING %205 %200ct%202011%206 %20 AM.pdf
°NDRRMC Update 25 October 2016. Retrieved from http://www.ndrrme.gov.ph/attachments/article/1347/Final _
Report_on_the_Effects_and_Emergency_Management_re_Tropical_Storm_SENDONG_(WASHI)_Status_of_Early_
Recovery_Programs_in_Region_X_issued_10FEB2014.pdf

'NDRRMC Update 25 December 2012. Retrieved from http:/www.ndrrme.gov.ph/attachments/article/1344/Effects_
of_Typhoon_PABLO_(Bopha)_Situational_Report_No_38_as_of_25DEC2012_0600H.pdf

#Computed from Rappler’s estimate on totally and partially damaged houses. “In Numbers: 2 Years after Yolanda”.
Retrieved from http://www.rappler.com/newsbreak/iq/111828-in-numbers-years-after-typhoon-yolanda

"NDRRMC Update 25 October 2016. Retrieved from http:/ndrrmc.gov.ph/attachments/article/2946/Sitrep_No_09_re_
Preparedness_Measures_and_Effects_of_Super_Typhoon_LAWIN_(HAIMA)_as_of_250CT2016_0800H.pdf

Almost a year after, another super typhoon, Tropical Storm Nesat (locally called
Pedring) hit the Philippines with a total damage of PHP 15.4 billion in infrastructure,
property, and agriculture and a total number of 49,490 damaged houses: 6852 were
totally damaged, and 42,638 were partially destroyed (Cf. Table 2.1). Nesat displaced
204,376 individuals due to the massive floods caused by the torrential rain, particu-
larly in Northern and Central Luzon. A total of 13,629 families/64,431 persons (from
11,322 families/53,747 persons) were affected in 153 barangays, 25 municipalities
and 10 cities in the 9 provinces of Regions I, II, III, IV-A, and V, and NCR.?

In a span of just 3 months, Super Typhoon Nesat was followed by Tropical
Storm Washi (locally known as Sendong). Although Washi had the lowest esti-
mated total damage, PHP 2 billion, compared with other super typhoons from 2009
to 2016 (see Table 2.1), it is nonetheless considered the deadliest super typhoon to
hit the Philippines in 2011. The storm, which struck Northern Mindanao, the
Visayas, and Palawan, killed at least 957 people. National Disaster Risk Reduction
and Management Council (NDRRMC) Director Benito Ramos said they had lost

30fficial Gazette (2011) “Briefer on Typhoon Pedring, September 27, 2011. Retrieved from http://
www.gov.ph/2011/09/27/briefer-on-typhoon-pedring-september-27-2011/.
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count of the number of people who have gone missing after the flashfloods spawned
by the storm.* The total number of damaged houses was 51,144: 13,585 were
totally damaged, and 37,559 were partially destroyed.

After a year, the deadly Super Typhoon Bopha (locally known as Pablo) struck
the Southern part of the Philippines. Bopha made landfall in Mindanao on
December 4, 2012, and is considered one of the worst typhoons to hit the island. It
caused massive flooding and landslides and killed many people living in the pro-
vinces of Davao Oriental and Compostela Valley. Judging from its total damage
and destruction, Bopha could have been the strongest super typhoon to hit the
country recently until Super Typhoon Haiyan (Yolanda) came in 2016.> Except for
Haiyan, Table 2.1 shows that Bopha surpassed other super typhoons from 2009 to
2013 in terms of total damage and number of homes destroyed. The NDRRMC
reported that Bopha caused PHP 43.2 billion in total damage of agriculture,
infrastructure, and property in Mindanao and damaged 216,817 homes.

Finally, Table 2.1 showed that the recent Typhoon Haiyan (Yolanda), which passed
through the islands of Leyte and Samar on November 8, 2013, is thus far the strongest
typhoon that hit the Philippines in the recent decade. It destroyed an estimated total of
1,012,790 homes: 550,928 houses were completely destroyed, and 589,404 additional
homes were partially destroyed (Environmental Science for Social Change, 2014, p. 6).
This category 5 typhoon made its first landfall over Guiuan, Eastern Samar, in the early
morning of November 8, 2013, and wreaked havoc, primarily on the Visayas region,
until its exit from the Philippine area of responsibility the next day. It had wind speeds
exceeding 185 kph when it made landfall. Its strong winds ripped roofs off of thou-
sands of homes and knocked down shanties, trees, power and telephone lines, and cell
towers. Storm surge waves reached as high as 6-9 meters (equivalent in height to a
two-storey building), claimed thousands of lives, and destroyed millions worth of
properties (Commission on Audit, 2014, p. 4). The scale of the destruction of homes by
Haiyan forced housing to the forefront of the national agenda and forced the govern-
ment as well as private local and international disaster organizations to rethink their
post-disaster recovery programs, particularly those on post-disaster housing.

2.9.2 Post-disaster Housing in the Philippines

It is established within the disaster-management literature that post-disaster housing
is a complicated process and requires a near-impossible balancing act to satisfy all
parties involved (Daly & Brassard, 2011). Large-scale disasters usually involve mul-
tiple organizations and agencies having the capacity to coordinate their efforts to
manage disasters (Drabek, 1986; Drabek & McEntire, 2003; Quarantelli, 2000) with

4Malig, J. (20 Dec 2011). Sendong' world’s deadliest storm for 2011. Retrieved from http:/news.
abs-cbn.com/nation/12/19/11/sendong-worlds-deadliest-storm-2011.

SSantos, R. (4 Dec 2013). “TIMELINE: Looking back at 2012s Typhoon Pablo (Bopha).”
Retrieved from http://www.rappler.com/rich-media/45191-timeline-typhoon-pablo-bopha-2012.
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each organization or agency having its own mandate, pre-existing social networks, and
discretionary powers as to when and how it coordinates with another agency. Creating
a coherent and comprehensive approach to post-disaster recovery and reconstruction
after a major large-scale disaster has always been a challenge to disaster managers.

Although some international conventions and laws exist on how countries deal
with post-disaster recovery, gaps in international and local legislation and law
enforcement do exist, thus allowing the normative orders of those who participated
in the planning and implementation of PDR programs to intervene and reshape the
outcome of the intended reconstruction goals. In the international arena, there is a
growing lack of legislation that governs international relief operation and donation
for reconstruction. With the growing number of disasters worldwide occurring
every year due to climate change, the unprecedented increase in humanitarian aid
for reconstruction, particularly for post-disaster housing, is expected to increase
tremendously. Because donor countries do not usually channel their donations to
affected country bilaterally, it is expected that non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) would receive the bulk of aid for reconstruction purposes. The volunteer
organization or NGO normally disburses the funds in accordance with the orga-
nization’s goals and the donor’s intention. In the Philippines, some NGOs often
participate in post-disaster in housing projects of the government but primarily
operate within the normative mandate of their donors and organizations.

The Philippines has no comprehensive and coherent system concerning
post-disaster housing and relocation for disaster victims of major natural calamities.
“Although the country experienced a major disaster after another in the last decade,
the strategies on post-disaster housing response continues on a disaster-event basis.
In the absence of a comprehensive law on post-disaster management, “the national
government and local government units have yet to standardize a clear strategy that
lays down basic coordination and clear definition of roles among the national
government agencies involved in post-disaster housing responses, for an efficient
and integrated response...” (Environmental Science for Social Change, 2014, p. 5).
“Post-disaster housing reconstruction is presently undertaken through the resettle-
ment program led by the National Housing Authority (NHA), the core/modified
shelter assistance program (C/MSAP) of the Department of Social Welfare and
Development (DSWD), and the community mortgage program (CMP) of the Social
Housing and Finance Corporation (SHFC)” (Miclat & Annawi, 2014). International
and local as well as public and private donors also participate in a variety of ways in
providing temporary and permanent shelters to disaster victims. With the absence of
a comprehesive PDR legislation and one-stop post-disaster management agency
that takes care of the housing needs of disaster victims, numerous deviations and
negative consequences can be expected in Philippine PDR housing and resettlement.

2.10 Summary

This chapter showed that despite the advancement in theorizing and methodology in
the study of disaster, the sociological perspective remains marginalized in disaster
research as well as in sociology of disasters and the social sciences. It also showed
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that the focus of the mainstream sociology of disasters of seeing disaster events as
systems, rather than an arena of conflict, has sidelined examination of the social
structure and normative pluralism in disaster situations, specifically in evaluating the
unintended effects of multiple legal and social normative systems surrounding the
implementation of PDR projects. Thus, the normative pluralist approach of
socio-legal studies and the sociology of law in evaluating the success or failure of
PDR projects is apparently missing in the sociology of disasters. Yet, most
disaster-prone countries in the world are found in some urbanizing countries of
Southeast Asia with high-context cultures, rigid business regulation, high red-tape
and corruption indices, and complex legal and social normative systems that lead to
more negative unintended effects in the enforcement of PDR projects such as
post-disaster housing. The Philippines—being a disaster-prone Southeast Asian
country with a high level of legal and normative pluralism, red tape, corruption,
rigidity in bureaucratic regulation, and personalism in contractual relations—presents
a unique case in assessing the success and failure of PDR housing. The normative
pluralist approach in the study of PDR process, which is rarely used in the sociology
of disasters, can present as an attractive analytical tool to assess the many failures and
negative unintended consequences of PDR housing projects in the Philippines.
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