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Abstract

This study aims to assess the components of adaptive capacity iafidetioe of thee
components on the ability of local governments in the Philippinesrporate Climate Change
Adaptation policies into their existing Local Disaster Risk Reduction ManagemehtePlans.
framework for this study is composed of the comapts of adaptive capaa@tydtheirinfluence

on theadaptatioprocessAfter assessing the adaptive capacdythe adaptatiggnocessf local
governments in the Philippingbe studyfinds thatsuccessfuintegration of Disaster Risk
ReductioDRR)and Climate Change AdaptaticCA)dependnot onlyon sufficient adaptive

capacitybut also ortheneed forsignificant overlap between the commurafielRR andCCA
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Introduction

Due totheir exposure tahe impactsof climate changegdal government units (LGUS) in the
Philippines are required by law to adapt to climate change. However, most LGUs suffer from
several constraints that impede this process. Furtheratbeg, than simply takir@limate

Change Aaptation (CCA) measures, local governments in the Philippines are required to integrate
these measures with tresirsting-ocal Disaster Risk Reduction Management Plans (LDRRMPs).
The impact of a lack of adaptoagpacity on this integration process is the subject of this research.

Thus far, the academic literature has focused on the availability of resources and
technologiess main constraints aflapting to climate chan@ederberg & Eikeland, 2009),
whereasnstitutional constraintand individual perceptiofmave been somewhat overlooked
(ibid), even though they have been recognised as a key feature of SLCe¢Bshdks & Adger,

2005; Brockhaus & Kambiré, 2009). Institutional constraints regardihgrabbiuman capital

have been addressed since koger & Ekstrom, 2010; Pelling, 2011; Mimura & Pulwarty, 2014

but the effects of individual perceptions and information gathering on the adaptive capacity of
organisationare still largely ignored.

The aim of this study is to identifiyd assesbe components of adaptive capabidy,
according t@rooks and Adger (2005), potentially lead to constraints in the adaptation process, as
described by Moser and Ekstrom (204 how these constraintfuence the integration of
CCAIn the existing LDRRMPkdividual perceptions of government officials who are in charge
of writing the LDRRMPs are considered when analysing these components. To include individual
perceptions, this study uses the framesvprisented by Brooks and Adger (2005) on the
components of adaptive capacity, and Moser and Ekstrom (2010) on the adaptation process, both
of which include an element of individual percepBynkoking at different casa urban and
rural settings inhe Philippines, empirical evidemegathered to analyse in what way the
adaptation process of LGUs is influenced by constraimtgawisationadaptive capacity and
individual perceptions.

This way, the study contributes to a growing bodygaifemic literature on adaptive
capacity in a Climate Change Adaptation frameBgrlkassessing the constraints in the
components of adaptive capacity for local governments, as well as the individual perceptions, this
study questions whether the practigetegrating DRR and CCA, as promoted by the UNFCCC
(UNFCCC, 2009) is potentially flawed.

10



The next chapter critically assesses the existing body of literature regarding mainstreaming and
integration of DRR and CCA. It also introduces the componentaptivadcapacitandthe
importance of social leargisnd individual perceptions that influectt@nges ibehaviour. The
second chapter discusses the rationale of the research, whilst the third chapter briefly describes the
legislative situation in thd@ilppines, focusing on the climate change act (RA 9727), and the
disaster risk reduction act (RA 10121). The research sites are also intrihekicbdprerThe
fourth chapter presents the research questions and neglypadnilsfindings of the resarch
are analysed in chapter fivénally,chapter six concludes the most important findings and
recommendations for future research.

Data from fieldwork is referred by wusing
unit, OGAO6 for N®O efronrmeMGO,a gaemdcAylllRydide todhe L DRR
referencing of field data can be founghage 56
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1.Literature review

This section starbg/ presenting an overview of mainstreaming DRR and CCA as well as the scope
for integrating DRR and CCA\s LGUs rely on their adaptive capacityutadertakethe
integration of DRR and CCA in their local policies, the main focus of this chapter is on the concept
of adaptive capacitye factorsthatinfluence this capacity, amolvindividualperceptionglay

arole in adaptive capacity.

1.1Mainstreaming DRR and CCA

Mainstreamin®RR and CCA ensur#i®e inclusion of the effects of natural hazards into longer
term strategic development plagnemd programmes (Benson, 20@91to otherpolicy and
legislation (Pelling & Holloway, 2006; Tearfund, 2008)al] mainstreaming can bensidered
tobet he oO0integration of adaptat ieva20i3np.390). her
Mainstreaming has been widely acknowledgedadstic approacthataddresses the needs of
climate and nenlimate disaster risk within other sectors, policy, and legislation. Thisistrategy
necessary to ensure the prioritisation of DRR anda@@#£o0 provide an institutional basis for
its national ahlocal policy implementati@®elling & Holloway, 2008¢chipper & Pelling, 2006;
Benson, 20QUittenbroeket gl 2013. The integration of DRRnd CCA into development
programmes is especiaiigportant given the potential of development programming to
unintentionallyprolong, exacerbate or create new forms of vulnerability (BensonB2009).
mainstreaminghese negative aspects can be avoided and further positive aspects of risk reduction
can be includedhereby improvingveralldevelopment approaeh (Kok & De Coninck, 2007).

An integral part of mainstreaming is its implementaitiamegal framework. Legislation
can provide governmental actors with unifornctibres across different sectdg.providing
both penalties and incentiviegnsursthat proper action is takanross different scal@elling
& Holloway, 2006; Benson, 2009; Llosa & Zodrow, 2011). In faagvbated by Pelling and
Hollowayt hat | egi sl ati ons should be o0the first ¢
lack of legal framework would lead to inaction in governments (Llosa & Zodrow, 2011). In the
Philippines, this legal framework is embedded within DRR ant:@islatior(RA 10121 and
RA 9729 respectively).

However, some barriers persist in prevertimgaositive effects of mainstreaming to be
included in development programmes. They rangerfstitationalbarriers tandividualand

cultural barriers (Pasqueti gl 2013).These barriers may persist due to a lack of personal or
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governmental interesh issues regarding DRR and Q@#d), or a lack of information and
knowledge (Kok & De Coninck, 2007; Tearfund, 2008; Pastj@h2013). Some cultural
attitudes towards either DRR or GG#ch as a fatalistic stance due to trust in the intenadntion
a higher powennight also pose a barrier to any maimstren activities (Benson, 2009).
Furthermore, on aorganisationdével, political factors might favour shertn payoffs rather
than longterm planning (Birkmaret gl20L3).

There aralsosome barriers tmainstreaminthat follow from issues regarding inherent
incompatibilitiegKok & De Coninck, 2007for mainstreaming CCAto developmenthere
might be dissimilarities beemethe time scales on whiclmelie change or developmentess
are addressed (Sietiz gl 2011), or incompatibilities with the tasks of different professions
(Wamsler, 2006asWamsler (2006) notes that urban planners might not perceive risk reduction
as part of their activities. There might simply be a restoct the capacity of governments or
organisationsegarding the amount wfainstreaminthat is demanded from them; as Sietd
(2011)me nt i ons: pnailhseeanairfgfinate tome am top fthe mainstreaming of]
other environmental, gender h e al t h(p.494) Tearfund $280&eesn warns for the
efects of oOmainstreaming fatiguedo (p.7), whe
components becomes overwhelming for the capacity of local goverspaehtsom additional
requirements to mainstream CCA and DRR in policies and programmes, governments and
organisationsiight already suffer from existing constraints on resources and capaciéesl(Sietz
2011; Pasquiet gl2013), making mainstreaming even nhaléoging.

1.2Integrating DRR and CCA

The objectives ofdth DRR and CCAactivitiesfocus on reducing vulnerability and building
resilience in order to manage the impacts of inyelr@orological hazards (Getoal 2011;
Solecket al2011; Djalante & Thomal20Q12). The synergies of an integrated approach are often
most noticeable on local levels, where communities and individuals do not always make a
distinction for themselves between DRR and CCA @al@011; Djalante & Thomalla, 2012;
Birkmannret al2013). When a natural hazard impacts them, they do not feel the difference climate
change or a regular natural hazard (8hal\2010).

One of the advantages wofegrating the two approaches is the increffsgdncy ofise
of resources and effectss of specific programmes. DRRaésnger history of presence
within communities, previously focusing on response and reauviety resultedh forming
experience, tools, networks, knowledge and institutions (Djalante & Thomalla, 2012). Rather than

reinventing these, CCA could draw on the existing experience and knowledge of DRR networks
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and institutiongMercer, 2010; Djalante & Thomalla, 2012). It has been noted that many CCA and
DRR strategies duplicate each other (&est?011), and to avoid wasting financial, human, and
natural resources, integration could lead to enhanced effectiveness and make the concepts more
comprehensible for communities and individuals (Mitchell & Van Aalst, 200&; 20611,

Birkmannet gl2013). This increased efficiency of resources could be especially important when
considering the capacity of gesgl206pments in d

However, therare many challenges to establishing an integrated approach. [@espite th
clear benefits arstope for integrating the approaches, DRR and CCA have been established as
different communities of research and practice, whilst their programmes are implemented by
different government agencies, and receive their funding frormdgtenees (Thomalé al,

2006; Mitchell & Van Aalst, 2008; Birkmann & Teichman, 2010; 8pkgkKill; Djalante &
Thomalla, 2012). These differences could make it difficult to initiate a dialogue between DRR and
CCA agents, even though these rektme critical for a successful integration (Mitchell & Van
Aalst, 2008; Geret 312011).

The different origins of DRR and CCA mean there are differences in approaches which
might led to additional difficulties regardimggration. Where DRR inclsd®th topdown as
well as bottorup approaches, CCA has emerged from a generaltyntogperspective, driven
by the findings of global climate change (Mercer, 2010; Mitci&010). The problem with
global climate change predictions is thatfiteis difficult to dowrscale the data of the impacts,
resulting in a lack of local data on regigpatific effects of climate change (Birkmann &
Teichman, 201@igure 1.1 illustrates the differences in traditional approaches between DRR and
CCA, with IRR focusing on preparify and responding the impacts of natural hazards, and
CCA focusing on adapting to changing environmental conditions (Tleb@i@G06).

Apart from the differences in approacproblematic difference in scope of studgsexi
whereby CCA focuses on hydneteorological hazards, whidiRR also focuseon non
meteorological hazardaurthermore CCA focuses on both extremes in weather, as well as
changes irlimatic meansvhereas DRR focusesly on reducing vulnerabilgigo extreme
events (Mitchell & Van Aalst, 2008; Birkmeinal 2013). The fact that both approaches do not

overlapcompletely, is shown in figure 1.2
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Climate change adaptation

Disaster risk reduction

SENSITIVITY EXPOSURE

Human and environmental conditions Characteristics and components

t 1‘
:

ABILITY TO RESPOND
Adaptation Coping Impacts

Community action: Disaster preparedness
building adaptive capacity and response

Figure 1.1: Traditional foci of Climate Change Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduetalacommunities
et al, 2006, p.44).

Long-term adaptation to
adjustment to

changing average
ciimate conditions |

(including benefits)

Climate risk
management
(including weather
extremes)

Risk management ‘
of geophysical
hazards

disaster risk
reduction

Figur& 2: Overlap between Disaster Risk Reduction and Climate Change Adaptation (Mitchell & Var
2008 p.3
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Nonetheless, thfecus of DRR and CCére growing towards each otBeth DRR and
CCA are hdditic and preventive in nature, &wth DRR and CCA include a component of
poverty reduction as a tool in order to reduce vulnerabilities (Tretrab806)even though
povertyitselfdoes not necessarily equal vulnerabiligngret 312004 Schigper & Pelling, 2006)
it is one of théactoisthat determines vulnerability and resilience (VisakE2t004) BothDRR
and CCAalso recognise the importance of sustainable resource management and ecological
resilience, in order to increase the resdliand security of individual livelihoods (Thoreada
2006). This way, DRR and CCA are encroaching
traditionally more occupied with the environment and DRR with reducing vulneridll)tzess (
illugrated by figure 1.Iwhich wasdemonstrated by their respectirganisationsCCA in
environmental ministries, and DRR in development or defence ministries (Mitchell & Van Aalst,
2008; Birkmann & Teichman, 2010) @itowing overlapetween DRR and CdA illustrated
by Shavet a(2010)in a traditional DRR project, the heighé river dykevould be determined
by the previous experiences, whereas in a CCA project, the height would be determined by the
predicted flow of watansing climate models, taaditional DRR was based mainly on past
experiencesraditionalCCA focusd mainly on future predictiofiShawet al2010). However,
current DRR projects are more anticipatory in nature to include future predictions (€haimalla
2006; Shawt al 20L0). Similarly, current CCA projects put more emphasis capacity building to
address both current and future vulnerabilities (Thosh@l2006). Tablé1 shows how the
different approaches are showing signs of further converging, increasing tte footenti
integrating DRR and CCA.
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Tabld 1: Convergence bBiRRandCCA (Mitchell et al, 20pG}

Differences

DRR

CAA

Signs of convergence

Relevant to all hazard types

Relevant to climate and weather-
related hazards

DRR programmes have always considered
weather-related hazards but there are
indications that some are now taking into
account the impact of climate change on
hazard frequency and magnitude and on
vulnerability and planning interventions
accordingly

Practice of DRR strongly influenced by
post-disaster humanitarian assistance

Origin and culture of CCA derived
from scientific theory and
international climate change policy
processes

Commeon ground being found in joint
mainstreaming into development sectors
- 5o specialists on both adaptation and
DRR working in infrastructure, water/
sanitation, agriculture and health for
example.

Most concerned with the present
and near future: addressing existing
risks based on assessment of local
experience and historical record, for
example

Most concerned with the short,
medium and long-term future -
addressing uncertainty and new risks
derived from the impacts of climate
change

DRR increasingly forward-looking and
CCA increasing using and existing
climate variability as the entry point for
activating adaptation processes, The

idea of ‘no regrets’ options is a key area of
CONVErgence.

Traditional and local knowledge is the
basis for community-based DRR and
resilience building

Widely held view that traditional
and local knowledge at community
level may be insufficient as impacts
of climate change introduces new
risks and changes to the frequency
and maagnitude of existing hazards.
However, increasingly recognised
that local knowledge also includes
people’s ingenuity in facing risks.

Growing number of examples where
local knowledge and meteorological/
climatological knowledge being
considered side-by-side to inform DRR

interventions

Traditionally has considered risk a
function of hazard, vulnerability,
exposure and capacity

Traditionally has treated vulnerability
interchangeably with physical
exposure

IPCC special report on ‘managing the
risks of extreme events and disasters
for advancing adaptation (due in 2011),
promises convergence in this area

Full range of established and
developing tools

Range of tools under development

Significant progress made in integrating
learning from DRR into adaptation tool
development

Incremental development, moderate
political interest

Mew, emerging agenda, high political
interest

Disasters more often seen as inked

to climate change, and governments
recognising the need to consider both
simultanecusly

Funding streams often ad hoc,
unpredictable and insufficient

Funding streams increasing and
promise to be considerable,
though problems of delivery and
implementation widespread

DRR community demonstrating signs
of being increasingly savvy in engaging
in climate change adaptation funding
mechanisms
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1.3Adaptive capacity

Integrating DRR and CCA has the potential to reduce the resources needed to implement
programmes, which is especially relevant in developing countries which might lack resources
( OO0 Bet gl2006). The accessibility and availabilityeseresources gutly determines the
capacity of LGUs in the Philippines to adapt to climate change (Smit & Pilifosova, 2001; Brooks
& Adger, 208; Nelsoret al2007; Moser & Ekstrom, 2010; Pelling, 2011).

Adaptive capaciig relation to climate chanigas been defineds a syst emds c ¢
potential to adapt to the impacts of climate change (Smit & Pilifosova, 2001; &/igk2@09):
the ability to address the added risks that come with climate change, theablligsto make
use ofany opportunities #t climate change might bring (Bratral 2010). Havingdequate
resources and the ability to tlsem appropriatelgre fundamental to a successful adaptation
process (Nelsoat al 2007) along with other vital componen®&acticallyadequatadaptie
capacity means that a system is able to make adjustments that allow it to expand its coping range,
either under existing climate variability or regafdture climate predictiorasillustratedin
figurel3 (Jones & Boer, 2B0Satterthwaitet §12007). Peaks outside the coping range in figure
13representbss and damage suffered from climatic events. Loss and damage occurs when actors
are not able to regpd to climatic events, duelitnited adaptive measures (Warner & Van der
Geest, 2013) HE costs associated with loss and damage are often difficult to quantify, but almost
certainly hamper any efforts towards sustainable develojmonti{e adaptive capacity of
LGUs in the Philippines would determine their capacity to integrate C@®imBRR plans,
along witithe influence of external factors.

Vulnerable

r’\vﬁ A f\ Ny aA/\A | AL o
L\[ V4 V VWVWJ VVWU \/NV range

Vulnerable

{. \/,\ \A y J'n'\ /‘& Time series of climate attribute, e g precipitation
VY
|
__—))j,_ff Trend in mean value of climate attribute. e g_ precipitation

Figurd 3: Schematic representation of increase in coping capacity over time (Adaptes from Jones &
p.116 and Fussel, 2007, p.267).
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According to Brooks and Adger (200hecomponents that contribute to adaptive
capacity are information, resources, willingness to change, and willingness to acknowledge the risk.
Although these appear to be distinct components, theyr@fiiemce each other, rather than
work in isolation. Catraints in multiple components can significantly decrease the adaptive
capacity and the variety of adaptation options availables(klEt014).

Information on climate change and hazards is an integral part of adaptive capacity. Both
knowledge of histical data and future scenarios are important (Brooks & Adéer SP@ding
this information between differeotganisationss an important part of increasing adaptive
capacity (Browrt gl 2010; Moser & Ekstrom, 2010; Pelling, 2011), as well andhal g
accessibility (Guptd a12010) and the quality of the knowledge (Sattertietvai2007).

Resourcesf adaptive capacityclude financial capital, social capital, human capital, and
natural capital (Brooks & Adger, 20®elling, 2011). Sakcapital is formed of institutions and
their formal and informal networks (Brooks & Adge)2@Mhere human resources comprise of
the staffand leadershipf organisationand their skill and expertidgrooks & Adger, 260
Satterthwaite, 2007). Somdividuals, higlevel leaders with the right knowledge, expertise and
commitment, have the ability to enhance adaptive capacity (Benson, 2009; Moser & Ekstrom,
2010). The availability and accessibility of these resources play a key part in enb@apicigg the
range (Smit & Pilifosova, 2001).

Willingness to adapt to climate change depends on the acknowledgement of the risks of
climate changas well as a waltganised civil society in order to encourage collective action
(Brooks & Adger, 2@). The aknowledgement of the risk can be obstructed by ideological beliefs
or vested interesib(d). Awareness raising is needed in order to enable successful adaptation
(Pelling, 2011).

Guptaet a(2010) add that the components of adaptive capacity aepalsdent on the
freedom of human capital and instituti®uecessful adaptatibependon a variety of problems
and solutions which require the unrestricted involvement and consultation of extensive external
networks. The capacity @fganisation® learn depends on trust and their openness to future
uncertainties, as well lasrning from past experienc€spacity to change depends on the
accessibility of informah and good quality leadersthat is visionary, entrepreneurial and
collaboratie (ibid).

More general soegconomic and political situatiprstich as economic prosperity,
available technology, information and skills, and infrastraatunefluence the adaptive capacity
(Brownet gl2010). The accessibility of the local conmpereinfluenced by these external factors
(Smit & Pilifosova, 2001; Smit & Wandel, 2006).
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Learning is an integral part of increasing adaptive capacity (Véing\2009; Guptat
al 2010). This is partly due to toatinual evolution of climageiencand fine tuningf climate
predictions, as illustrated by tHeASsessment Report by the IPCC (IPCC, 2014). At the same
time, it takes time for the mosttgpdate climate science to disseminate through to the local level,
as was found by Bens@09) when looking at the implementation of a project on disaster risk
management planning in Manila, the Philippines. The nextdisctissethe potential of social

learning, networks, and access to information that are important when incretisengeamiayity .

1.4Social learning, social capital and access to information

Pelling & High (2005) propose a perspective
| e ar ni Bogdrelatignshiparean integral part of soclearningwhichtherefore depends

on networks and social capiaild], as well as the access to information (Pelling, I20Q¢€}. al

(2000, in: Pelling & High,20@5¢ f i ne | earning as o0a transf or me
of an actor in responsed¢ox p e r i e p.6)dn rdlaBoh to climate change, this means the
potential to change the behaviour of either components of the system, or the whole system, that
allow appropriate adaptation measucebe takerto adapt tothe impactsof climate charg

(Pelling & High, 2005). This change in behaviour is labelled as a atvartigelsy Berkhoutt

al(2006).

When applied torganisatios thislearning has been described by Argyris and Schon
(1978in: Collins & Ison, 20090 consist of eithesingleloop or doubldoop learning. Where
singleloop learning is described as the ability to learn new skills (Pelling & High, 2005), or learn
from experiences (Guptaal2010), doublmop learning is described as changing the values in
an organisain (Pelling & High, 2005). The difference betweetwo is the difference between
0édoing things right and doing the right thi
High, 2005, p.8).

Berkhoutet a(2006) suggest that the process of organsidearninfrom experiences,
or singldoop learninggan & divided in several components, which are illustrated in figure 1.
Organisations stadut with havingtheir own routinesrepresented itheir daily activities.
Operational dynaeniebleorganisations to carry dbeseroutines, whilstheirdynamic capabilities
enable organisations to change their routihissdynamic capability, oethbility to change daily
routines as a result of a new experjdepends osignalling and ingeagiofor anoutsidampulse
to beidentifiedby the organisatiofhis signal is then interpreted and it is determined whether
previous routineagreadequate. If the existing routines are not sufficient to deal with the external

signal,a change ofoutineswould be requiredSearch and experimeatatiomys in which an
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organisation can irdte a change in daily routinElse next step ofknowledge articulation and
codificatimvolves an evaluation of the changes made to the routireefinahidtion of changes
so they can become the new daily routifieally, a processfeedback and itereti@guired in

order to evaluate the new routine

Signal
E_Xtemg_l + recognition &
signal interpretation
Feedback Expenmentation
and iteration and search
Knowledge
articulation &

codification

Figure 4. Schematic representation of the learning cycle (Berkhout et al, 2006, p.140).

This process makes clear that organisational learning is not restricted to absorbing new
information, it also involves the capacity to act upon that information (WietsabRDO09;
Berkhout, 2012), and the perception that change is needed (Berkhouth20dcé&ssful
outcome of these learning practices is dependent on the flexibility in the coordination between
different actors that are involved in the prodesh.(Thiscoordinationcango throughformal
institutions, such as legislation or framewamiisguidelines, and informal institutions; personal
relationships on the basis of similar cultural norms and values or social capital (Wenger, 2000;
Pelling & High, 2005). Informal institutions allow for informal interaction of betarsen
formal instiutions, and have subsequently been labelled as the shadow systezh§PR2€108Y
Thisgrey areaf interactiorhas the potential to play an important role in learning and innovation
of an organisation (Pelling & High, 2005). There is also euldansecial learning among
colleaguepromotes more opportunities for lgang than via a tegown systesi(Reedet al
2013).

Apart from trust and normis informal institutionto hold groups together, networks are
alsoan integral part of social dap{Putnam, 1993 in: Pelling, 1998gak linkagdsetween
organisationbave the potential to constrain adaptive capacity (Btoa¥2010), and lack of
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linkages can lead to a so called silo mentality, where individual goakiepatinents lack
coqperation (Pasquirt gl 2013; Mimura & Pulwarty, 201¥)hen lackng proper linkages,

systems can develop their own set of norms and values (Mimura & Pulwarty, 2014), which hampers
the formation of informal institutioas theyely on a shared set ofrms and values (Pelli&g

High, 2005). The importance leddershipn networkshas been widely recognised (Moser &
Ekstrom, 2010; Mimura & Pulwarty, 2014), especially the need for collaborative leadership as a
way to bridge gaps between different graepgtéet 812010; Mimura & Pulwarty, 2014). Apart

from collaborativdeadership, a decentralised government system also allows for the emergence
of new networkd\iller, 1994Adger, 2003).

Shared learning through horizontal linkages also increases the access to information (Reed
et gl 2013) whilst ack of sharing of experiences between actors and a lack of connectedness to
different scales of government potentially limits learning appestiiand constraints adaptive
capacity(Adgeret al,20(b; Brockhaus & Kambiré, 200®)though access to good quality
information is important for learning and increasing adaptive capa@gcess to knowledge
does not automatically lead to a chamépehaviour (Cracknell, 2001; Mar¢al2002; Hulme,

2009; Giffordet gl 2011). Overcoming a deficit of information is not the only requirement for
change in behaviour, as is recognised in the edlitatadaregMarteatet gl2002). In ordeiot

turn knowledge into actign,e o ppereeptisrmust include the need for change

1.5Changing behaviour

Behavioural change is natrelydetermined by the information and quality of knowledge, in what

is known as the deficit model. In order to chahgebehaviour of individualsdividual
perceptions are also importartiese includéhe tradeoffs between perceived benefits against
perceivedbarriers of a certain action, fferceiveapinion of othes, and the perception of the

i ndi vi duaperdosn tre thehaviour,yalso known asedfitfacy (Marteaet gl 2002;
Grothmann & Patt, 2005; Giffoed §12011). Not only are the perceptions of the policy makers
important, the perceptions of the beneficiaries of the policies alsolhhtErperception is

that no change is needed, theyunlikely tagree with the policwhich will themot reach its
goalg(Patt & Schéter, 2008). Religion can also play an important role in forming perceptions, as
hazardsire sometimgserceiveésanacs of god, whiclare either unavoidablecam be averted

by prayer. This fatalistic outlook, originating from norms, values, and belief systems, can constraint
the believe in sedffficacy and therefore limit the perceived need for, and the potentssl sijcce
adaptation projects (Lavigetesl 2008; Adgest al2009; Benson, 2009; Gaillard & Texier, 2010).
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Therefore, whout thenecessamyotivation and belief to adagtchange in behaviaar
not likely to happen (Grothmarhgl2013). This ieegardless of other components of adaptive
capacityGuptaet §12010)In essence, the driving force behind adaptive capacity is the perception
of individuals and their willingness to acknowledge the risk and the willingness to change. These
elements weralso mentioned by Brooks and AdgeSj2i¥being part of the adaptive capacity
of organisationand have been used to explain the behaviour of people in relation to natural
hazards (Grothmaret g12013).

However, durther complication in relatioa tlimate change is the effect of uncertainty
of the impacts on climate hazards; people cannot rely on past experiencEseadboe,
communicating climate change is in essence communicating uncertainty (Jones & Blearns, 200
Patt & Dessai, 2005; WinkvVet 312009)The terminology associated with climate change reflects
this uncertainty ilpid). The way in whichhis uncertainty is framexthd communicateds
potentially important for the perception of people and their willingness to acknowledgke ris
warrant change i n behavi ouCole @008 Moser&tDilinges ( O
2010; Feinberg & Willer, 2011). For example, fear might lead to denial in acknowledging risk, and
lead to apathy, which limits the willingness to changecuehavil routinesk(id). Whereas
focusing on selfficacy would improve the perception that adaptation can be successéil (Shaw
al 2009).

This literature review has shown that in order to mainstream and integrate CCA and DRR, local
governments are gendent on their adaptive capacity, which in turn is determined by their ability
to learn about CCA and how to integrate it with DRR. In order to turn their knowledge into action,
they are dependent on their perception regarding the need for, and patensalof, CCA.
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2. Rationale

For the interpretation of data, this study assumes-atqastiralist approach. This means the

author acknowledges that there are multiple narratives possible from a single source of data
(Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2018ndthat his multiplicity entails thtte data presented in this study

is an interpretation of the autlfbawlor & Moulard Leonard, 2013). Similarly, for the participants

in this research, their interpretation of the data has made their narrative ueigughdrh

therefore acknowledges that the data collected in the research was constructed even before the
study took place and this data has further been interpreted by the author. In order to reduce the

i mpact of the aut hor 0findingmnaregresemntes inaatrelanontothe t h
current academic literature.

For the interpretation of data, the study accepts the different components of adaptive
capacity, as proposed by Brooks & Adger (2005). In order to analyse the different components
within the adaptation process, the study uses the framework presented by Moser and Ekstrom
(2010) presented in figure 2that distinguishes the different phases of the adaptation process
and identifies several barriers that limit the capacity toladag change policies. By combining
the frameworks of Moser & Ekstrom and Brooks & Adger, this study focuses on what
components of adaptive capacity play a role in which part of the adaptation process. The different
stages of the adaptation process praseseful framework to assess how LGUs incorporate CCA
into their LDRRMPsThe analysis focuses on the first two elements of the adaptation process
(gathering the necessary information and making the decisions), as the focus of the research is on
the writng of the LDRRMPs, rather than the implementation of them.

Datect
(o) TV R
Understanding
; - e JDefine
Monitoroption problem

and

environment Managing

Imiple: .

Figure 2.1: Phases and sub phases throughout the adaptation process (Moser & Ekstrom, 2010, p.
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3. Research context

This chaptediscussethe impacts of climate change in the Philippines as well as the current
legislative frameworks thabUs are required to use to integrate CCA and DRR. The research

sites are also introduced.

3.1 Climate change and the Philippines

Due to its location ithe Pacific typhoon belt, many parts of the Philippines are extremely prone
to the impacts of typhoons, storms and heavy rain (Israel, 2010). Research in recent years has
shown that climate change has the potential to increase both the frequencyignaf imédmsl
hazards (Hugt al2003Cannon & MilleMahn, 2010fhomaset g12012). Although there is no
specific evidence of stronger typhoons in the Philippines so far (PAGASA, 2011gfThbmas
2012), both storm patterns and storm paths hawgedhan recent decadésd). Changes in
climatic means, such as increasing temperature and irregular rainfall patterns, also present
challenges to the Philippines (PAGASA, 2®dgieeconomic factors, such apid and
unregulatedurbanisation in Meir Manila and poverty, have led to increasing numbers of
households being exposed to the effects of climate change (Bankoff, 2003).

These impacts of climate changecagating new challenges in the conteRiRR and
overall development in the Philippines (Adgal2003), adsasterbave the potential to disturb
the developmerprocess of the Philippines. Disasterlicaih the effects of treasgin overall
development (Shipper & Pelling, 2006gvenpotentialy undo previous development gains
(ODI, 2013) Prompted by the destructive nature of tropical storm Qfvteynational name
O0Ket sanad) i n sizabofadgovernrheat pddsed d dlinpae icharegeoeder to
adapt to the potentiallgstructive impacts of climate chgi@jeKN, 2012). The ClimaChange
Commission proceeded lbgveloping a National Framework Strategy on Climate Change
(NFSCC) in 2010, followed biXationalClimate Change Action PIMGCAP) in 2011

3.2 Climate chaadegislation

All levels of government in the Philippines enjoy a great deal of freedom in decision making and
all levels arsubsequentlyequired to submit seveghnson key issues, such as economic
developmenaind disaster managemertie Philipping started decentralisingder president

Aquino in 1986, andas formalised mnew constitutions in 1987 andltval government code

in 1991(Miller, 1994; Eisrm@sorioet a12009) The Philippines are now divided in four layers of
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govenments, all olvhom are called local governmentsuLGUSs). The different divisions top

down are: autonomous regions, provinces, municipalities (in rural areas) or cities (in urban areas),
andbarangaykhe latter can be compared to neighbourhoods in urban akeléeges in rural

areas.

In 2009, the national government of the Philippines passed RA 9727, also known as the
climate change aegthich required all the levels of government to submit plans on how to adapt
to climate changélowever, LGUs have not yearséd writingheseplans due to the delay in
implementing funds and new government agencies. A year after RA 9727, RA 10121 was passed:
a law orDRR. Just as with the climate change act, a national framework and national plan were
drawn up by the natiorgdvernment@ILG, 2010; NDRRMC, 2011; DND, 2011). However, i
contrast to the climate change act, this law was not entirely new, instead it was building on a
previous law on disaster response (Presidential Decree No0.1566, enacted in 1978). This meant that
most of thegovernment agenciasd funding for the law were already in pRt&x, 2010).

Local governments were aware of their responsibility to deal with disasters, whereas the need to
deal with climate change was a new responsibility. So instéatyqgilans specifically on CCA,
the national government has integrated CCA into the law on DRR.

Even thouglgovernment agenciasd funding were in already in place, the differences
between the old and new lawDRRwere significant nonetheless. It involved several paradigm
shifts tofocus more on the responsibilitefsLGUs, and the need @ddress/ulnerability
reduction rather than responding disastersQILG, 2010) Existinggovernmentlepartments
and agencsavere restructured to deal with the new responsibilities. The National Disaster Risk
Reduction Management Plan (NDRRMP) also included the frarfrewottke climate change
act, making it mandatory for LGUs to include CCA measures in their LDRRMPs (NDRRMC,
2011). A joint memorandum circular in 2013 reinforced the need for LGUs to include CCA
practices (NDRRMC, 2013).

Another difference was the allocation of funding. Since the Local Government Code (RA
7160, in 1991), 5% of the revenue of a LGU was ttobatedl to a calamity fund, which would
be released in case of a disaster (EMI, 2011). With the new law on DRR, this 5% remained, but
70% of it was to be used on preventive measures, leaving the remaining 30% to be released as
additional funding in caseafy calamities. The 70% could be used for any of the four priority
areasof the NDRRMP 1) Disaster prevention and mitigation, 2) Disaster preparedness, 3)
Disaster response, 4) Disaster recovery and rehabilitation (NDRRMC, 2011; NDRRMC, 2013).
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3.3Introduction to study sites

To study the effects of adaptive capacity on the adaptation process of LGUs to integrate CCA and
DRR, two main sites were selected: Metro Manila and Benguet/Mountain Province. The study
looks at the LDRRMPs bothlzdrangandcity or municipality level. In collaboration with host
organisation Partners for Resilience, a numbararigayere selected in Metro Manila: Potrero

and Catmon in Malabon City and Tagalag and Balangkas in Valenzuela City. In Cordillera
AdministrativeRegion,barangaysto and Poblacion in the municipality of Bokod (Benguet
province), andarangai®yan East and Kayan West in the municipality of Tadian (Mountain
province), as well as the mypatity of Bauko, were select&te location of the ciseand

municipalities is shown in figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: Overview of fieldwork locations (AuthoiBatarapddéble at DINGS, 2014).
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