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Summary 

Despite the justified attention paid by policymakers and academics to disaster and crisis 
preparedness and response, the so-called post-phase – the period following the acute phase 
of a disaster or crisis – remains relatively underdeveloped and underexposed. In the post-
phase, the consequences of the impactful event and the extent of the damage often only 
become truly visible. A unifying, interdisciplinary framework for crisis authorities within 
municipalities and regions that aligns with the current threat landscape and enables the post-
phase to be addressed in collaboration with partners is currently lacking. The aim of this 
literature review is to identify and analyse internationally available frameworks for recovery in 
order to establish a theoretical basis for a framework for coherent and integrated guidelines 
on recovery and aftercare in the Netherlands.  
 
Based on the search strategy employed, nine frameworks have been identified.  
> Framework 1. Management framework for disaster recovery projects 
> Framework 2. Organisational Capability Framework for Earthquake Recovery 
> Framework 3. Build Back Better Framework 
> Framework 4. National Disaster Recovery Framework 
> Framework 5. Framework of Key Activities and Processes in the Preparedness and 

Recovery Phases of Disaster Management 
> Framework 6. Framework for Community Participation 
> Framework 7. Inclusive Disaster Risk Management Framework 
> Framework 8. Community-Based Recovery Framework 
> Framework 9. Integrated Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Disaster Recovery 
 
These frameworks can broadly be divided into two categories: frameworks that focus on a 
wide range of themes and processes relating to recovery, and frameworks that focus on the 
key issues, problems and solutions associated with a specific theme.  
 
The frameworks cover a wide range of themes relating to recovery, including basic support 
(housing, food, medical care), restoration work, claims settlement and finances, provision of 
information, and research and evaluation. Although some frameworks address several of 
these themes, no single framework was found that describes all of them. Furthermore, based 
on the results, it can be concluded that, apart from a few brief references, the selected 
articles pay insufficient attention to the psychosocial impact of disasters and crises.  
 
What else stands out is that the frameworks identified are mostly described from the 
perspective of governments and the private and public organisations involved. Although 
themes such as inclusivity and social participation are mentioned, and some frameworks 
address recovery needs within communities following a disaster, the specific needs and 
challenges faced by those affected are not elaborated upon in the frameworks. These, like 
the content of the identified frameworks, will need to be given a central place in the guideline 
for recovery. 
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Introduction  

Background 

Threats are evolving. In addition to climate change, European society is increasingly 
confronted with geopolitical tensions and the threat of war. Concrete examples of this are the 
war in Ukraine (since February 2022) and the Middle East (particularly since October 2023). 
In an era characterised by increasing global tensions, armed conflicts on European soil and 
a growing frequency of (unprecedented) crises, the need for a well-prepared and resilient 
society is more urgent than ever. The Dutch government must anticipate potential disasters 
and crises that could potentially disrupt society. 
 
Despite the justified attention paid by policymakers and scientists to disaster and crisis 
preparedness and response, the so-called post-phase – the period following the acute phase 
of a disaster or crisis – remains relatively underdeveloped and underexposed.  
In the post-phase, the consequences of the impactful event and the extent of the damage 
often only become truly visible. The specific post-phase activities required, the organisations 
involved and the duration of the post-phase depend on the situation. It generally has a much 
longer time horizon than the acute phase (Bakker et al., 2026; Berke et al., 1993; Dückers et 
al., 2014; Ligthart & Dückers, 2011; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014; Muller et al., 2020; 
Zannoni, 2010).  
 
Although guidelines and action plans exist for sub-themes and specific aspects (such as 
psychosocial support and care for citizens and professionals; ARQ, 2023; ARQ, 2025), a 
government-wide vision and strategy for recovery in the broadest sense has been developed 
(Dückers, 2012) and a broad ‘post-crisis team’ is mentioned in the National Crisis 
Management Handbook (NCTV, 2022), there is no comprehensive guideline for recovery. 
Although the broad range of relevant themes has previously been identified (see Zannoni, 
2010; Dückers, 2012), the attention paid by policymakers and academics to developing 
comprehensive, practical approaches based on scientific research and focused on this broad 
range of themes has so far been limited.  
 
It is, however, important that Dutch crisis management better prepares for the post-crisis 
phase by working specifically on guiding frameworks, education, training and exercises, and 
methods to facilitate this. Such processes require coordination with stakeholders from policy, 
practice and academia, whereby knowledge from practice and research is incorporated into 
the development of guidelines and tools (Te Brake et al., 2022; Dückers et al., 2022; 
Abderhalden et al., 2025; Vollmer et al., 2025). The present literature review forms part of a 
project, funded by the European Commission, aimed at establishing a coherent, 
interdisciplinary and integrated framework for crisis authorities within municipalities and 
regions, enabling them, together with partners, to address the various tasks during the post-
crisis phase in a manner that aligns with the current threat landscape.  
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Objectives and research questions 

The aim of the literature review is to identify and analyse internationally available frameworks 
for recovery and aftercare in order to establish a theoretical basis for a framework for a 
coherent and integrated guideline on recovery in the Netherlands. 
 
The central research question is:  
Which frameworks for recovery are described in international academic literature?  
 
The following sub-questions are addressed:  
> How is recovery defined within the frameworks? 
> What is the core (objective, context and key elements) of the frameworks for recovery?  
> What similarities and differences exist between the frameworks?  
> What relevant themes for recovery are described – in addition to the frameworks – in the 

selected articles?  

Reading guide 

Chapter 1 explains the choices made regarding the research method used. Chapter 2 
provides a description of the term ‘recovery’. Chapter 3 describes the frameworks included 
after which these are compared in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 describes several specific themes of 
recovery that were described in the articles within the context of the frameworks. Finally, 
Chapter 5 contains the conclusion and discussion of this study.  
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1 Method  

This chapter discusses the type of literature review that was conducted: a scoping review. 
First, the databases and search strategy are described, followed by an explanation of the 
selection process and the screening of the articles. Finally, the chapter describes how the 
information obtained was analysed.  

1.1 A scoping review 

A scoping review is a systematic method for mapping the size, scope and characteristics of 
existing literature on a particular topic (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005).    

1.1.1 Databases and search strategy 
To identify relevant studies, searches were conducted in Web of Science, PsychINFO and 
MEDLINE. The three databases cover peer-reviewed journals from various disciplines, such 
as sociology, psychology, engineering and public administration.  
The search strategy is based on a combination of search terms: (guideline* OR framework*) 
AND “disaster recovery” AND (“disaster management” OR "crisis management" OR 
"emergency management" OR "management of disasters"). The searches were conducted 
in March and April 2026 and yielded 152 articles. After checking for duplicate articles, 7 
articles were removed, leaving 145 articles for screening.  

1.1.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria, screening 
Following the searches, a selection process took place to identify the most relevant articles 
for the study.  

Criteria 
Inclusion: The search strategy focused on peer-reviewed articles on frameworks for recovery 
following a disaster or crisis. Frameworks are defined as evidence-based, guiding 
organisational frameworks or models that enable policymakers, professionals or researchers 
to determine key themes, tasks, objectives, criteria to be pursued or proposed methods for 
addressing the post-disaster or post-crisis phase. The research methodology of the articles 
could be qualitative, quantitative or conceptual in nature.  
 
Exclusion: Articles on technological or simulation frameworks were not included, as the focus 
is deliberately on frameworks designed to support citizens in their recovery following 
disasters and crises. Studies published in languages other than English or Dutch were also 
excluded.  

Screening 
The screening of the 145 articles identified took place in two phases. During the first round, 
two researchers independently screened the identified articles based on their titles and 
abstracts, using the inclusion and exclusion criteria. During the second round, the full text of 
the selected articles was screened.  
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1.2 Illustration of the selection process 

The steps in the literature review and how these led to the final selection of the articles are 
shown in Figure 1.1.  
 

 
Figure 1.1 PRISMA flowchart  

1.3 Analysis 

The selected articles were studied, after which relevant information was extracted from the 
publications and categorised. The frameworks were then compared with one another based 
on their objectives and focus, the elements addressed within the frameworks, and the 
context in which the frameworks were developed. This information was subsequently 
incorporated into Chapters 2 to 5.  

Identification of articles via databases 

Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n Articles searched for in: 
databases (n = 3) 

Articles screened by title 
and abstract 
(n = 145) 

Articles excluded from 
screening: 
Duplicate articles: (n = 7) 

Sc
re

en
in

g 

Articles requested for 
review 
(n = 26) 

Articles fully screened 
(n = 26) 
 

Articles excluded 
(n = 119) 

Articles obtained 
(n = 26) 

Articles excluded: 
No focus on recovery  
(n = 5) 
No guideline or framework 
(n = 8) 
Technological or 
simulation framework  
(n = 4) 
  In

cl
us

io
n 

Articles included in the 
review 
(n = 9) 
  



 9/41 
 

2 Recovery 

The frameworks in the selected articles all concern ‘recovery’: a term used in the 
international literature to denote a phase in the ‘disaster cycle’. Within the Sendai 
Framework1 , ‘recovery’ is defined as: “The restoring or improving of livelihoods and health, 
as well as economic, physical, social, cultural and environmental assets, systems and 
activities, of a disaster-affected community or society, aligning with the principles of 
sustainable development and “build back better”, to avoid or reduce future disaster risk.” 
(UNDRR, 2017). This chapter discusses wat the articles say about the term recovery.  

2.1 What is meant by recovery? 

In less than half of the articles, the researchers describe what they mean by recovery. 
Oloruntoba et al. (2018) describe recovery as the entirety of activities and processes aimed 
at reducing both the immediate consequences of a disaster and its long-term effects, and at 
facilitating a rapid recovery. The consequences of disasters are diverse and can range from 
injuries, deaths and mental health issues to damage to buildings, economic losses and 
environmental damage (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022). At the individual level, recovery contribute 
to the resumption of normal life patterns and the restoration of psychosocial stability. In 
addition, recovery reduce the vulnerability of communities by providing information, 
guidance, materials and other resources (Oloruntoba et al., 2018).  
 
According to Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019), recovery is aimed at both restoring and 
ensuring improvements in society in terms of livelihood security, health, and economic, 
social, cultural, physical and ecological systems. Zhang and Tao (2018) view recovery as a 
sustainable endeavour. This involves striving to meet current needs without compromising 
the opportunities of future generations. 

2.1.1 From traditional recovery to ‘Build Back Better’ 
In the past, recovery mainly involved repairing physical damage to buildings and 
infrastructure (Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014). However, various studies show that simply 
rebuilding the situation as it was before a disaster often leads to the re-creation of known 
vulnerabilities (Kennedy et al., 2008; Lyons, 2009; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014). When 
communities are restored to pre-disaster standards, they remain exposed to similar risks in 
the event of a subsequent disaster.  
 
Practice shows that recovery can also offer an opportunity to address and correct structural 
vulnerabilities within a society (Lewis, 2003; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014). This is referred 
to in the literature as the ‘Build Back Better’ concept (in line with the Sendai definition of 
‘recovery’; UNDRR, 2017). According to Clinton (2006), Khasalamwa (2009) and Roberts 
(2000), Build Back Better entails using the reconstruction process to improve the physical, 

 

1 The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction is a policy framework adopted by the Member States of the United 
Nations in 2015. It helps countries to prevent disasters as far as possible, mitigate their impact and make societies more 
resilient.  
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social, ecological and economic conditions of a society, with the aim of creating a more 
resilient society. The concept advocates a broad, holistic approach to recovery, focused on 
future-proofing and societal resilience (Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014). Such a holistic 
approach is also mentioned by Bahmani and Zhang (2022). They argue that the 
consequences of disasters require an integrated and detailed approach. According to 
Lizarralde (2004), recovery projects should be regarded as a portfolio of autonomous yet 
interdependent projects, ranging from physical recovery to economic and cultural 
development.  

2.2  The time dimension of recovery 

Various researchers distinguish between two phases of recovery: short-term and long-term. 
According to Bahrama and Zhang (2022), short-term recovery focuses more on restoring the 
situation as it existed before the disaster or crisis, whilst long-term recovery provides scope 
for improving that situation, such as enhancing the resilience, equity and sustainability of 
societies. Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) and Zhang and Tao (2018) assign a slightly 
different meaning to short-term and long-term recovery. They define the short term as the 
rapid restoration of basic infrastructure and social and economic functions. Long-term 
recovery encompasses physical reconstruction, but also concern livelihoods, the economy, 
culture and risk reduction; in short: activities aimed at returning to life to normal (Zhang & 
Tao, 2018).  
 
The post-disaster phase is often long-lasting and political in nature. Whereas the acute 
phase focuses, for example, on rapid technical assessments of a building’s structural safety, 
the recovery phase relating to that same building may involve issues such as safety, 
liveability, aesthetics and broader contextual factors. Factors such as infrastructure, 
population dynamics, administrative structures, mobility, access to education and healthcare, 
and available resources influence the pace and outcome of recovery processes, which can 
last from years to decades (Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019; Vallance, 2015). 
 
In their article, Olshansky and Johnson (2014) introduce the concept of time compression: 
the concentration of urban development activities that, in the aftermath of a disaster, must 
take place within a short timeframe and often in the same location. The time pressure this 
creates increases the complexity of recovery and requires intensive planning, rapid decision-
making, the involvement of multiple stakeholders, and effective communication. Recovery 
and aftercare are therefore not linear processes with a fixed endpoint, but a complex, non-
linear journey that ultimately transitions into ‘business as usual’ (Olshansky, Johnson, & 
Topping, 2006; Spangle & Associates, 2002). 

2.3 Inequality 

Disasters do not affect everyone in the same way. Not everyone is equally exposed, the 
consequences do not affect everyone equally, and some individuals or communities are 
more vulnerable than others. Groups that had greater resources and social networks prior to 
the disaster tend to recover more quickly, whilst less resilient communities, women and 
marginalised groups are disproportionately affected and recover more slowly (Thapa & 
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Pathranarakul, 2019). During the recovery phase, a way must be found to address such 
inequalities. 
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3 Frameworks for recovery 

The international literature consulted contains only a limited number of frameworks on 
recovery in the aftermath of a disaster. This chapter outlines the core elements of the 
individual frameworks (listed in alphabetical order by first author). It examines the objectives, 
context and key elements of the frameworks. 

3.1 Management framework for disaster recovery projects   

Bahmani and Zhang (2022) describe a conceptual management framework for disaster 
recovery projects. This framework aims to simplify the management process of disaster 
recovery projects by identifying the most common activities and tasks and positioning them 
at appropriate points on a timeline. By applying the proposed framework, an integrated and 
comprehensive post-disaster phase can be achieved. 

3.1.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on a systematic literature review, in which scientific articles were 
examined. The articles dealt with various disasters and crises, such as earthquakes, floods, 
tsunamis and hurricanes, which mainly occurred in Asia, North America and Oceania.  

3.1.2 Elements of the framework 
In the framework by Bahmani and Zhang (2022), a distinction is made between activities that 
take place in preparation for a disaster or crisis and the planning for recovery after a disaster 
or crisis has occurred. In addition, some activities take place in the integration phase. These 
are the activities that belong to both disaster preparedness and recovery.  
 
> Recovery takes place across four phases of project management: planning, design, 

construction and procurement.  
– Planning plays a crucial role in recovery projects due to time and budget constraints, 

and the complexity and uncertainty of recovery projects. It is essential to achieve 
comprehensive and detailed planning due to the increasing frequency of disasters 
and their sudden and destructive effects. 

– During the design phase, a distinction is made between housing and infrastructure. 
Common challenges in housing regeneration include high costs, low sustainability 
and the neglect of socially vulnerable groups (which can widen the poverty gap). 
Several preconditions are important for the successful design of infrastructure: 
effective management, clear and well-established regulations, competent managers, 
effective consultation and communication with stakeholders, user-friendly information 
management systems and adequate resource management. 

– The construction phase requires proper management based on the three primary 
objectives of construction projects (cost, time and quality), which must be balanced 
against one another. A poor understanding of building standards, the use of non-
engineering structures and materials, and a lack of supervision during construction 
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are among the most common mistakes that can lead to low-quality structures in post-
disaster recovery projects. 

– Procurement is vital for securing adequate resources: labour, materials and logistics. 
Many recovery projects struggle with a shortage of resources, which can lead to 
delays.  

 
> Preparation for a disaster or crisis falls into two categories: mitigation and preparedness. 

Mitigation involves the measures taken to reduce risks and potential damage. Examples 
include community-focused disaster planning, insurance, taxation and policy aimed at 
spatial planning. Preparation involves getting ready for a potential disaster or crisis, so 
that swift and effective action can be taken if the disaster or crisis occurs. Examples 
include assessment of available resources, training sessions, raising risk awareness and 
organising emergency shelters.  
 

> Recovery following a disaster or crisis is divided into six categories within the framework. 
– Recovery of housing and infrastructures. Reconstruction following a disaster has two 

aspects: the restoration of damaged or destroyed facilities (housing and 
infrastructure) and development. The restoration of facilities is closely linked to 
improving the general well-being of residents (Cheng et al., 2013). Developments are 
crucial for prevention and preparation for future disasters (Hidayat and Egbu, 2010).  

– Management recovery. Due to the numerous issues requiring guidance, there is a 
need for an administrative and organisational body in the post-disaster phase. In 
addition to strategic decision-making (rules and legislation), management is an 
essential prerequisite for ensuring compliance with and the legitimacy of established 
rules. Examples of activities within this category include assessing the damage, 
prioritising recovery activities, ensuring the provision of information, process 
evaluations and developing implementation plans.  

– Social recovery. Disasters can have serious consequences for both the physical and 
mental well-being of people (Akiyama, 2019; Ge et al., 2010; Liu and Han, 2009; 
Opdyke, 2017). Conditions for successful social recovery in the post-disaster phase 
include stable institutions, the availability of human capital (knowledge, skills and 
competencies) and financial support (Liu and Han, 2009). Other important factors for 
social recovery are social relationships, trust in the government, public health, the 
availability of schools, gender and power equality, and taking people’s needs into 
account. 

– Economic recovery. Generally speaking, the restoration of livelihoods (local 
economic activity) following a disaster is central to research on economic recovery. 
Economic recovery can be divided into three main dimensions: planned and fair 
financial assistance, recovery of livelihoods (means of subsistence) and support of 
residents’ business.   

– Policy recovery: Regulations established by public authorities influence recovery 
projects following disasters and crises. Due to the specific requirements of such 
projects, changes and adjustments to policy are frequently observed (Johnson, 
2006). Activities included here: policy adjustments, the use of financial incentives, 
approaches to policymaking (top-down, bottom-up) and government supervision. 

– Environmental recovery. Most of the available research reveals environmental 
damages, as one of the greatest obstacles on the way to a successful recovery of 
disaster recovery projects (Xu and Lu, 2012). Post-disaster recovery projects should 
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focus on ecological-friendly decisions, whilst simultaneously striving to restore the 
damaged environment (Lizarralde, 2004). 
 

> Activities in the integration phase are those that form part of both disaster preparedness 
and recovery. These include activities such as stakeholder participation, communication, 
reducing vulnerability to disasters and crises, financial support and updating regulations.  

3.2 Organisational Capability Framework for Earthquake 
Recovery 

Chang-Richards et al. (2017) have developed an organisational capacity framework for 
effective recovery following earthquakes. The framework identifies the five key challenges 
faced by organisations operating in the post-earthquake recovery phase. It also describes 
three core capacities required to address these challenges.  
 
The framework offers practical insights that can help the engineering and construction sector 
to anticipate and prepare for capacity challenges, both at the level of individual organisations 
and at sector level, and in collaboration with government agencies within the context of 
disaster management. 

3.2.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on longitudinal, empirical research involving fifteen construction 
organisations that were actively involved in recovery work following the earthquake in 
Christchurch, New Zealand, between 2012 and 2015.  

3.2.2 Elements of the framework 
The framework describes the five main challenges for the engineering and construction 
sector during the recovery phase following an earthquake, namely: (1) technical 
incompetence (lack of knowledge and expertise), (2) additional technical requirements, (3) a 
lack of training in disaster psychology and social interaction, (4) shortfalls and temporary 
supply of talent pool (lack of capacity), and (5) delayed, fluctuating and uncertain demands.  
 
The core capabilities required to address these challenges include: 
> (A) Knowledge and expertise in the field of disaster recovery, addressing the first three 

challenges (as mentioned above).  
> (B) Adaptive capacity within the organisation, which responds to the fourth and fifth 

challenges. Possessing adaptive capacity, including through organisational- -learning, 
innovation and collaboration, is crucial for dealing with disruptive events such as 
earthquakes. 

> (C) Collective support between organisations that enables solutions to be provided for all 
five challenges. During the recovery phase following the earthquakes, recovery agencies 
released inconsistent information regarding workflows. For example, there was a lack of 
information regarding when construction projects would come onto the market and what 
resources might be required for them. This had a detrimental effect on staff planning 
within the engineering and construction sectors. In addition, for example, a training 
course should be offered that incorporates all the technical and social lessons learned 
from the earthquakes. 
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3.3 Building Back Better Framework 

Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) developed the ‘Building Back Better (BBB) framework’ to 
support the practical application of BBB principles to improve post-disaster recovery. The 
framework, including its associated categories and principles, can be used as a basis for 
formulating recommendations to strengthen the applicability of BBB concepts in the areas of 
risk reduction, community recovery and effective and efficient implementation. In addition, 
the framework provides guidance for developing solutions to common, yet previously 
overlooked, bottlenecks in post-disaster recovery. At the same time, it maintains a 
comprehensive overview of all relevant aspects.  

3.3.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on core concepts and principles from existing guidelines that 
directly or indirectly approach recovery and reconstruction activities from the perspective of 
the Build Back Better concept. Examples of existing guidelines include: the document Key 
propositions for BBB (Clinton, 2006) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 
Rebuilding for a more sustainable future: an operational framework (FEMA, 2000). The 
framework is not designed for specific types of disasters and is not targeted at any specific 
country.  

3.3.2 Elements of the framework 
Within the framework, Build Back Better encompasses four core categories: risk reduction, 
community recovery, implementation and monitoring, and evaluation. For each core 
category, two principals have been formulated based on the findings.  
> Risk reduction encompasses measures aimed at increasing a society’s resilience. This is 

mainly achieved through improvements in the structural design of the built environment, 
with the aim of preventing or limiting damage caused by disasters, and through spatial 
planning that avoids or manages existing risks. These findings make it possible to 
subdivide the risk reduction category into two principles, enabling its integration into 
reconstruction and recovery. Principle 1, the improvement of structural designs, focuses 
on improving structures and enforcing these improvements through amended building 
regulations. Principle 2, spatial planning, focuses on applying knowledge of risks and 
hazards in spatial planning to minimise risks.  

> Community recovery focuses on involving the community in recovery processes, 
strengthening the community, providing needs-based recovery solutions, addressing 
social aspects, and supporting psychosocial recovery. Supporting the community’s 
economic recovery and the restoration of livelihoods and entrepreneurship are also key 
components of recovery. Community recovery therefore encompasses two central 
principles. Principle 3, social recovery, focuses on the psychosocial aspects of the post-
disaster phase. Principle 4, economic recovery, focuses on improving the economic 
situation of the affected community.  

> Implementation brings together the resources needed to achieve risk reduction and 
community recovery in an efficient and effective manner. Implementation comprises two 
central principles. Principle 5, stakeholder management, advocates for coordinated roles 
and cooperation between stakeholders. Principle 6, legislation and regulations, focuses 
on applying legislation and regulations to guide and support recovery operations.  

> Monitoring and evaluation encompass the monitoring and evaluation activities that 
should be carried out throughout all recovery activities. By learning from experience and 
translating these lessons into recovery plans and training programmes to prepare for 
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future events, a society can respond more effectively to a future disaster. This category 
spans the three other categories: risk reduction, community recovery and 
implementation.  

3.4 National Disaster Recovery Framework 

Olshansky and Johnson (2014) describe a national post-disaster framework in their article on 
developments in the role of the federal government in supporting community recovery 
following disasters. The framework constitutes the first explicit elaboration of the United 
States’ federal recovery policy and serves as a guide to promote a unified, collaborative and 
effective approach to disaster recovery. 

3.4.1 Background and context 
The framework was published in 2011 by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) following the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act.2 The framework 
focuses primarily on large-scale or catastrophic incidents in the United States, including 
natural disasters.  

3.4.2 Elements of the framework 
The framework contains several features that are important in relation to promoting disaster 
recovery (FEMA, n.d.): 
> Extensive federal support: The framework describes how the federal government 

supports recovery operations within states, local authorities and territories, and 
indigenous communities.   

> Flexible and clear structure: The framework provides a flexible structure that enables 
officials and crisis managers to operate in a variety of contexts.  

> Focus on complex recovery processes: The framework takes into account the 
multifaceted and interlinked nature of recovery operations and highlights the challenges 
arising from the increasing frequency and severity of disasters. 

> Emphasis on resilience and sustainable recovery planning: Recovery planning is seen 
as a key opportunity to rebuild communities in a resilient and sustainable manner. 

> Recognition of the cyclical nature of recovery: The framework recognises that recovery is 
not a linear process: response, recovery and reconstruction often take place 
simultaneously, thereby illustrating the ongoing nature of the disaster cycle. 

3.5 Framework of Key Activities and Processes in the 
Preparedness and Recovery Phases of Disaster 
Management 

Oloruntoba et al. (2018) describe a framework that focuses on activities and processes in 
both the pre-disaster and post-disaster phases. The framework was developed to support 
policymakers in identifying key activities and processes within the preparedness and 
recovery phases. It offers opportunities for analysis and contributes to a better understanding 
of the interactions within and between different activities, processes and stakeholders. In 

 

2 In October 2006, Congress passed the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA). The Act directed 
the Administrator of FEMA to lead a coordinated effort among federal agencies to develop two national strategies: a 
National Disaster Recovery Strategy and a National Disaster Housing Strategy (Olshansky & Johnson, 2014). 
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addition, it serves as a guide for making informed choices between the available options for 
designing preparedness and recovery processes.  

3.5.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on empirical data drawn from case studies of bushfires and a 
cyclone in Australia. The researchers deliberately selected case studies from Australia (a 
prosperous and developed country), as many published frameworks on the preparedness 
and recovery phases of disasters are based on international operations in developing 
countries (Galindo and Batta, 2013; Oloruntoba et al., 2018). This framework explicitly 
excludes search and rescue operations, operational incident response and emergency aid.  

3.5.2 Elements of the framework  
The framework developed by Oloruntoba and colleagues (2018) distinguishes between 
processes and activities in the preparedness and recovery phases. It also focuses on 
investments in both tangible and intangible aspects.  
 
> The preparation phase comprises procedures and processes designed to provide 

protection against disasters and crises. Well-developed plans, processes and activities 
help to ensure that recovery processes in the event of a disaster proceed efficiently, 
effectively and adaptively. An example of an activity is the inventory of available 
equipment and supplies, such as chainsaws and water pumps. In addition, risk 
communication, contingency plans and training activities play an important role in 
increasing resilience in preparation for a potential disaster or crisis. 

> The recovery phase requires targeted government investment in both tangible and 
intangible resources, activities and processes.  
– Tangible investments focus on the physical and ecological recovery of the affected 

area. This includes the restoration of infrastructure, as well as the implementation of 
ecological recovery programmes for affected flora and fauna. The restoration of the 
environment includes, among other things, the clearance of rubble, the removal of 
hazardous substances and the restoration of critical community infrastructures, such 
as television stations and town halls. In addition, activities such as the mobilisation of 
resources and the transport of building materials and equipment fall into this 
category. 

– Intangible recovery activities and processes include, among other things, research 
into the recovery needs of communities. Effective process management is essential 
in this regard, with recovery efforts being directed by a competent leader. Community 
participation and local ownership of decision-making are also crucial to shaping 
recovery in a sustainable and socially supported manner. Furthermore, management 
of knowledge plays a central role. Evaluations, experiences, documents and lessons 
learnt must be systematically recorded and fed back into all phases of disaster 
response, so that the resilience of communities can be strengthened in the long term. 
Finally, investment in financial resources is necessary to enable reconstruction, 
restoration and rebuilding. Public funding can be used to support affected 
communities in meeting their basic daily needs and to support organisations that 
contribute to employment and livelihood security. The ultimate goal is to restore 
economic activities as quickly as possible and to prevent residents from leaving the 
affected areas (permanently).  
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3.6 Framework for Community Participation 

Sadiqi et al. (2017) developed a framework in response to the bottlenecks they identified in 
community participation in post-disaster reconstruction. This framework supports the 
planning and implementation of a participatory approach to reconstruction projects in 
Afghanistan and focuses on restoring social structures, strengthening a sense of project 
ownership, supporting post-disaster recovery and creating livelihood opportunities. 

3.6.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on insights from an earlier quantitative study on barriers to 
community participation (Sadiqi et al., 2016) and a subsequent qualitative study involving 
interviews with professionals with extensive experience in disaster management (Sadiqi et 
al., 2017). Although the framework was developed for post-disaster reconstruction projects in 
Afghanistan, Sadiqi et al. (2017) argue that, with a few adjustments, it can also be applied in 
similar contexts elsewhere in the world. 

3.6.2 Elements of the framework 
Sadiqi et al. (2017) identify barriers to community participation in post-disaster 
reconstruction: an opaque reconstruction process, donors’ desire for rapid reconstruction, 
limited capacity and engagement within the community, gender issues, a lack of competency 
among NGOs, inherent difficulties and weaknesses within the community, a slow land 
acquisition process, government policy and practice, and a lack of security.  
 
To address these bottlenecks, the framework identifies four objectives with corresponding 
tasks. 
> The restoration of social cohesion within a society can be promoted by identifying 

displaced persons, organising meetings with affected citizens, and restoring basic 
infrastructure, such as roads and water supplies. 

> Strengthening the sense of ownership of the project requires that the reconstruction 
strategy be clearly communicated to affected citizens and that the roles and 
contributions of both the community and NGOs be clearly defined. 

> In addition to infrastructure restoration, post-disaster care also requires the provision of 
psychological support. Traumatic events, such as the loss of family members, social 
cohesion and self-confidence, can seriously undermine citizens’ ability to actively 
participate in the reconstruction of their community. 

> Creating livelihood opportunities focuses on identifying existing skills within the 
community, offering skills training, utilising local labour, and restoring sources of income. 
This makes use of existing local capacity. 

3.7 Inclusive Disaster Risk Management Framework 

Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) refer in their work to the ‘Inclusive Disaster Rsk 
Management Framework’. The framework supports disaster management professionals in 
assessing the degree of inclusivity of their actions based on a number of criteria. 

3.7.1 Background and context 
The framework was developed by Inclusive Community Resilience for Sustainable Disaster 
Risk Management (INCRISD) South Asia and is the result of a two-year project in 



 19/41 
 

Afghanistan, Bangladesh, India, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka (INCRISD South Asia, 2014). 
The overarching aim of this project was to create and strengthen safe and resilient 
communities. The framework is widely applicable across a range of disaster situations. 
Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) applied it to the recovery following the 2015 earthquake in 
Nepal.  

3.7.2 Elements of the framework 
The framework comprises four dimensions:  
> Participation in decision-making: within this dimension, an assessment is made of the 

extent to which residents are actively involved in disaster risk management and 
programmes, whether they have a genuine say in decision-making processes, and 
whether they can hold relevant institutions to account. 

> Tailored approach: this dimension focuses on whether disaster risk management 
practices and strategies are tailored to existing challenges, fit the context, and are 
sufficiently flexible to respond to changing circumstances. 

> Recognition of diversity: the central issue here is whether practices take into account the 
diversity of people in different positions of power, the diversity of risks and disasters, the 
varying nature of challenges, and the variety of institutions and sectors involved at 
different levels. 

> Removing barriers: this dimension emphasises the importance of removing barriers to 
inclusion, addressing the underlying causes of exclusion, redefining power relations and 
achieving sustainable results.  

 

3.8 Community-Based Recovery Framework 

Vallance (2015) describes a framework setting out the key elements of the Waimakariri 
District Council’s approach following the earthquakes in Canterbury, New Zealand. The aim 
was to provide insight into the council’s ongoing efforts by documenting the problems, as 
well as the opportunities, that arose after the earthquakes.  

3.8.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on the efforts of the Waimakariri District Council (a medium-sized 
local authority with 235 staff in New Zealand) following the 2010 earthquakes. A literature 
review and interviews were conducted to develop the framework.  

3.8.2 Elements of the framework 
The framework shows that the earthquakes placed significant demands on the local 
authority, but that these could be met through the development of several integrative 
mechanisms: mechanisms that ensure that people or parts of a community work well 
together and remain connected. The framework identifies the following mechanisms:  
> The appointment of three ‘recovery managers’ immediately after the earthquakes, who 

identified bottlenecks by being present in the affected area.   
> The co-location of both social and infrastructure recovery teams in a single building 

created an integrated and community-focused recovery framework. This led to the 
breaking down of barriers.  
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> Familiarity with the local context. The council possesses local knowledge, direct access 
to maps, information on, for example, land use and other risks, and has relationships 
with local contractors, NGOs and community organisations.  

> Two-way communication through frequent meetings with residents and by actively 
engaging with them to inform decision-making.  

> New committees were set up to, among other things, facilitate the flow of information 
from the community to elected representatives in the municipality and to ensure that 
post-earthquake recovery aligned with broader needs in the district.  

> Consensus on the view that it is the municipality’s role to empower the community to 
take charge of its own recovery.  

3.9 Integrated Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable 
Disaster Recovery 

Zhang and Tao (2018) developed the ‘Integrated Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable 
Disaster Recovery’ with the aim of analysing and evaluating the sustainability of post-
disaster recovery. 

3.9.1 Background and context 
The framework is based on findings from multiple studies on post-disaster recovery. Zhang 
and Tao (2018) apply the framework in their article to evaluate the implementation of the 
Paired-Assistance Policy (PAP3 ) in response to the Wenchuan earthquake in China. 

3.9.2 Elements of the framework 
In the framework, sustainable recovery is approached as a cyclical process consisting of four 
components.  
> Sustainable recovery as a goal: According to Zhang and Tao (2018), sustainability must 

be central to recovery policy. The recovery measures are aimed at improving quality of 
life, strengthening the local economy and improving living conditions. 

> Sustainable recovery as a process: Sustainable recovery is seen as a phased process 
that begins with emergency measures such as the construction of temporary shelters, 
followed by replacement reconstruction that can take months to years and is aimed at 
restoring the normal situation. Ultimately, the recovery process evolves into a long-term 
phase focused on remembrance and on the development and strengthening of future-
proof infrastructure. This phase can span many years and contributes to economic 
progress and structural improvements for the local community. 

> Sustainable recovery as a structure: Sustainable recovery creates an organisational 
structure that promotes the self-reliance of individuals and communities. Recovery 
operations are successful when they align with the needs of the local community and are 
carried out by organisations capable of realising the programme’s objectives. 

> Sustainable recovery as the goal: When sustainable recovery is seen as the goal, these 
efforts lead to community improvement. This is characterised by long-term and multi-
pronged approaches that mitigate significant risks in affected areas, supplemented by 
mutual aid agreements for response and recovery, multi-organisational partnerships, 
vertical and horizontal inter-governmental cooperation, strengthening of disaster 

 

3 The basic principle of the PAP is that one prosperous county or city supports one severely affected county or city (Zhang 
& Tao, 2018). 
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management capacity at state and sub-state levels, and appropriate funding systems 
and processes (Rubin & Popkin, 1990). 
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4 Comparison of frameworks 

In this chapter, the frameworks discussed are compared with one another on the basis of a 
number of factors: the approach to recovery (generic (holistic) or specific), the objective 
(focused solely on recovery or also on improvement), the elements (themes) addressed in 
the frameworks, and the background and context in which the frameworks were developed. 
See Appendix 2 for an overview.  

4.1 Generic or specific  

The frameworks differ from one another in terms of a generic or specific approach to 
recovery. Frameworks with a generic, holistic approach focus on both preparation for and 
recovery from a disaster or crisis (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014; 
Oloruntoba et al., 2018). The specific frameworks that focus on a particular theme 
concentrate purely on the recovery phase of a disaster or crisis (Chang-Richards et al., 
2017; Olshansky & Johnson, 2014; Sadiqi et al., 2017; Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019; 
Vallance, 2015; Zhang & Tao, 2018).  
 
The generic frameworks developed by Bahmani and Zhang (2022), Mannakkara and 
Wilkinson (2014) and Oloruntoba et al. (2018) describe a wide variety of themes and 
processes relating to post-disaster care, rather than focusing specifically on a single process 
or theme. This is also reflected in the objectives of the frameworks. The objectives of 
Bahmani and Zhang (2022) and Oloruntoba et al. (2018) are very similar: identifying the key 
activities and processes for disaster preparedness and recovery following a disaster. 
Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) aim, through their framework, to facilitate the practical 
application of Build Back Better concepts to improve recovery.  
 
The specific frameworks all focus purely on the recovery phase of a disaster and have 
diverse and (often) narrow objectives. Chang-Richards et al. (2017), for example, focused on 
the construction sector to help it anticipate capacity challenges during recovery work. The 
objective of Olshansky and Johnson (2014) was to develop guidance for the federal 
government to promote a consistent, collaborative and effective approach to disaster 
recovery. Sadiqi et al. (2017) aimed to support a participatory approach to reconstruction 
projects. Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) sought, through their framework, to support 
disaster management professionals in assessing the degree of inclusivity of their approach. 
Vallance (2015) aimed to provide insight into the efforts of a local authority. Finally, the 
framework by Zhang and Tao (2018) aimed to analyse and evaluate the sustainability of 
post-disaster recovery.  
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4.2 Recovery or improvement 

The frameworks differ from one another in terms of their focus following a disaster or crisis. 
Does the framework focus on a return to a ‘normal’ situation, or does it also address the 
improvement of vulnerabilities within society?  
 
Five frameworks focus primarily on social recovery and specific areas of focus within the 
approach (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022; Chang-Richard et al., 2017; Olshansky & Johnson, 
2014; Sadiqi et al., 2016; Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019; Vallance, 2015). For instance, 
Vallance (2015) focuses on inclusivity, Olshansky and Johnson (2014) on central support for 
local government, and Chang-Richard et al. (2017) on the capacities to cope with 
challenges.  
 
The other four frameworks also focus on addressing and improving structural vulnerabilities 
within communities to make them more resilient in the event of a future disaster or crisis. 
Oloruntoba et al. (2018), for example, have specifically included knowledge management in 
their framework, so that previous experiences and lessons are systematically recorded and 
fed back into all phases of disaster response and crisis management. The frameworks of 
Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) and Zhang and Tao (2018) are entirely focused on 
improving structural vulnerabilities. Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) emphasise improving 
reconstruction and recovery processes by developing solutions to common bottlenecks. 
Zhang and Tao (2018) approach sustainable recovery evaluatively in four ways: as a goal, 
process, structure and outcome.  

4.3 Elements of the frameworks 

The frameworks differ from one another in terms of the elements they comprise. 
Nevertheless, there are also significant similarities, particularly when the frameworks are 
divided into two groups. The first group consists of the generic frameworks that focus on 
both recovery and the improvement of society. The elements in these frameworks describe a 
broad range of themes and processes for recovery. The second group consists of 
frameworks that describe a specific theme or process. The elements of these frameworks 
mainly consist of the bottlenecks of the specific themes or processes and solutions to them. 
 
The comparison first focuses on the similarities and differences between the elements of the 
generic frameworks. This is followed by a comparison of the elements of the specific 
frameworks.  

4.3.1 Generic frameworks focused on recovery and improvement 
The three generic frameworks (see section 4.1) that primarily describe the key themes and 
associated activities for preparing for and recovering from a disaster or crisis (Bahmani & 
Zhang, 2022; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014; Oloruntoba et al., 2018) contain (partly) 
comparable elements.  
> All three frameworks focus on physical recovery efforts. Bahmani and Zhang (2022) and 

Oloruntoba et al. (2018) both mention the restoration of infrastructure and the ecological 
environment. In addition, the framework developed by Oloruntoba et al. (2018) also 
includes restoration of the living environment. Bahmani and Zhang (2022) specifically 
mention the restoration of housing. 
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> The frameworks of Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) and Bahmani and Zhang (2022) 
both include an element of risk reduction to prevent damage. The framework of 
Oloruntoba et al. (2018) does not mention risk reduction.  

> All three frameworks contain process-oriented elements. The management and/or 
participation of stakeholders is mentioned in all three frameworks. The framework by 
Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) also includes the element of legislation and 
regulations, as does the framework by Bahmani and Zhang (2022).  

> All three frameworks contain a financial element. Oloruntoba et al. (2018) identify the 
financial resources required for rebuilding, reconstruction and restoration. Bahmani and 
Zhang (2022) and Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014) focus more on matters necessary 
for economic recovery, such as planned and equitable financial support, restoration of 
livelihoods and support for local businesses.  

> Both the framework by Oloruntoba et al. (2018) and that by Mannakkara and Wilkinson 
(2014) identify (the need for) psychosocial aftercare for the community. This element is 
absent from the framework by Bahmani and Zhang (2022).  

> Two frameworks identify research and evaluation as a theme for recovery. Oloruntoba et 
al. (2018) refer to knowledge management to learn from previous experiences and 
lessons. In the framework by Mannakkara and Wilkinson (2014), this is referred to as 
monitoring and evaluation. This element is missing from the framework by Bahmani and 
Zhang (2022). 

4.3.2 Specific frameworks focused solely on recovery 
A common feature of the six specific frameworks (Chang-Richards et al., 2017; Olshansky & 
Johnson, 2014; Sadiqi et al., 2016; Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019; Vallance, 2015 & Zhang & 
Tao, 2018) is that they consist primarily of points for attention and/or solutions to bottlenecks 
that have arisen during the recovery phase. At the same time, there are significant 
differences between the frameworks in terms of the nature of the bottlenecks, points for 
attention and solutions.  
 
For example, Sadiqi et al. (2016) describe several bottlenecks in the participation of affected 
communities in reconstruction and formulate objectives to address these bottlenecks. 
Community involvement is cited as a bottleneck, for instance, and the restoration of social 
cohesion as an objective. Chang-Richards et al. (2017) describe a number of challenges in 
post-earthquake recovery and propose solutions to these challenges through core 
capacities. Technical competence, for example, is cited as a challenge, whilst knowledge 
and expertise in the field of post-disaster recovery (core capacity) are identified as solutions.  
 
Olshansky and Johnson (2014) describe several elements, such as a flexible and 
unambiguous structure, which together form a framework to promote a clear, collaborative 
approach to recovery. Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) identify four dimensions for 
assessing the inclusivity of a recovery approach, such as participation in decision-making. 
Vallance (2015) describes the problems and opportunities that arose within a municipality 
following an earthquake. One problem was that the municipality lacked sufficient insight into 
the issues affecting the affected area. As a solution, a number of ‘recovery managers’ were 
appointed who would be physically present in the area and thus able to provide clarity on the 
issues.  
 
Finally, Zhang and Tao (2018) describe various sustainable recovery measures based on a 
cyclical process. For example, by placing sustainable recovery at the heart of recovery 
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policy, measures can focus on improving quality of life, strengthening the economy and 
improving living conditions.  

4.4 Background and context  

Just as with the content, the background and context of the frameworks also differ. Firstly, 
the research methods used to develop the frameworks vary. Oloruntoba et al. (2018) and 
Zhang and Thao (2018) based their frameworks on case studies. Chang-Richards et al. 
(2017), Sadiqi et al. (2016) and Vallance (2015) used interviews and documents, Bahmani 
and Zhang (2022) reviewed the literature, and Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) employed a 
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods. The framework by Mannakkara and 
Wilkinson (2014) was developed based on existing guidelines.  
 
Secondly, a distinction can be made regarding the context in which the frameworks were 
developed. For instance, there is variation in the types of disasters and/or crises that have 
been studied. Four frameworks focused on a specific type of disaster: wildfires and cyclones 
(Oloruntoba et al., 2018) or earthquakes (Chang-Richards et al., 2017; Thapa & 
Pathranarakul, 2019; Zhang & Tao, 2018). The other four frameworks examined a broad 
spectrum of crisis types (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022; Mannakkara & Wilkinson, 2014; 
Olshansky & Johnson, 2014; Sadiqi et al., 2016).  
 
Furthermore, the cultural and socio-economic contexts of the countries in which the 
frameworks were developed differ. Thapa and Pathranarakul (2019) and Sadiqi et al. (2016) 
based their frameworks on low-income countries. The remaining frameworks are based on 
higher-income countries (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022; Chang-Richards et al., 2017; Oloruntoba 
et al., 2018; Olshansky & Johnson, 2014; Vallance, 2015; Zhang & Tao, 2018).  
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5 Additional themes 

Some of the articles discussed address specific themes related to recovery that have not yet 
been covered in this document. To ensure this knowledge is not lost, this chapter focuses on 
these themes: the role of local government, leadership, community participation and the 
provision of information. 

5.1 Role of local government 

Local authorities play a key role in the recovery phase following a disaster or crisis 
(Olshansky & Johnson, 2014; Vallance, 2015). Even in the context of a disaster, local 
authorities possess a legally enshrined and democratic mandate to influence a wide range of 
issues within the local context. Furthermore, they have access to local knowledge and a 
local network of other (local) authorities, community organisations, NGOs, businesses and 
other key figures (Vallance, 2015). Furthermore, local authorities continue to exist after the 
‘official’ recovery phase has ended, unlike ad hoc organisations that emerge during a 
disaster or crisis. As a result, local authorities are better positioned and motivated not only to 
look at the short term, but to adopt a strategic and long-term vision (McGuire & Schneck, 
2010).  
 
Research by Olshansky and Johnson (2014) shows that the most successful organisations 
focus on the efficient, effective and equitable management of financial flows; gathering and 
disseminating information to support decision-making; building capacity for long-term 
recovery through collaboration with and coordination of local groups; and balancing the 
provision of immediate needs with the exploitation of opportunities for long-term 
improvements (Johnson & Olshansky, 2013). Henstra (2010) has identified five useful areas 
in the field of recovery for local authorities. These are developing a recovery plan, identifying 
partner organisations and assigning responsibilities, combining crisis management with 
regular (‘business as usual’) activities, having a strategy and budget for damage 
assessments, having a plan for clearing debris, and addressing the psychosocial 
consequences for victims and aid workers.  

5.2 Leadership 

The literature emphasises the importance of leadership during the recovery phase. Cigler 
(2007) argues that the recovery phase requires specific skills, such as the ability to delegate, 
good communication skills, decisiveness and the capacity to coordinate. According to 
various researchers, the leadership style must evolve as the recovery process progresses. 
Whereas a command-and-control approach may be more appropriate in the early stages of 
recovery, this should gradually shift towards a more collegial, deliberative and inclusive 
leadership style, in which the community plays an active role (Pearce, 2003; Sullivan, 2003; 
Coles & Buckle, 2004; Olshansky, 2006; Waugh & Streib, 2006; Wilson, 2009; Olshansky & 
Johnson, 2010). Vallance (2015) describes how the situation may also require the 
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simultaneous use of both leadership styles. For example, some quick decisions can be taken 
without lengthy and formal consultation processes. However, they must then align with 
people’s needs. These needs can be assessed by being actively present within the 
community. Potentially controversial decisions, such as the closure of popular community 
facilities, do require a more collaborative leadership style. Such decisions can be 
problematic if they are not accompanied by effective communication explaining why the 
measures are necessary.  

5.3 Stakeholder participation within the society 

Effective recovery following disasters and crises requires the active participation of 
stakeholders at all levels of decision-making within society. Decisions regarding 
reconstruction must not be imposed from the top down but must be reached in close 
collaboration with the affected community. Key considerations here include the systematic 
mapping of needs, intensive communication with residents and the utilisation of local 
knowledge. Initiatives such as a central task force to coordinate community recovery can 
help to bridge the gap between the community and decision-makers (Oloruntoba et al. 
2018). 
 
Sadiqi and colleagues (2017) describe several barriers to community participation in 
reconstruction projects: a lack of capacity within the community, gender-related issues, 
insufficient professional expertise among NGOs, government policy and practice, and a lack 
of security. Various activities can be carried out to remove or reduce the barriers to 
community participation. For instance, it is essential to engage in dialogue with affected 
residents. This offer implementing organisations the opportunity to explain their objectives 
and, together with those affected, to identify both short-term and long-term needs. Restoring 
basic infrastructure (such as access roads and water supply) and essential services (such as 
healthcare and education) is seen as a prerequisite for sustainable and permanent housing. 
A first step in encouraging affected residents to return to their living environment is to provide 
social support and psychosocial assistance. Furthermore, reconstruction should not be 
limited to building or repairing homes; it is about restoring society in the broadest sense. 
After all, in addition to housing, people also need an income and access to livelihoods. 
Ownership and a sense of responsibility within the affected community are key success 
factors for reconstruction.  
 
The role of gender, and particularly the participation of women, is a key focus within 
reconstruction and risk management. Sadiqi et al. (2017) emphasise that the meaning and 
interpretation of women’s participation are highly context dependent. It can also vary 
considerably between countries and regions (Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019). Nevertheless, 
the importance of women’s involvement is emphasised. Their participation is seen as a 
success factor for reconstruction due to the specific knowledge they possess. Women often 
know best what the needs of households are. At the same time, other studies show that the 
extent to which women can actually participate is influenced by various systemic and cultural 
barriers, such as dependence on men, lack of education, limited self-confidence, traditional 
gender roles, insufficient coordination between organisations, and constraints in policy, 
capacity and budget (Hemachandra et al., 2017; Thapa & Pathranarakul, 2019).  
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5.4 Information provision 

Intensive communication and central coordination of public information and the media are 
essential in the aftermath of disasters and crises (Oloruntoba et al., 2018). Research shows 
that effective communication helps to reduce public anxiety and increase trust between the 
government and citizens. This trust, in turn, forms the basis for broadly supported planning, 
more efficient recovery in terms of time and quality, better information flows, and strong 
cohesion between different stakeholders. Governments play a key role in this by establishing 
robust structures for information dissemination that enable other actors to make better-
informed decisions (Bahmani & Zhang, 2022; Hidayat & Egbu 2010; Olshansky et al., 2008; 
Rouhanizadeh & Kermanshachi 2019; Sadiqi et al., 2017; Yang 2011).  
 
The media play an important role in disseminating public information during the post-disaster 
phase. At the same time, media attention can also hinder recovery: critical or negative 
reporting, for example, can sow doubt and put pressure on decision-making. For this reason, 
it is important to establish a central hub for information at an early stage. Proactive 
information provision, for example through regular updates, visualising progress and media 
briefings, contributes to transparency and trust. It is important that concrete milestones, such 
as the restoration of the electricity supply, the reopening of a school and the repair of homes, 
are clearly communicated to the community. Achievements must also be explicitly 
highlighted and celebrated (Oloruntoba et al., 2018). 
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6 Conclusion and discussion 

The aim of this literature review was to identify and analyse international frameworks for 
recovery to establish a theoretical basis for national guidelines on recovery in the 
Netherlands. This chapter addresses the main and sub-questions in the conclusion. It is 
followed by a discussion of the results.  

6.1 Conclusion  

6.1.1 Meaning of recovery 
One of the few articles that describes what is meant by recovery indicates that this 
encompasses the entirety of activities and processes aimed at both mitigating the immediate 
consequences of a disaster or crisis and its long-term consequences.  
> Several frameworks view recovery as a return to the original situation or ‘normal’. Other 

frameworks go further and see disasters and crises as an opportunity to address 
vulnerabilities in a society in a structural way.  

> Recovery and aftercare are not linear processes with a fixed endpoint, but complex, non-
linear trajectories that ultimately transition into ‘business as usual’.  

> Recovery is characterised by significant inequalities. Groups that have greater resources 
and social networks at their disposal prior to a disaster or crisis generally recover more 
quickly.  

6.1.2 Description of the frameworks 
The frameworks for recovery can be divided into two categories. The first category 
comprises generic frameworks that describe a wide variety of themes and processes. These 
frameworks focus on both restoring and improving society. The second category consists of 
specific frameworks that focus primarily on a single theme or process.  
> The elements described in the frameworks vary, yet there are similarities.  

– The three generic frameworks describe the key themes and processes of recovery. 
They address physical recovery work, collaboration with stakeholders and financial 
settlement. In addition, two frameworks address risk reduction, psychosocial support, 
and research and evaluation.  

– The six specific frameworks share the common feature of primarily describing points 
for attention and/or solutions to bottlenecks in the recovery phase. At the same time, 
there are significant differences between the frameworks in terms of the themes of 
the bottlenecks, points for attention and solutions: damage repair, community 
participation, inclusivity, sustainable recovery measures, and the role of local 
government 

> The background and context in which the frameworks were developed vary. For 
example, the research methods used, the types of disasters and/or crises studied, and 
the income levels of the countries on which the frameworks are based differ.  
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6.1.3 Additional themes 
Several articles focus on additional themes:  
> Local authorities play an important role in the post-disaster phase, partly due to their 

legally enshrined and democratic power to influence a wide range of issues within the 
local context, their local knowledge, access to a local network, and the ability to combine 
crisis management with regular activities.  

> Leadership in the post-phase of a disaster or crisis also requires specific skills, such as 
the ability to delegate, communicate and make decisions. It is also important that the 
leadership style evolves as the recovery process progresses. In the initial phase, a 
command-and-control approach is important, but this must gradually shift towards a 
more collegial, deliberative and inclusive leadership style, in which the community plays 
an active role. 

> Effective recovery following disasters and crises requires active participation from 
society at all levels of decision-making. Decisions regarding reconstruction must not be 
imposed top-down but must be reached in close collaboration with the affected 
community. The role of gender, and particularly the participation of women, is a key 
focus within recovery projects. 

> Intensive communication and central coordination of public information and the media 
are essential. Good communication helps to reduce public anxiety and to increase trust 
between the government and citizens, which is necessary to build support for recovery 
plans.  

6.1.4 Main question 
Which frameworks are described in the international scientific literature for recovery? Based 
on the search strategy employed, nine frameworks have been identified.  
 
> Framework 1. Management framework for disaster recovery projects 
> Framework 2. Organisational Capability Framework for Earthquake Recovery 
> Framework 3. Build Back Better Framework 
> Framework 4. National Disaster Recovery Framework 
> Framework 5. Framework of Key Activities and Processes in the Preparedness and 

Recovery Phases of Disaster Management 
> Framework 6. Framework for Community Participation 
> Framework 7. Inclusive Disaster Risk Management Framework 
> Framework 8. Community-Based Recovery Framework 
> Framework 9. Integrated Framework for Evaluation of Sustainable Disaster Recovery. 
 
No single framework describes all possible themes that may arise in relation to recovery 
after a disaster. The majority of the frameworks focus on recovery from natural disasters.  

6.2  Discussion  

This literature review has identified several frameworks for recovery from international 
literature. The results invite several reflections. It is striking that, given the volume of 
literature on disaster and crisis management, only a few scientific articles were found that 
describe frameworks for recovery. This confirms the view that the post-disaster phase is 
relatively underdeveloped and under-exposed. 
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The frameworks cover a wide range of topics relating to recovery, including basic support 
(housing, food, medical care), restoration work, claims settlement and financial matters, 
provision of information, and research and evaluation. Although some frameworks address 
several of these themes, no single framework was found in the literature reviewed that 
describes all themes – although completeness is, of course, difficult to determine, and not 
every theme is relevant to every post-disaster situation.4  
 
Furthermore, based on the results, it can be concluded that, apart from a few brief 
references, the selected articles pay insufficient attention to the psychosocial impact of 
disasters and crises. A future Dutch framework should integrate the full range of recovery 
themes, preferably embedded within the phase models applied both internationally and in 
the Netherlands. These are the five categories listed in the Multidisciplinary Guideline on 
Psychosocial Crisis Management: basic services, provision of information, emotional and 
social support, practical support and healthcare (ARQ, 2023). 
 
What is also striking is that the frameworks identified are mostly described from the 
perspective of governments and the private and public organisations involved. Although 
themes such as inclusivity and social participation are cited, and some frameworks address 
recovery needs within communities following a disaster (Mannakkara and Wilkinson, 2014; 
Oloruntoba et al., 2018; Zhang & Tao, 2018), the specific needs and challenges of those 
affected are not elaborated upon in the frameworks. To further flesh out this perspective, an 
additional literature review was conducted within the EU project of which this literature 
review forms part, resulting in a ‘Human-Centered Crisis Expectations Model’. The model 
combines various elements or ‘expectation domains’ that together reflect what citizens 
expect from the government in a crisis context: on the one hand, minimising the primary 
threat, loss and damage, and procedural burden; on the other hand, maximising recognition, 
hope and perspective; whereby the personal context, crisis phase and broader 
characteristics of time and place of an affected population determine the expectations of 
affected citizens (Dückers, under review). 
 
Then there is the issue of co-creation, which framework development must address to foster 
a sense of ownership and ensure that relevant perspectives are taken into account. The 
Multidisciplinary Guideline on Psychosocial Crisis Management (ARQ, 2023) was developed 
based on an assessment of scientific evidence, in dialogue with the intended user group 
comprising government bodies, service providers and academics, and with input from those 
affected. This increases the likelihood that the document will be used in practice. The 
aforementioned guideline (in fact the third version since 2007) is used within the network of 
psychosocial crisis partners (Dückers et al., 2017) as a central source document for the 
planning and implementation of courses, training sessions and exercises, not only during 
preparation, but also as a basis for advice during crises and as an evaluation tool (Jacobs et 
al., 2019; Van Herpen et al., 2022). The latter applies equally to the Human-Centered Crisis 
Expectations Model (for example, in the context of the Groningen gas extraction crisis; Van 
der Molen et al., 2026). These examples demonstrate that it is indeed possible to arrive at 
standards through co-creation. However, the examples focus on a specific aspect of the 
post-crisis issues. To arrive at a comprehensive guideline, it is useful to incorporate 
additional dimensions, points for attention and lessons as described in this report, and to 
translate these into practical, responsible courses of action in alignment with policy, practice 

 

4 For the Dutch context, thematic lists are available for local and national authorities (Zannoni, 2010; Ligthart & Dückers 
2011; Dückers, 2012; NCTV, 2022) 
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and science. Here too, it is important to be mindful of the preconditions that will play a role in 
the implementation of the guideline and supporting tools for training purposes. 

6.2.1 Limitations 
Although this literature review was conducted with care, several limitations can be identified. 
For instance, only a limited number of scientific articles were found that describe frameworks 
for recovery. Given the scope of the project, a broad approach to the search strategy was 
deliberately chosen. As a result, frameworks addressing a specific theme of recovery, such 
as psychosocial support, have likely been missed. It is also likely that there are further 
frameworks that are not, or are insufficiently, described in the scientific literature. 
Consequently, the picture obtained is likely to be incomplete.  
 
The majority of the frameworks that have been selected focus on natural disasters; man-
made disasters and latent crises are under-represented. Furthermore, the frameworks pay 
scant attention to situations in which multiple disasters and crises unfold simultaneously. 
Future frameworks must, however, take this into account, so that they better align with 
contemporary practice and the diversity of disasters and crises that communities may face. 
Furthermore, it is striking that most frameworks have not been tested in practice or 
scientifically. This aspect is important for the development of a framework that enjoys broad 
support within research, policy and practice. Nevertheless, the frameworks discussed are 
informative and offer an interesting basis to draw upon in initiatives aimed at developing 
integrated frameworks and guidelines for the post-disaster phase. This is precisely the aim of 
the EU projectto which this study contributes.  

6.2.2 In conclusion 
The available frameworks provide building blocks that are, in principle, relevant to crisis 
authorities worldwide. This applies to the distinct phases, aftercare themes and recovery 
themes, but also to the challenges identified. What is striking is that these themes and 
challenges correspond to a significant extent with existing Dutch frameworks and guidelines, 
as mentioned in the introduction. However, it is also clear that the focus on the needs of 
affected citizens has been developed to a limited extent within the included frameworks. This 
has been explored further in a separate publication (Dückers, under review). A next step is to 
further consolidate the content of the various frameworks and embed it meaningfully within 
existing frameworks, with a final aim to establish a broadly supported basis for guideline 
development in collaboration with recovery partners. This is the task facing crisis authorities 
in various countries if they wish to effectively utilise international insights and incorporate 
them into the longer-term task of recovering more effectively after disasters. 
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Appendix 2 Overview of frameworks 

Framework Preparation Recovery Holistic 
framework 

Specific  
Framework 

Themes framework post-phase 

Bahmani and Zhang (2022) 
 
Management framework for 
disaster recovery projects 

X X X  Four project management phases in recovery: planning, design, 
implementation and procurement. 
 
Six categories of recovery: housing and infrastructure recovery, management 
recovery, social recovery, economic recovery, policy recovery, ecological 
recovery.  
 
Integration phase: stakeholder participation, communication, reducing 
vulnerability to disasters and crises, financial support and updating regulations. 

Chang-Richards et al.(2017) 
 
An organisational capability 
framework for earthquake 
recovery 

 X  X  
 
(Challenges for the 
engineering and 
construction sector) 

Damage repair (technical incompetence, additional technical requirements, 
lack of training in disaster psychology and social interaction, lack of capacity, 
delayed, fluctuating and uncertain demand). 
 
Core capabilities: knowledge and expertise, adaptive capacity within 
organisations and mutual support between organisations. 

Mannakkara and Wilkinson 
(2014) 
 
Build back better framework 

X X X  Risk reduction (improving structural design and spatial planning), community 
recovery (social and economic recovery), implementation (stakeholder 
management and legislation and regulations), monitoring and evaluation. 
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Olshansky & Johnson (2014) 
 
National disaster recovery 
framework 

 X  X 
 
Focused on developing 
recovery policy 

Guidance to promote a coherent, collaborative and effective approach to 
disaster recovery: comprehensive federal support, a flexible and coherent 
structure, attention to complex recovery processes, emphasis on resilience 
and sustainable recovery planning, recognition of cyclical recovery.  

Oloruntoba et al. (2018) 
 
Framework of key activities 
and processes in the 
preparedness and recovery 
phases of disaster 
management 

X X X  Infrastructure recovery, living environment recovery, ecological environment 
recovery, mobilisation and transport of resources and materials, recovery 
needs of affected communities, process management, knowledge 
management and financial resources. 

Sadiqi et al. (2016) 
 
A framework for community 
participation 

 X  X 
 
Focused solely on 
reconstruction 

Challenges in community participation in reconstruction: an opaque 
reconstruction process, donors’ desire for rapid reconstruction, low capacity 
and engagement within the community, gender issues, lack of capacity among 
NGOs, inherent difficulties and weaknesses within the community, a slow land 
acquisition process, government policies and practices, and a lack of security.  
 
Four objectives for addressing these challenges: restoring social cohesion, 
strengthening the sense of project ownership, supporting recovery (providing 
psychological and financial assistance), and creating livelihood opportunities. 

Thapa & Pathranarakul (2019) 
 
Inclusive disaster risk 
management framework 

 X  X 
 
Focused on assessing 
the degree of inclusivity 
in disaster recovery 

Four dimensions: participation in decision-making, tailoring, recognition of 
diversity and reduction of barriers. 

Vallance (2015) 
Community-based recovery 
framework 

 X X  Key elements of the approach: appointing three recovery managers, co-
locating both social recovery teams and infrastructure recovery teams in a 
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 single building, familiarity with the local context, two-way communication, 
establishing new committees, shared understanding of the municipality’s role.  

Zhang & Tao (2018) 
 
Integrated framework for 
evaluation of sustainable 
disaster recovery 

 X  X  
 
Focused on analysing 
and evaluating 
sustainable recovery 
following disasters  

Four approaches to sustainable recovery: as a goal (sustainability is central), 
as a process (a phased process involving emergency measures first, followed 
by sustainable adaptations), as a structure (creating an organisational 
structure that promotes self-reliance; tailored to needs), as an outcome (do the 
efforts lead to broader community improvement in the long term) 
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