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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: An in-depth understanding of diverse gender perspectives, pathways, and frameworks is pivotal for innovative
Gender perspectives and gender empowerment and successful disaster response and resilience strategies across geographies. However, in most regions, gender
Disaster

perspectives in driving disaster resilience are either less operationalized, explored in research, or fragmented,
creating unsustainable futures. The ramifications of these inequalities were foregrounded by the COVID-19
pandemic where the disproportionate vulnerability of individuals/genders became unavoidable. This reifies
the need to create safety nets within disaster-resilient landscapes based on a gender-inclusive lens. In this study,
80 documents were systematically reviewed to explore the current and emerging gender perspectives (individual
and institutional) towards disaster response and resilience mechanisms across geographies and over time.
Findings highlight theoretical and conceptual deficits in the definition of gender and disaster response in the
discourses. Additionally, disasters and disaster-induced impacts vary over time across genders and regions. They
also reveal disproportionate disaster vulnerability among gender minorities and historically marginalized social
groups. Furthermore, socioeconomic gender inequalities limit collective agency in disaster response while socio-
cultural and patriarchal norms lead to uneven disaster response that are further reinforced by gender inequalities
that lead to structural violence. Increased vulnerability to disasters increases fear and mistrust of existing
institutional disaster management strategies. Response to Normative disaster management frameworks that
entrench masculine dominance in disaster response through, emerging frameworks that draw from a critical
feminist lens unfortunately feminize vulnerability and adversely limit gender-inclusive futures. It is acknowl-
edged that place and social capital shape people’s willingness to engage in disaster response across genders and
regions. Therefore, collective social agency, social networks, and gender inclusion are catalytic towards the
efficacy of disaster response and community resilience. Risk Communication for effective disaster response
should leverage community institutions like schools, digital media platforms, and indigenous knowledge carriers
to generate, mediate, and disseminate appropriate risk information. Five key strategies could drive gender-
inclusive perspectives in disaster response and resilience, including (i) conducting context-based studies and
research, (ii) use of novel research approaches, such as reflexive social learning, (iii) prioritizing incorporation of
collective agency in policy and institutional frameworks, (iv) a research shift and focus towards uncovering the
histories of vulnerability, and (v) development of transparent and feasible knowledge dissemination mechanisms.
Increased participatory evidence-based research is needed, and policy frameworks must emphasize key pillars of
disaster response and integrate them with emerging perspectives on gender empowerment, (e.g., in social,
economic, psychological, scientific/technological, institutional, and environmental) arenas.

Disaster response and vulnerability
Disaster risk reduction

Disaster resilience

Sustainable development goals

1. Introduction component towards the attainment of Agenda 2030 of the United Na-
tions sustainable development goals (SDGs) [1-3]. Gender-inclusive

The development and operationalizing of inclusive disaster response perspectives and indicators are critically highlighted under several
and resilience frameworks/mechanisms is envisioned as a key SDGs, such as SDG 5 (gender equality), SDG 10 (reduced inequalities),
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SDG 11 (sustainable cities and communities), and gender action plans,
such as the Sendai gender action plan [4-8]. The centrality of these
global frameworks lies in the reduction of disaster threats/risks as av-
enues for operationalizing the core theme of SDGs ‘Leaving no one behind’
[1,8-11]. In the domain of gender inclusion and empowerment, the
benefit of equity transitions across the key sustainability domains (so-
cioeconomic, environmental, and institutional governance) could be
critical in promoting disaster resilience in emerging economies,
including Small Island Developing States SIDS) [2,12,13]. The gender
inclusion/empowerment perspective is consistent with other interna-
tional accords, such as the Sendai Framework, which stresses the ur-
gency for inclusive disaster risk reduction mechanisms to strengthen
community resilience [14]. Under the Sendai Framework, it is envi-
sioned that by bringing more gender action plans into the disaster risk
management and reduction discourse, avenues for building sustainable
disaster response and resilience, including the reduction of the socio-
economic costs of disasters, could be born [14]. According to Liddell
et al. [15], the global cost of disaster response, which exceeded 1.3
trillion USD between 2005 and 2015, could be significantly reduced by
operationalizing gender-inclusive pathways. This could be through the
prioritization of sustainable resilience mechanisms in real-world
disaster experiences and experiential learning among various social
groups. Focusing on vulnerable social groups, such as women, helps in
the creation of gender-inclusive approaches that prioritize these sus-
ceptible, socio-culturally and economically vulnerable communities/
groups [13,16-19,20].

In the context of this paper, the term ‘gender’ denotes the sociocul-
tural constructs that transcend the binary male-female sex categories,
thus including new gender categorizations, such as transgender. On the
other hand, disaster response entails a critical understanding of the (in)
direct precautionary and reactionary actions or mechanisms that are
taken before, during, or after a disaster to reduce immediate damage and
build future safeguards for mitigation, adaption, and resilience. This
implies that the scope of analysis and study focus entails four aspects of
disaster response, including (i) response after a disaster, (ii) mitigation
of recurrence, (iii) adaptation to current and emerging disasters, and (iv)
building of sustainable safeguards to future disasters. By using ‘gender’
as a basis to understand how disaster response could be achieved, a
recognition of scholarly and policy insights geared towards gender-
inclusive strategies could be streamlined [1,19,21-23]. This is partly
because studies have revealed that gender injustice and social vulnera-
bility to disasters, such as climate change, are exacerbated when (i)
there is limited clarity on the conceptualization of gender or (ii) where
social injustices that target social categories like Indigenous commu-
nities and women is rife [24,25]. These institutionalized forms of gender
exclusion have been observed and reported among Indigenous com-
munities in Australia and New Zealand [24] and native American In-
dians [26,27,28,29,30]. These conceptual clarifications are critical as
initial scholarly contributions and can help in the understanding of the
gender-specific systemic drivers of disaster risk and the ramifications,
such as increased healthcare disparities, morbidity from respiratory,
vector-borne, and cardiovascular diseases, poor mental health, and food
insecurities [25].

Lessons from the global response to the COVID-19 pandemic high-
light the strength of the initial understanding of diverse gender per-
spectives in creating immediate/urgent collective action to sudden-
onset disasters and problems through solidarity-based strategies
among the most vulnerable populations, such as in the global south [31].
Based on this perspective and the historical dynamics of frameworks and
pathways for disaster resilience, it is worthwhile to focus on critical
gender perspectives that can promote sustainable avenues for disaster
response and resilience across geographies. This argument is supported
by the literature regarding the conceptual and theoretical underpinnings
of several disaster resilience frameworks. Crucially, in most of the
emerging discourses, equity dimensions are factored in by trying to
promote avenues for marginalized social groups, such as women and
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children, to build disaster response and resilience avenues to human-
environmentally-induced shocks [1]. To coherently understand how
gender perspectives could be embedded into the disaster response
mechanisms and strategies being charted at the global and regional
levels, it is paramount to first understand the chronology of the diverse
theoretical and conceptual underpinnings on why and how increasing
gender-inclusive perspectives could be relevant. Second, in policy terms,
an understanding of the key perspectives of gendered and disaster risk,
response, and resilience can help uncover the underlying dynamics of
disaster resilience by focusing on key gender perspectives on how, when,
where, and who should drive disaster resilience and response. Under
sub-section 1.1, the interesting and diverse theoretical and conceptual
highlights of this interesting discourse are given.

1.1. Theoretical and conceptual underpinnings of gender inclusivity in
disaster response and resilience

The need for creating gender-inclusive mechanisms and pathways
for disaster response has evolved over the years in both policy and ac-
ademic literature [1,5,6,7]. In scholarly literature, diverse theories and
concepts regarding disaster response and the vulnerability of different
social groups are documented [14]. A chronological review of the
literature further reveals that the intonations of disaster response and
resilience discourse have their roots in many disciplines, such as engi-
neering, development psychology, psychotherapy, psychiatry, geogra-
phy, and human ecology [9,10,32]. Early scholars in disaster response
and resilience defined response to disasters in terms of individual and
system recovery, absorption, accommodation, and resistance pathways
to recover from shocks. This insight reveals that society has been
cognizant of the ever-present threat of disaster occurrence, and mech-
anisms for creating safeguards have been charted. The momentum for
creating disaster response and resilience safeguards across geographies
has been cemented in the current disaster risk reduction and resilience
concepts anchored in the 2015 Sendai Frameworks and theories, such as
the revealed preference theory [14].

The centrality of the revealed preference theory lies in its leading
role in fostering an understanding of human disaster risk perception
[7,33-36]. Using economic variables, this theory attempts to validate
the predictability of human behavior premised on the notion that
humans are rational and possess full knowledge in the absence of in-
formation asymmetry. A serious drawback to this theory lies in the ev-
idence of humans using heuristics in their decision-making, the diversity
of human preferences, and the rapidity of social change, all of which
make predictability impractical. Consequently, it led to the emergence
of expressed preference theory [37], which argues that people’s risk
perceptions are influenced by their perceived control over the occur-
rence or deterrence of previously undiscovered risks and events (dread).
This perspective was augmented by Slovic [38], who introduced risk
exposure as a factor influencing people’s expressed preference. Collec-
tively, the revealed and expressed preference perspectives coalesce into
the psychometric risk perception theory of disaster. Two critical short-
comings of the psychometric risk perception theory lie in its (1) ten-
dency to include intrinsic qualitative aspects of risk into natural hazards
[39] and (2) an inability to explain variations in individual risk per-
ceptions[40-43]. These were further validated by studies by Gardner
and Gould [40] and Marris et al. [44] that revealed that psychometric
approaches could only explain 20 % of the variations in individual risk
perception, leading to the emergence of alternative theories such as
terror management theory and cultural theory.

At its core, the terror management theory [45] contends that peo-
ple’s risk perceptions and values are influenced by their perceptions of
terror, such as thoughts about death. Through empirical validation, this
perspective proves that people not focused on imminent mortality have
favorable cultural values, thereby establishing a link between people’s
cognitive performance and mortality salience [46]. Conversely, the
cultural risk theory was influenced by the work of Emile Durkheim. It
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argued that contextual factors, such as cultural biases arising from so-
cialization, were pivotal in shaping individual risk perceptions [38,55].
Later, scholars such as Douglas [47], demonstrated that institutional
contexts and human agency (cognition) interact to produce four distinct
risk perceptions among people. These include individualism (self-
seeking), egalitarianism (caring/sharing), hierarchical (procedural/
structural), and fatalism (non-trusting). While the cultural theory could
account for some complexities of risk perceptions, especially concerning
applications within businesses[48-52], its lack of empirical grounding
served as a critical downside. This is highlighted by Sjoberg [53], whose
use of a quantitative attitudinal approach indicated that this theory
partially explained heterogeneity in risk perception. Similar studies by
Brenot et al. [54] in France revealed weak but statistically significant
connections, resulting in recommendations that more qualitative and
contextual approaches better suited to investigate the cultural di-
mensions of risk perception be considered. However, other studies and
scholars attributed this low score to a methodological approach and
recommended the use of a situational judgment exam to operationalize
the cultural theory [16,38,47,53,55].

Within the discipline of psychology, disasters and their associated
response and resilience mechanisms have been studied at the individual
and community levels. Seminal thought in this discipline offered by the
pathogenesis school aligns with the ductility thinking that was dominant
within material science disciplines and influenced by debate about
whether resilience was a process or outcome. Ultimately, this school
links resilience to innate gender or sociocultural qualities like hardiness,
coherence, self-efficacy, grit, intellect, problem-solving, emotional in-
telligence, motivation, and trust [21]. Nonetheless, one key shortcoming
was its inability to account for individual differences in resilience to the
same stimulus, which led to the Person in Environment (PiE) thesis. This
school of thought argues that resilience is both a process and an outcome
and that these two have a bi-directional and reinforcing relationship
rather than a mutually exclusive one. This school further argues that the
experience of disasters elicits people’s adaptive skills, which strengthens
their coping through reflexive learning. Thus, attributes such as spiri-
tuality, optimism, solidarity, a sense of community security, financial
stability, and empathy all predict individual resilience in each situation
[21]. These insights align with the proponents of the social ecological
school (SES), who contend that cultural identity, familial ties, social
networks, and service availability all predict resilience [28]. These
views of the PiE and SES agree with those of critical feminist scholars
who use an intersectional approach to study disasters. Critical feminist
researchers such as Enarson et al. [52] note that people’s vulnerability,
agency, and resilience are influenced by social gender construction.
They note that social gender constructs influence one’s identity, inti-
mate relationships, family routines, legal status, resource possession,
cultural norms, institutional practices, and many other facets of social
life. This is amplified in contexts that are characterized by the presence
of intricate, multi-layered social systems that influence resource distri-
bution and the normalization of vulnerability. Therefore, the perspec-
tives offered by critical feminism’s intersectional approach
voluminously validate the cultural theory and support the widely held
view that disasters are socially embedded [14].

1.2. Persistent gaps in conceptual and theoretical underpinnings of
disaster response that warrant further research

Section 1.1 reveals critical and commendable scholarship concerning
the diverse social perspectives and the paths that disaster response and
resilience have cascaded over time. However, if such perspectives are
buttressed and superimposed into the emerging gender perspectives
(such as on women empowerment) and disaster response pathways
envisioned to promote equity and sustainable transformations, a lot is
still desired.

First, most researchers focused on the physical dimensions and types
of disasters and response mechanisms. For instance, most research has
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(un)surprisingly focused on environmental response strategies and
components, e.g., climate change [56]. The continuous focus on envi-
ronmental disaster response and resilience components, (that mainly
emphasize technological resilience) could lead to the missing out of
critical gendered perspectives for adaptation to and mitigation of abrupt
climate change ([56]; [57]:4). This contradicts practical insights in
disaster management practices that emphasize the inclusion of women
(social resilience component) in disaster management activities. The
inattention to these discrepancies in lived disaster experiences and
experiential learning perpetuates the “socio-spatial production of risk
and vulnerability” ([58]:6). This could result in inadequate policies and
fragmented practices that may be detrimental to long-term community
disaster resilience [58].

Second, when viewed from the geographic global north/south bi-
nary, most theoretical and conceptual foundations of the different per-
spectives have historically been crafted by global north scholars.
Additionally, the insights therein critically fall short of specifically
highlighting the gender-specific perspectives or attributes needed to
drive disaster response, especially at the state level within the context of
the global south. This limitation has knock-on effects, such as limited
scholarly identification of critical state capacity shortfalls that deepen
institutionalized structural gender-based violence and mapping of
threats/drivers that perpetuate disaster vulnerabilities among vulner-
able social groups and individuals [59,60]). Third, most theories have
been dotted with less coherent perspectives and have been characterized
by a limited focus on the need for gender empowerment and inclusion,
especially at a global policy level [1]. This has led to fragmented global
and national commitments to meet these aspirational and normative
goals, which are validated by many disaster-affected individuals’ lived
experiences that highlight gaps between normative ideals and reality in
these areas. This is partly because one of the apparent issues with
theorizing and responding to disaster-prone populations is the penchant
to universalize their lived experiences, as evidenced by the mainstream
theoretical and conceptual narratives [10,38,60,61].

This impracticality in the global gender empowerment discourse
first, portrays vulnerable communities and citizens as “passive victims
with the lowest abilities to cope with disasters” [1,2,8,10,14,59,60,62].
Second, such narratives reinforce the unjust notion that humans are
gender-neutral beings [63]. This critical oversight is highlighted by
Enarson et al. [52], Gorman-Murray et al. [64], and Lee et al. [59,60],
who observe that insufficient framing and inclusion limit women’s
agency, contextual understanding of crisis management, and adaptive
skills. Accordingly, this implies that the most vulnerable or marginalized
gender sections who are exposed to disasters may experience negative
psychological and physiological impacts that are overlooked in disaster
relief efforts [15,16,30,55,56,59,60,65]. In addition to gender identifi-
cation, Gorman-Murray et al. [64] believe that political rights, social
identity, race, age, health, ability constraints, and sexual orientation
may all predispose a person to disaster risk. As evidence suggests, per-
sons who are disproportionately exposed to disasters are usually kept
out of policy spaces [26,28,30].

Moreover, despite extensive contrary evidence from some men’s
lived disaster experiences, the dominant framing of men as authorita-
tive, autonomous, and creative reinforces the assumption of their
inherent disaster resilience and disregard of other forms of vulnerabil-
ities [52,66]. These prevailing assumptions and negative stereotypes
could perpetuate biased/unjust exclusion of the age-specific vulnerable
gender, such as the youth and girl child from environmental policy
spaces. This concern is revealed in recent studies that report youth
feeling “afraid, sad, anxious, angry, powerless, helpless, and guilty” in
response to environmental and human-induced shocks and stresses, such
as climate change [67]. This is irrespective of the increasing evidence of
innovative and creative pathways, such as school science clubs and
video voice, to create, mediate, and share age-appropriate environ-
mental knowledge while effectively advocating for their agency, dignity,
and respect [68,34,67].



A. Acanga et al.

From this perspective, there is growing urgency, especially among
critical feminist scholars, political ecology, social justice, and, more
recently, community resilience advocates, to increase scholarship on the
understanding of diverse gender-inclusive perspectives on how/what is
needed to build avenues for disaster response, especially in the emerging
economies and vulnerable communities that are increasingly subjugated
or marginalized [69,63]. However, studies and mechanisms on how to
increase an understanding of gender perspectives have been less
explored. Additionally, scrutiny of few studies embedding gender per-
spectives in disaster response using the critical feminist lens and
emerging gender empowerment dimensions/domains [69,67] high-
lights limited comprehension of the current intricate disaster vulnera-
bility and response indicators or strategies necessitating deeper and
more contextualization [1]. This is because most of the previous studies
demonstrate an increasing inclination to present ‘women’ as the only
vulnerable social category of gender, ’ obscuring the vulnerability of
other gendered groups, such as men, and transgender. The women’s
favoritism perspective is seen in emerging narratives that presume men
are inherently responsive and resilient to disasters, diverting attention
away from the relationship between gender construction and disaster
emergency response mechanisms, particularly in the global south.

Within the current scholarly and policy landscape, it is critical to
highlight that the holistic creation of resilient pathways is yet to be
achieved. Additionally, few studies fully integrate and amalgamate
diverse perspectives across regions and genders to unearth critical
viewpoints that could be used for driving fair transitions to disaster
response. With the increasing legalization of different genders and the
opposition of safeguards to such as same sex people in some societies,
indicators of perpetuation of disaster vulnerabilities in the future are
becoming more prevalent unless critical safeguards are instituted or
constructed. This stresses the importance of more research to close this
knowledge gap and create new perspectives/pathways on how future
gender inclusion avenues in disaster resilience could be charted. We
further argue that including the perspectives of frequently marginalized
gender categories—such as women, youth, and other marginalized so-
cial groups—in policy spaces has the potential to accelerate the adoption
of innovative approaches to disaster response and resilience across na-
tional borders [2,46,70,71]. Furthermore, recent studies among
vulnerable coastal zones have revealed that limiting fisherwomen’s
indigenous knowledge through traditional top-down techniques invari-
ably undermines efforts to integrate sustainability into natural marine
systems, which supports this [1]. Based on this perspective and the
historical dynamics of frameworks and pathways for disaster resilience,
it is plausible to argue that focusing on critical gender perspectives can
promote sustainable avenues for disaster resilience across geographies.
This argument is supported by the literature regarding the conceptual
and theoretical underpinnings of several disaster resilience frameworks.

To put it simply and clearly, this study contributes to scholarship by
assessing the diverse gender dimensions and perspectives across geog-
raphies and from micro and macro levels to identify key learning points
for policy and practical ideation and operationalization of gender-
inclusive avenues for individual, community, and institutionalized
disaster resilience. To achieve this, the study utilized a literature review
method to answer four questions. These include.

a. What are the current gender perspectives and dynamics (norms,
values, and societal expectations) across geographies, and how do
such perspectives and dynamics influence individuals’ readiness to
participate in disaster risk reduction activities?

b. What are the ramifications of the current gender perspectives to-
wards creating avenues for disaster resilience/vulnerability across
genders?

c. What context-specific tactics do different gender groups use to
respond to and recover from disasters?

d. How can the current gender perspectives be situated into the disaster
risk reduction (DRR) and disaster risk management (DRM) to build
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sustainable narratives and avenues for comprehensive and sustain-
able resilience at the micro and micro levels?

2. Method and materials utilized

In this study, a systematic literature review (SLR) method is utilized
to extract and describe key issues targeting the four research questions
identified in Section 1.2 above. SLR involves the sourcing of existing
academic and gray literature (peer-reviewed articles and policy reports,
among others) from electronic/digital databases [65,1]. In the sourced
papers, the emphasis was also on gaining insights into the theoretical
and empirical evidence on the gender discourse and how it can be
incorporated into the current and emerging transformative disaster
adaptation and resilience pathways. To source the literature, an online
search of documents was conducted through digital repositories of
publications. To coherently extract and analyze the literature, we fol-
lowed a step-by-step criterion as guided under the preferred reporting
items for systematic review and meta-analysis (PRISMA) [72]. The
PRISMA helps ensure the sourcing and use of accurate and compre-
hensive information and promotes systematic evidence synthesis
[65,72]. The details concerning eligibility, screening, and search strings
of the documents sourced are given in Table 1 and Fig. 1. (Also See
Fig. 2: Analysis of the network of the dominant countries from where the

Table 1
Search Strings used (Authors’ creation).

S/ Database Search Query Date of
N Search

1 Scopus (gender AND climate AND change AND disasters ~ 11th
AND response) AND PUBYEAR >2014 AND December
PUBYEAR <2024 AND (LIMIT-TO (SRCTYPE, 2023
“)) AND (LIMIT-TO (OA, “all)) AND (LIMIT-

TO (SUBJAREA, “SOCI”)) AND (LIMIT-TO

(DOCTYPE, “re”) OR LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE,

“ar”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (LANGUAGE, “English”))

AND (LIMIT-TO (EXACTKEYWORD, “Climate

Change™) OR LIMIT-TO (EXACTKEYWORD,

“Gender”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (PUBSTAGE,

“final™))

((“gender identity”[MeSH Terms] OR 12th
(“gender”[All Fields] AND “identity”[All Fields])  February
OR “gender identity”[All Fields] OR 2024
“gendered”[All Fields] OR “gender s”[All Fields]

OR “gendering”[All Fields] OR “genderized”[All

Fields] OR “genders”[All Fields] OR “sex”[MeSH

Terms] OR “sex”[All Fields] OR “gender”[All

Fields]) AND ((“climate”[MeSH Terms] OR
“climate”[All Fields] OR “climates”[All Fields]

OR “climate s”[All Fields] OR “climatic”[All

Fields] OR “climatically”[All Fields]) AND

(“change”[All Fields] OR “changed”[All Fields]

OR “changes”[All Fields] OR “changing”[All

Fields] OR “changings”[All Fields]) AND

“disaster*”[All Fields] AND (“response”[All

Fields] OR “responses”[All Fields] OR

“responsive”[All Fields] OR

“responsiveness”[All Fields] OR

“responsivenesses”[All Fields] OR

“responsives”[All Fields] OR “responsivities”[All

Fields] OR “responsivity”[All Fields]))) AND
(review([Filter])

search?new-search = true&query = 12th
Gender+AND + AND + AND + climate+AND +  February
AND -+ AND + change+AND + AND + AND + 2024
disaster* + AND + AND + AND +
response&content-type = article&content-type

= review&date = custom&dateFrom =

2014&dateTo = 2024&language = En&facet-

discipline = “Environment”&facet-sub-

discipline =

“Sustainable+Development”&sortBy =

relevance

2 PubMed

3 Springer
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Studies assessed for eligibility (n=80)

Studies excluded (n =474)
Studies screened (n=559) 5| Ttsabstnctnot ondsase eponseo-324)
v
Studies not retrieved (n =5)
g Studies sought for retrieval (n =85) —>1 Not retrievable (e.g., not open access‘uable to
¢ find access link (n=05)

|  Wrong setting (n=03)

Wrong outcomes/intervention (n=02)

Ei--

Fig. 1. Article search and (ex)inclusion flow chart (Authors’ creation).

(P
sout&}i{frica

/1

pakistan

b 4

unit tes

& VOSviewer

united kingdom

Fig. 2. Network analysis of dominant authors’ countries (Authors’ own creation using VOSviewer).

publications and authors on disaster resilience and perspective research
is conducted (Source: Authors’ creation utilizing the VOSviewer
software)

2.1. Identification

The study made use of three online databases using customized key
terms/words, including Springer, PubMed, and Scopus, to obtain liter-
ature on gender perspectives and disasters (including response, man-
agement, mitigation, and resilience). The vast curated abstract and
citation collection of peer-reviewed articles is the basis for selecting
these databases. Following the initial search, (n = 809) publications
were discovered (Fig. 1). The keywords for the search strategy’s search
queries were derived from the core research topic, which was later
enhanced utilizing the Boolean operator in these databases.

2.2. Screening

The second research phase involved screening the selected papers (n
= 809). The duplicates (n = 250) and literature were excluded at this
stage, based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria given in Fig. 1.
Following that, the title, abstract, and full text were reviewed, resulting
in the elimination of an additional article (n = 474). The third level of
screening involved the use of two authors to conduct a quality assess-
ment of the publications included in the study, as Shaffril et al. [73]
proposed. Their validation approach included an assessment of the
studies’ methodology and breadth, culminating in an article ranking. As
a result, 75 publications were selected for the final review (See Fig. 1).
To obtain perspectives on gender and disaster response in global policy,
five reports were further sourced via Google Scholar. This means that in
total, 80 documents were analyzed.
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2.3. Analysis of the sourced documents

To answer the study’s four objectives, a coherent and systematic
literature review extraction and analysis procedure was used. The 80
documents were first saved in a Microsoft Excel file (https://docs.google
.com/spreadsheets/d/1MrKPSQrasGWfLHgVuxT5CPi_q8I0NhIN/edit?
usp=drive_link&ouid=100894599024354634354&rtpof=true&sd
=true).

To analyze the data and extract the results that aligned with the
research aim, a Braun and Clarke approach to thematic analysis pro-
cedure (involving seven key steps of generating codes and themes), was
used, as guided by Braun and Clarke [74] and Byrne, [75]. To explicitly
generate themes that align with the study, preference was given to the
use of the reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) procedure [75]. RTA
enabled us to use an interpretative analytical lens in a reflexive manner
(e.g., to sense-check ideas or to explore multiple assumptions or in-
terpretations of the documents obtained by using different coding
methods). For the 80 documents, the RTA was conducted based on the
intersection of (a) dataset, (b) reflection on the key theoretical as-
sumptions and perspectives on gender in disaster, and (c) the analytical
skills of the authors by reflecting on the key research aim and objectives
of the study.

Specifically, from each of the sourced documents, seven main themes
were extracted. These included (a) keywords used by authors, (b) the
area where the study was conducted, (c) purpose/objective(s) of the
study, (d) data collection tools used, (e) sample/nature of the population
where the study was conducted, (f) research design or methodology used
(including theoretical foundations), and (g) the main research findings
in the study related to gender perspectives, and disaster issues, such as
response. From the findings, we further generated reflections, personal
insights, and viewpoints related to disaster response across geographies
and social groups. The insights from the sourced literature helped in
identifying key research and policy directions on the diverse gender
perspectives in disaster response. The findings are elaborated in Section
3.

3. Results

In this section, relevant findings from the examined studies that
answer the four questions are given and analyzed in sequence.

3.1. Influence of gender norms and societal expectations on individuals’
readiness to participate in disaster response activities

There is an established link between people’s lived disaster experi-
ences and their risk perceptions, disaster risk preparedness, and
response behavior [76,77,59,60]. This is particularly pronounced in
strongly patriarchal societies where disaster-related tasks are assigned
based on prevailing norms, leading to disproportionate disaster out-
comes for women, girls, children, youth, some categories of men, and
gender-diverse (GD) people (sexual minorities). Drolet et al. [69] show
how limiting caregiving duties, linking female evacuation, dressing, and
uptake of survival life skills like swimming to male consent exposes fe-
males in strongly patriarchal communities to worse disaster outcomes.
These inequities ultimately lead to disaster interventions missing critical
disaster-specific needs of these categories with dire results on their
collective agency and disaster resilience [78,79,64,67,66].

Luna and Hilhorst [80] underline how exclusionary tendencies
embedded in normative disaster management frameworks are rein-
forced by dominant framings that limit female engagement by por-
traying evacuation as men liberating women and children. It thus gives
credence to the findings of Danielsson and Eriksson [77], who discov-
ered that when women participate in outdoor firefighting activities, they
are assigned tasks that are either not newsworthy, ‘much risky’, or
administrative. Dominelli [81] adds that disaster response is embedded
in a dualistic tiered system, with the first tier consisting of police,
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military, and firefighters, and the second tier consisting of healthcare
professionals and social workers. It is then clear why men are assigned
tier-one roles (excursions, patrols, rescues, or evacuations) associated
with bravery, risk, and heroism [82], whereas women are assigned tier-
two roles that are low-key and away from the spotlight. Evidence also
indicates that male mortality is higher in floods, landslides, Australian
bushfires, and heat wave disasters [52,66].

Despite their marginalization, research shows that women’s vast and
relationally embedded social networks enhance their receipt and
response to disaster risk information compared to their male counter-
parts. However, research shows that these hidden gains are undermined
by strong patriarchal norms and poverty [83]. There is also suggestive
evidence that indicates that gender norms, risk awareness, age, risk
tolerance, health, sexual identity, and hazard types are predictors of
individual disaster preparedness behavior ([84,81,59,60] and [43]).
Men tend to focus on the technical aspects of disaster risk, which leads to
anticipatory disaster preparedness tactics such as physically fortifying
their homes. Women, on the other hand, are more concerned with social
dynamics, particularly the well-being of household members [52].

Social constructs, such as those related to societal role allocation,
relegate women to secondary roles in disaster response. This unevenness
creates the wrong impression that men are expected to protect and
provide disaster response roles in society. Consequently, when faced
with disaster-induced asset losses, it distorts their sense of identity,
leading to the enactment of compensatory hyper-masculinity that in-
cludes alcohol abuse, sexual violence, and other forms of delinquent
behavior to recoup this perceived loss. However, this compensatory
masculinity enactment has been linked with adverse mental health
outcomes for men and male youth, such as post-traumatic stress disor-
der. It also exposes women, gender-diverse people, and certain types of
men to sexual violence [52], which is amplified by the inattention of
state and non-state actors to contextual, unique post-disaster psycho-
social needs of men and other vulnerable categories [66].

A link has also been established between the failure of disaster
response initiatives and the attachment to place [85,86,87]. Though
many studies link milling behavior among males to the attachment to
place, others offer an alternative perspective that links this milling to
hegemonic masculinity induced by social norms embedded in national
disaster policies that encourage men to “prepare, stay, and defend,”
dampening their overall risk assessment ([41,82,66]:3). Other factors
like distance to the nearest evacuation shelter and economic rootedness
(the need to protect assets) have been cited as drivers of milling behavior
in disaster-prone communities [88].

Children and youth have been shown to have a plethora of disaster
information that has been developed, mediated, and debated in safe,
age-appropriate school-based scientific clubs, as well as traditional
media such as television and radio [50,68]. Youth use innovative ap-
proaches, such as PhotoKwento to advocate for youth-friendly policies
[49], improve disaster risk communication, and empower vulnerable
groups [34,87,89,90]. Children and youth have leveraged their place
attachment and disaster-induced mental health outcomes (anxiety,
egoistic, social-altruistic, and biospheric) in transformative ways to
heighten their disaster resilience [91,70] and [89].

While the preceding paragraphs described social and cultural norms
as limiting, this is not always the case. The recent attention on the
relevance of indigenous knowledge in reducing disaster fatalities em-
phasizes the enabling function of societal norms, such as among Amer-
ican Indian tribes who have aptly demonstrated the value of indigenous
eco-knowledge [92]. It also emphasizes the importance of cumulative
experience learning by thorough study of celestial bodies, earthquakes,
inclement weather, unexpected sounds, and aberrant behavior in ani-
mals, birds, and insects. This is consistent with Lindell et al.’s [83]
argument that the fidelity, clarity, perceived correctness, and consis-
tency of risk information are vital in averting disaster risk hesitancy and
enhancing response behavior. They also note that in contexts where
formal disaster warning systems are weak or nonexistent, indigenous
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knowledge, prior experience, and extensive social (peer) disaster
communication networks meaningfully minimize risk, mostly for rapid-
onset disasters. While folklore, rituals, and pro-environmental protec-
tion rites are mechanisms of perpetuating oral knowledge systems
(OKS), one key drawback lies in their limited reach and replication [93].
These OKS are also weak when used in isolation and must be augmented
by good disaster communication systems, individual caution, and
appropriate state infrastructure to allow for hybrid validation by
Western science [94].

3.2. Consequences associated with disasters on different gender groups

Disaster experiences have been linked with the triggering of different
underlying drivers of social vulnerability [78,25], especially within
contexts with entrenched temporal and spatial institutionalized struc-
tural violence. This critically limits and delays health service delivery
and increases ill health and disaster vulnerability [26,27,28,29,30].

Disasters have been shown to have different contextual and gendered
effects on people with youth, females, some men, and gender-diverse
people being disproportionately susceptible to ill mental health out-
comes such as chronic, delayed, and moderate post-traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD), depression, anxiety, and academic burnout ([55];
[18,95]). A global survey of climate change attitudes among youth by
Hickman et al. [67] indicates their mistrust of the state’s ability to
decisively address climate change, as well as a perceived abdication of
duty by older generations to protect them, eliciting feelings of fear,
anxiety, anger, powerlessness, helplessness, guilt, and sadness. This is
corroborated by research into catastrophic disturbances to attachment
to place (ontological security), particularly among children and teens,
which highlights sentiments of loss that lead to the adoption of mal-
adaptive coping practices such as rumination, catastrophizing, and
blaming others for losses. These maladaptive behaviors amplify under-
lying mental health predictors, leading to feelings of bewilderment,
isolation, and long-standing traumatic evacuation memories among
youth [96,50,97,70,98,90].

Through the adoption of an intersectional and social justice lens,
studies have also highlighted the devastating livelihood outcomes of
disasters on Indigenous communities, such as Aboriginals, native Alas-
kans, and American Indians. These adverse outcomes include increased
healthcare inequalities, increased morbidity (from respiratory, vector-
borne, and cardiovascular diseases), poor mental health, and food
insecurity among the Aboriginal and Indigenous people of Australia and
New Zealand [24,25]. These findings are consistent with those among
native American Indians [26,27,28,29,30]. This emphasizes the need for
contextual studies on the relationship between disasters and gendered
non-communicable disease morbidity beyond Indigenous communities
to enhance the design of inclusive and effective disaster policies.

Disasters have also been related to a variety of legal, psychological,
physical, and spiritual consequences for people of different sexual ori-
entations [79]. According to Gorman-Murray et al. [64], established
societal norms within societies that pay scant attention to multiple
gender identities interface with disasters to produce complex realities
for gender-diverse persons. This exacerbates negative mental health
outcomes such as dread, anxiety, despair, and stress [64]. The negative
mental health outcomes are increasingly becoming evident in cisgender
communities in the form of routine censure, service denials, limited
access to emergency shelters, denial of food, and verbal and physical
abuse [79]. Further concerns have involved injustices in the assignment
of accommodation based on male/female gender binary, and ‘corrective
rape’ [79,64].

Disruptions of attachment to home/place have been linked to trig-
gering drivers of adverse mental health outcomes among gender-diverse
groups, especially within contexts of disaster rebuilding programs and
delivery of food aid [79]. In these contexts, a common assumption that
homes are headed by males bubbles into the exclusion of alternative
household configurations. Furthermore, they ignore the unique needs of
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people who identify as gender nonconforming, as well as contextual and
experiential learning from Indigenous epistemes on disaster response
among diverse communities, such as the Aravanis (a term that was
previously used to refer to transgendered people in India), Warias (a
community of biological men who believe that they are born with the
souls of women sedentary in Indonesia), Baklas (a gender identity in the
Philippines characterized by the adoption of a feminine gender expres-
sion by men (including homosexuals. This includes feminine manner-
isms and speech, use of make-up, cross-dressing, and long hairstyle), and
Fa’afafine (community in Samoa that is attracted to males). Fa’afafine
are natal males who align with a third/fourth gender or gender roles and
are not assigned the role at birth nor raised as girls due to a lack of
daughters, as is often claimed in Western media/literature. Rather, their
femininity emerges in early childhood, and Samoans recognize them as
distinct from typical boys [99]. This can help improve our understand-
ing of the diverse perspectives on gender and disaster, which can
significantly improve disaster management programming’s inclusivity
[100,99].

While the enactment of social masculinity profiles has previously
been linked with dissatisfaction, despair, substance misuse, and the use
of violence to extract obedience from women, recent studies indicate
that, within disaster contexts, it significantly restricts male help-seeking
behavior and their emotional self-expression to fit to “malestream
norms” ([36,82]:22; [81]). These malestream norms, founded in hege-
monic masculinity, frame being a man as (1) a provider and (2) a pro-
tector. These framings directly align with dominant discourses that
portray being a man to a profile of a “white, western middle-class”
([81]:3) and “able-bodied, heterosexual, and hyper-masculine” ([66]:3),
respectively. Consequently, the assumption of male resilience to di-
sasters gets infused into disaster management, leading to poor docu-
mentation and low prioritization of the health needs of men in disaster
[66]. This dominant framing has been linked to the Sendai framework’s
gender-focused approach that favors women over men and gender-
diverse individuals. This presents operational and legal challenges that
cascade down the disaster management chain and negatively impact the
mental health of men and others who do not fit this dominant narrative.

The disruptive effects of disasters overstretch civil administrative
capacities and often result in a high prevalence of sexual gender-based
violence and other sexual reproductive health and rights violations
that indiscriminately expose women, girls, boys, and gender-diverse
people to; rape, transactional sex (for money), survival sex (for food),
child marriage, forced tubal ligation reversal, sex trafficking, and
corrective rape [69,61]. Disasters also hurt menstruation hygiene in
emergency shelters, reducing women’s and girls’ access to important
maternal health solutions [66]. The social strife indicates structural
failures, which Enarson et al. [52] blame on power imbalances that
support patriarchal systems and social norms. Discriminatory legal re-
strictions denying American Indians’ litigation rights have also dispro-
portionately exposed Indigenous women to sexual violence, which is
aggravated by disasters [92].

3.3. Context-specific tactics different gender groups use to respond to and
recover from disasters

Studies indicate the dominant expectation by state actors that com-
munities will rebound to pre-disaster levels of functioning is largely false
and might be entrenched by earlier narratives of resilience, especially
those influenced by the material sciences focused on ductility and
inferred that resilience meant the absence of vulnerability [51]. Evi-
dence from several studies highlights that several factors, such as
ethnicity, gender, race, disability, health, social status, sexism, sexual
identity, political rights, place attachment, homelessness, migration,
and forced relocation influence levels of vulnerability for both in-
dividuals and communities [48,101,79,64,67,35,82,70,102].

Strong attachment to place and strong social capital have been linked
to mixed DRR and DRM participation. For instance, strong religious
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attachment to place has been linked with negative uptake of place-
protective DRR activities, which affect resilience building and height-
en negative outcomes from future disasters
[4,5,26,34,48,67,81,94,103]. To offset pushback caused by a strong
attachment to location, studies have highlighted the necessity for co-
design that draws on reflexive social learning and Indigenous episte-
mologies [103]). Hiwasaki et al. [94] found that contrary to popular
belief, western science and local epistemologies may coexist and
mutually reinforce one another in disaster resilience building. They
however differ from the findings by other studies that reported that
religious and cultural beliefs encourage cultural ecological sustainabil-
ity practices, which confirms comparable findings among American
Indians [26].

Bradshaw [76] asserts that dominant narratives in support of
women’s empowerment interventions are not empirically backed and
universalize women’s poverty experiences. Though it is undeniable that
women’s vulnerability is linked to underlying structural causes, such as
low access to independent income, ownership of productive assets, and
capacity-producing abilities, being a woman does not infer poverty. It
also follows that while women might share similar disaster experiences,
such as increased drudgery, negative health outcomes, disrupted edu-
cation, and disruptions to critical socioeconomic linkages, such as
reduced fodder and wood fuel, women are not a homogeneous group
and thus are not equally vulnerable to disasters [104,57]. Rao et al. [71]
observe that in polygamous and multigenerational households, women’s
age and seniority are major determinants of vulnerability.

Hallegatte et al. [20] discovered a bidirectional predictor-outcome
relationship between poverty and vulnerability, emphasizing that
vulnerability reduces an individual’s capacity for adaptation (resilience)
while increasing exposure to and sensitivity to disasters. This is wors-
ened by the limited access by women to post-disaster economic possi-
bilities, which enhances their subjection and worsens girls’ low
educational achievement [105]. Though women are frequently dispro-
portionately affected by structural injustice, vulnerability is a complex
term [42] that increases the chance of disasters and is a strong predictor
of future downward spiraling vulnerability.

As a result, Hallegatte et al. [20] propose that state and non-state
actors can achieve long-term community resilience to disasters by
intentionally incorporating poverty reduction and resilience-building
features into disaster risk reduction and response programs. This
would be sufficient to improve locals’ ability to not only forecast but also
respond to disasters at the micro, meso, and macro levels, accompanied
by a smooth transition from disaster loss to asset and livelihood
replacement [106]. Evidence suggests that strategies to expand liveli-
hood strategies like education and income improve the adoption of
adaption methods, avoiding the “relief syndrome and dependency”
found in inadequate resilience programs ([85,87]:107; [33]).

Although Pease [82] claims that disasters can disrupt social networks
and create new possibilities, Rushton et al. [66] believe that the
acceptance of these post-disaster emergent social hierarchies is sub-
stantially hampered by deeply embedded social norms. Social network
embedding tactics are not the same for men and women [64] which
results in different experiences of disasters and recovery. Women
notably use relational embedding that results in strong bonding social
capital while men use political and interest-driven structural embed-
ding. Consequently female-headed households often get excluded from
disaster aid, notably financial support, which is critical for their adap-
tive capacity arising from strong bonding capitals [81]. While men’s
structural embedding might offer them better access to disaster aid,
evidence links some men affected by disaster asset losses and adverse
mental health outcomes to willful unemployment [8,62]. However,
other studies have highlighted how transformative masculinities have
resulted in some men demonstrating that disaster recovery from finan-
cial disaster loss is possible through the pursuit of alternative livelihoods
like as carpentry and formal jobs [81]. While maladaptive techniques
(rumination, catastrophizing, and blaming others) exacerbate mental
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illness, good ones have been linked to the development of adaptive ca-
pacities, particularly among men entering new professions [97,70,90].

Communities have also been cited to use their agency and solidarity
to create novel pathways to overcome restrictions presented by severe
information gaps, out-migration, poor health outcomes, and the effects
of deeply ingrained systemic violence caused by market and govern-
mental failures [25]. Some of these pathways include self-organization
to build evacuation routes [41] and the growth of social network den-
sities post-disasters [107]. This aligns with findings that bottom-up ap-
proaches can improve community and individual agency, skills, and
capabilities before, during, and after a disaster [8,14,62]. This affirms
the need for a shift from episodic and piecemeal approaches to
co-designed, inclusive, and multi-pronged community disaster resilience
initiatives that eliminate structural drivers of disaster vulnerability [84,
69].

Although youth and children are adversely affected by disasters,
their voices are conspicuously absent from disaster-related policy-
making [59,60]. This has amplified adverse mental health outcomes
among them [67]. However, children and youth have also been engaged
in creatively disruptive advocacy-based resilience and recovery strate-
gies [59,60,61]. They have leveraged their tech-savviness and advances
in digital technology, which greatly expands their access to information,
to broaden their “knowledge, creativity, energy, enthusiasm, and social
networks.” This is in response to what they perceive to be exclusionary
practices that limit their capacity to participate as residents with agency
[108]. Activist youth strategies include (1) dutiful dissent, which is non-
disruptive, conformist, and relies on friendly discussions with those in
positions of power; (2) disruptive dissent, which is radical, innovative,
and reformist, aiming to offer substitute routes but vulnerable to
“silencing, exclusion, and repression” when judged a threat to the status
quo; and (3) dangerous dissent, which is a structural disruptor of the
status quo. The literature discusses both single-use and multiple-use
combinations of these activist techniques [108]. Alburo-Canete [49]
and Haynes and Tanner [34] demonstrate how kids employ participa-
tory tactics, such as video voice and Photo Kwento, to advocate for
policy changes that enhance the agency, dignity, and respect of disad-
vantaged groups.

Additionally, Mudavanhu et al. [87] offer evidence of young voices
in DRR and DRM through children’s participation in community-based
preparedness, rescue, rehabilitation, and relief resilience activities.
O’brien et al. [108] and Crandon et al., [91] note that the participation
of young people in disaster-related activities is hinged upon the framing
of climate change narratives especially in mainstream and social media.
Therefore, inclusive pathways towards community resilience building
must transcend the entrenched exclusion of children, youth, and other
vulnerable categories [89,109].

However youth in particular have been noted to accord low priority
to their livelihoods, adopt ad hoc activities that heighten their climate
anxiety, possess scant knowledge about relevant disaster policies, face
financial resource constraints, and significant community apathy to-
wards climate change that limit their participation in disaster manage-
ment [68] Consequently these elevated anxiety has been linked to them
using different coping mechanisms to demonstrate their abilities,
agency, knowledge, and inventiveness. Among these are emotion-
focused, problem-focused, or meaning-focused coping mechanisms
that have resulted in the adoption of pro-environmental behavior, which
is critical for a resilient community [50].

3.4. Situating gender perspectives into the dominant discourse narratives
on community resilience building and DRR and DRM

Based on McDonnell’s [110] observations that communities serve as
arenas for the distribution of agency and power, which ultimately
shapes their resilience to disasters, it is possible to conclude that
discourse emerges after a series of claims, counterclaims, shifting alle-
giances, and complex alliances coalesce around a specific stance
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supported by mainstream actors. Neumann [111] emphasizes the sig-
nificance of framing, stating, “Language, as a social system with its
relational logic, produces reality... realities are maintained by frequent
repetition and confirmation of representations.” As a result, when pro-
fessional and academic conceptualizations lean towards a particular
viewpoint, such as the shift in disaster resilience from “bounce back” to
“build back better” and the current “bounce forward,” they reflect subtle
contestations of power and agency that eventually result in the
normalization of distinct discourses with policy and practice
implications.

As previously stated, post-disaster interventions have failed to
address the unique disaster needs of specific groups due to state as-
sumptions of innate community disaster resilience based on the ductility
disaster school of thought (bounce-back), which are largely inappro-
priate [66]. The current discourse on disasters focuses on resilience/
adaptation, which Eriksen et al. [112] have also criticized for framing
socio-environmental change in a way that perpetuates specific power,
discourse, and understanding configurations that result in widely
divergent life outcomes for communities. Other researchers, such as
[4,5], have also raised concerns about the underlying duality in the
resilience discourse, which frames resilience as either normative or
descriptive, proactive or reactive, static or dynamic, and outcome/pro-
cess [28,33,37,47,54,63,100,103]. Furthermore, Gorman-Murray et al.
[64] and Gaillard et al. [99] demonstrate how gender-blind disaster
policies unwittingly enhance the natural disaster risks that GD people
already endure, negatively impacting their well-being.

While disaster scholarship has recently emphasized the importance
of local knowledge systems, there is evidence linking the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) summaries for policymakers
to media portrayals that elevate lawmakers, academic peer review
procedures, and the findings of Western science as ‘“authoritative
knowledge.” According to Deves et al. [113], this position leads to the
erasure of indigenous methods of knowing. Other viewpoints in disaster
discourse, such as the vulnerability paradigm [49,100,114], advocate
for alternative, contextual, and decolonial perspectives. However, these
perspectives continue to be marginalized.

Recent research confirms this, as it challenges the establishment and
production of climate science knowledge that normalizes people’s
disaster experiences while ignoring discussions of marginality, episte-
mology, uneven growth, and colonial patriarchal violence
[15,32,34,60,64,65,83]. Because of the universalization of human
experience, experiential learning and people’s unique contextual lived
experiences are rendered invisible. This is congruent with what Greene
et al. [92] discovered. Huang’s [58] use of the pressure and release
model to examine the implications of Taiwan’s forcible evacuation of
indigenous populations following a disaster adds credibility to this. The
analysis reveals how corporate capital and governmental development
ambitions combine to generate risk and vulnerability across broad socio-
spatial dimensions. Indigenous groups are sometimes labeled as
ecologically naive, despite having established sustainable practices and
coexisting in similar situations for a long period [58]. As a result, as
reported in the research, forced migrations invalidate and erase their
perspectives, as do other negative health outcomes associated with a
disturbance of place attachment.

The discourse lock-in silences the local voices of victim-survivors
who were fundamental to the vulnerability paradigm, posing strong
challenges to the formulation and adoption of alternative disaster
epistemic perspectives from the global south. According to some au-
thors, such as Gaillard et al. [99], this position stems from distributive
power, which governs decision-making during research and access to
funding, as well as a persistent desire to publish new findings from
emerging disasters in more expensive, globally centralized, peer-
reviewed open-access journals. A bibliometric examination of publica-
tions from the Scopus database utilized in this work revealed that most
co-authors of papers with at least one citation were from the global north
(see Fig. 2).
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As opposed to dualistic discussions about pursuing adaptation or
mitigation, the conversation surrounding disasters now focuses on
disaster risk reduction. Schreuder and Horlings [115] are among the
experts who advocate for the implementation of transformational and
participatory routes that improve community agency and resilience by
reducing vulnerability and strengthening adaptive capacities to climate-
related disasters.

Studies have also shown that the prevailing framing of masculinities
has influenced national and international policy texts, negatively
impacting vulnerable groups in disaster-prone communities, including
men. In addition to universalizing expectations for men, the dominant
framing of man as an un-gendered adult white middle-class male who
enacts a provider-protector role contributes to negative mental health
outcomes, such as those resulting from disaster losses, violence against
women and girls, fellow men, and people of different genders, as well as
neglect from state and non-state actors who presume that men have an
innate ability to recover from disaster shocks [81,66].

4. Conclusion: Implications for policy, practice, and future
research

This study explored literature to understand the diverse gender
perspectives in disaster response. Notable and novel findings have been
revealed. The key findings demonstrate the critical features of how
gendered norms develop and distribute responsibilities before, during,
and after disasters and influence people’s perceptions of disaster risk
and response actions. First, in the context of the theoretical and con-
ceptual underpinnings of the meaning of gender and disaster response,
diverse definitions and perspectives have evolved, and they are largely
complex or fragmented. This requires refinement, especially if sustain-
able gender-inclusive mechanisms in disaster response are to be ach-
ieved, now and in the future. Second, study findings revealed a
signification correlation between people’s lived experiences and disaster
risk perception or response behavior. These experiences are influenced
by gender norms and societal expectations on the individual’s readiness
to participate in disaster response. This is because, in most cases, di-
sasters and disaster responses vary over time and across communities.
Although studies emphasize how constraining social norms may be
minimized, there is still less knowledge or research on how this could be
done. This is irrespective of the emerging recommendations in research
that encourage the preservation of traditional ecologically friendly
practices as critical in improving community response and resilience to
disasters. The perpetual existence of social constructions and norms has
led to the continuation of historical vulnerabilities to disasters, leading
to a vicious cycle of limited ability to bounce back or build sustainable
disaster response strategies. Thus, most often, socio-cultural and patri-
archal norms lead to disproportionate responses and vulnerability to
disasters of any type and time. In most communities, especially in the
global south (mostly emerging and poor countries), disaster vulnera-
bility is higher, and response is lower among gender-diverse minorities,
such as homosexuals and indigenous communities.

The perpetuation of socio-economic gender inequalities limits col-
lective agency to disaster response across geographies. Additionally,
limiting gender inclusion in disaster response is an avenue for structural
violence and psychological disempowerment. This challenge has been
reinforced by the normative nature of existing disaster management
frameworks. Existing frameworks either reinforce masculinity in
community-dominant framings in disaster response, limiting female
engagement in critical activities, such as evacuation, or the emerging
frameworks have worked in handy in sidelining men and favoring
exclusively women (such as in affirmative actions on micro-level
disaster management leadership). A further ramification of this has
been the limited initiation of gender-inclusive and context-specific
community bounce-back strategies in the post-disaster recovery pro-
cesses. This has led to community mistrust of existing institutional
mechanisms of disaster response. A rethink towards the creation of



A. Acanga et al.

balanced and gender-inclusive frameworks for disaster response is
needed. This is because, through collective and inclusive social net-
works, all genders (including minorities) can work together in identi-
fying sustainable micro-level actions and knowledge dissemination on
disaster response.

To aid the creation of sustainable and gender-inclusive disaster
response mechanisms, collaborative efforts are needed. These efforts
need to leverage the potential of existing institutions, intrinsic com-
munity knowledge, collaborative socio-cultural aspects, and emerging
knowledge dissemination platforms. Institutions, such as schools, could
be key in increasing knowledge on disaster types and response measures,
especially among youths and children. Media and innovative digital
tools could be designed to localize knowledge dissemination, access, and
comprehension in vulnerable communities. The knowledge of indige-
nous communities in building strategies for disaster response is critical
in creating safeguards for emerging disasters, such as climate change.
Previous studies, such as McAdoo et al. [3], that highlight the role of oral
traditions in saving communities from disasters can be replicated in
other contexts of the global south. Through understanding how
vulnerable communities have gained a strong attachment to place and
social capital, a potential to increase the vulnerable communities’
willingness to engage in disaster response and resilience strategies could
be created. To create avenues for increasing gender empowerment and
embedding diverse gender perspectives in disaster response, now and in
the future, five key strategies could be leveraged.

These include (i) conducting context-based studies and research to
understand the relationship between disaster vulnerability and
response, the diverse community/gender perspectives, and the targeted
sustainable outcomes are critical, (ii) the use of novel research ap-
proaches (with inclusive theoretical and conceptual insights), such as
reflexive social learning is needed. Through reflexive social learning,
possibilities of co-designing situational indicators and effects of disaster
vulnerability, questioning social norms, accepting individual and social
diversity, and inclusive viable strategies, that prioritize improving the
adaptability of disaster-prone populations could be born, (iii) incorpo-
ration of collective agency (including shared community knowledge on
socio-cultural, economic, institutional, and environmental DRR), in both
policy and institutional frameworks is an urgent necessity. This could
lead to the simplification and identification of inclusive policies that
offer safe spaces for gender minorities and the most vulnerable to freely
discuss their perspectives and concerns. This could facilitate the
implementation of conventional disaster protocols, such as the World
Health Organization’s ‘Framework for Mental Health and Psychosocial
Support after Tsunami’, (iv) a research shift and focus towards uncov-
ering the histories of vulnerability among the global south communities
and exploring the past knowledge of disaster response and resilience is
needed. The shift in research can lead to the generation of novel theo-
retical and conceptual underpinning on ‘defining gender and gender
perspectives’ as well as ‘disaster and disaster response.” This can elim-
inate biased Western-centric narratives on how/which gender should be
considered in disaster response financing and foster avenues for respect
of diverse opinions on inclusivity. The research shift must be carefully
linked with targeted institutional mechanisms that help in the trans-
mission and preservation of Indigenous disaster knowledge, participa-
tory development of evacuation plans, and raising awareness to improve
evacuation behavior, and (v) transparent and feasible knowledge
dissemination mechanisms are further needed. These can involve the
gathering and disseminating of standardized gender and sex-
disaggregated data, which requires deliberate action. To incorporate
and include the views of children and youth in disaster policy, key actors
must utilize modern platforms, such as social media or hybrid methods/
platforms that can be leveraged by the elderly or communities with
limited access to formal learning.

Although this study entirely utilized a SLR and concentrated on
publications made in English only, it unravels critical starting points for
understanding the diverse insights on gender perspectives in disaster
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response as emphasized by different scholars and in the policy discourse.
To increase scholarship concerning gender inclusion in disaster
response, participatory, evidence-based studies among vulnerable gen-
ders in vulnerable communities, such as in the global south, could be
conducted.
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