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IIED Working PAPER

This report reviews the literature and evidence
within the fields of gender, climate change and
disasters, suggesting that although there are gaps
in existing knowledge, policy is often not based on
the existing evidence but on stereotypical notions.
Drawing lessons from the gender and development
literature, it outlines some of the key areas of
debate common across the three literatures. In
particular how best to ensure the inclusion of
women in sustainable development policy so they
are served by these policies, rather than being
at the service of these policies. It concludes by
highlighting gaps in knowledge, noting that studies
that look at both climate change and disasters,
which consider short and long term climatic risks,
are necessary if the issues raised are to be tackled
in a way that improves, rather than harms, the
position and situation of women.
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Gender and Environmental Change in the Developing World

Introduction
While `gender and climate change’ and `gender
and disasters’ are relatively new but growing fields
of academic enquiry, they have a history based on
debates around gender and development and the role
of gender in environment and development, and they
draw on these traditions. Gender and development
emerged as a field of academic enquiry and as a policy
practice in the 1970s, beginning with the Women in
Development (WID) approach. WID sought to better
integrate women into what was constructed as a benign
development process, and brought gains in education
and employment and fulfilment of what have been
termed women’s ‘practical gender needs’ – such as
providing better access to water (see Molyneux 1985;
Moser 1989a). However, the approach was critiqued for
its focus on women only. The Gender and Development
(GAD) tradition emerged from these critiques and
focuses on gender roles and relations that are at the
basis of women’s exclusion from development,and
of problematising the nature of development. GAD
projects are more holistic and address women’s
‘strategic gender interests’ such as by seeking to
eliminate institutionalised forms of discrimination
around land rights, or ensuring the right of women and
girls to live free from violence. Following Boserup’s
(1970) study, a vast literature now exists, including a
number of readers on gender and development (see
Duggan et al. 1997; Visvanathan et al. 2011), edited
works that bring together key writers with a particular
perspective (for example Pearson and Jackson 1998),
or on specific themes, such as poverty (for example
Chant 2010), as well as texts that focus on the global
women’s movement (for example Antrobus 2004a), and
how gender has been incorporated into development in
practice (Kabeer 1994; Moser 1993; Ostergaard 1992).

as they prioritised biology as an explanatory variable
and constructed women ‘as’ nature through giving birth
(Mies 1986). Actors such as the World Bank were able
to use this discourse to suggest a ‘win-win’ approach to
environment and gender (see Jackson 1998) that saw
women constructed as ‘chief victims-and caretakers’
(Resurreccion 2012), appropriating women’s unpaid
labour in activities to protect the environment. This led
to a number of subsequent approaches that recognised
the material basis of the gender division of labour
and differences between women. A number of other
approaches emerged out of critiques of WED. This
included the Gender, Environment and Development
(GED) approach (Braidotti et al. 1994, Leach 1994;
Joekes et al. 1996) which applied gender analysis tools
to the environment, ‘feminist environmentalism’ (Agarwal
1992), and the ‘feminist political ecology approach’
(Rocheleau et al. 1996). These all share a common
idea of gender-environment relations as embedded in
dynamic social and political relations (see Leach et al.
2014 for discussion). More recently, a ‘New Feminist
Political Ecology’ (Resurreccion and Elmhirst 2008)
has emerged which encompasses ideas around
performativity, recognising that how we act or ‘perform’
gender consolidates how gender is understood at a
societal level. Thus while gender is culturally formed, it
encompasses multiple and complex subjectivities; it is
also a domain of individual agency or freedom and can
be changed.

To a large extent climate change has now become the
key focus in global environmental change literature,
and even when the term ’environmental’ change is still
used, it is the outcomes of climate change that are
being discussed (see for example Matthew et al. 2010).
Despite the rich literature on gender and environmental
The 1980s saw the publication of a number of key works concerns, after promising beginnings (see Alston
on women, development and the environment, perhaps
2013a), it has been suggested that, in policy terms,
most notably the collection by Dankelman and Davidson gender is a latecomer to the climate change debate
(1988) and works by Merchant (1980) and Shiva (1988). (Denton 2004), with MacGregor (2010) noting the
Since then, once again a wealth of literature has been
‘strange silence’ on the gender dimensions of climate
produced (see Agarwal 1992; Braidotti R.et al.1997;
change. This could be due to the current emphasis on
Leach 1994; Rocheleau et al. 1996), including reviews
climate science and technological solutions meaning
reflecting on the evolution in thinking within the field
the agenda has become ‘scientized’ and ‘securitized’
(see Leach 2007, Moore 2008). This evolution began
(MacGregor 2010). It could also relate to the global
with Women, Environment and Development (WED)
and ‘transboundary’ nature of the problems identified
that drew on the WID tradition and was critiqued in the
(Resurreccion 2012). However, the existence of a
same way. In particular ‘ecofeminist’ constructions of
number of collections with a focus on gender and
women as closer to nature, based on the sexual division climate change (Alston and Whittenbury 2013a; Cela
of labour (Ortner 1974), were critiqued as essentialising et al.2013; Dankelman 2010; Terry 2009a) evidence
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the extent to which a growing literature is emerging on
the topic.
In the early 1980s gender research in disasters began
to emerge (Rivers 1982), but it was the end of the
1990s that saw the publication of a number of key
texts, most notably the first special edition on women
and disasters of the International Journal of Mass
Emergencies and Disasters, and the edited collection
by Enarson and Morrow (1998). Ten years later, the
edited collection by Enarson and Chakrabarti (2009)
included contributions from a wide range of scholars
and practitioners from a diverse range of countries,
including from ‘third world’ countries. However, it was
not until 2013 that the first text dedicated to better
understanding gender and disasters in the development
context was published (Bradshaw 2013). However,
as with climate change, despite the efforts of a small,
but growing, group of feminist scholars (see Gender
and Disasters Network), as late as Hurricane Katrina
in 2005 the ‘not-noticing’ (Seager 2012) of the
gendered dimension of disaster by the media and expert
responders alike was still clear, and gender was yet to
be fully mainstreamed in humanitarian relief, integrated
into research and field projects undertaken by the
major disaster centres and included in disaster training
courses (Enarson and Meyreles 2004).

While it might be assumed there is an overlap between
the climate change and disasters literatures given that
many ‘natural’ disasters are related to extreme climatic
events, the difference in time frames means this is less
than might be expected. While disaster risk reduction
(DRR) is focused on immediate climatic risks, climate
change adaptation (CCA) is seen through the lens
of future risk. This means there is limited ‘cross over’
literature (see Enarson 2013). In part this explains
why, in policy terms, there is limited ‘coherence and
convergence’ in the institutions, organisations and
policy frameworks that manage the two issues (Mitchell
and van Aalst 2008a: 1). Mitchell and van Aalst note
in particular that both struggle to be incorporated into
development planning, and this aspiration is further
hindered by ‘duplicated activities, ineffective use of
resources and confusing policies’. They conclude that
the DRR (and the CCA) agenda suffer from a ‘lack of
political influence and human capacity’ necessary to
get adaptation and risk reduction onto the mainstream
development agenda (Mitchell and van Aalst 2008b).
This report begins by considering how gender,
climate change and disasters have entered, or not,
into international policy frameworks. It then seeks to
provide a critical review of current debates on gender
and environmental change, with a focus on climate
change and disasters. The third section draws out some
common themes across the literatures and areas of
debate, before concluding by highlighting existing gaps
in knowledge.
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International policy
frameworks
1.1 Early gender policy
initiatives – the Convention
on the Elimination of All
Forms of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW)
and the Beijing Platform for
Action (BPfA)
In 1979, during the first UN Decade for Women
(1976–1985), the Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) was
adopted by the UN General Assembly. CEDAW is often
described as an international bill of rights for women,
and is important for two key reasons: first, it affirms the
reproductive rights of women; and second, countries
that have ratified or acceded to the Convention are
legally bound to put its provisions into practice. They
are also committed to submit national reports, at least
every four years, on measures they have taken to
comply with their treaty obligations. While far ranging
in the issues covered, including specific discussion of
conflict situations, disasters are not mentioned. Similarly,
while there is specific reference to rural women, wider
environmental concerns are not explicitly covered within
CEDAW. However, at its 44th session the CEDAW
Committee issued a statement noting that gender
equality is essential to the successful implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of climate change policies,
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and that women’s human rights should be included
as an overarching guiding principle in climate change
treaties. Various articles within CEDAW would lend
themselves to engendering climate change policy (see
IAW 2011 for discussion) for example Article 7 states
‘Parties must ensure women have equal decisionmaking power at all levels, including in international
processes’ and this would include climate change
negotiations. Countries that ratify CEDAW agree to
take all appropriate measures to implement the treaty’s
provisions, however, while countries must report
measures taken to comply with treaty obligations, and
there is a process of NGO shadow reporting also, the
CEDAW Committee has no enforcement authority;
it can only make recommendations highlighting
areas where more progress is needed in a particular
country. Moreover, a small number of countries have
been reluctant to ratify the convention, including the
USA, which further limits its ability to hold countries
to account.
The decade for women also saw the initiation of a series
of United Nations World Conferences on Women
starting with a meeting in Mexico in 1975, followed by
meetings in Copenhagen (1980) and Nairobi (1985),
where women’s actions and role in environmental
management were raised (Braidotti et al. 1997). The
fourth, and last full meeting, was in 1995 in Beijing and
the resultant Beijing Platform for Action (BPfA) now acts
as a framework for annual sessions to review progress
across a range of issues, including the environment. In
terms of environmental concerns, the BPfA highlights
the need to involve women actively in environmental
decision-making at all levels and, to integrate gender

IIED Working paper

concerns and perspectives in policies and programmes
for sustainable development. Disasters are a less central
concern and the BPfA notes that natural disasters can
contribute to environmental degradation (247) and that
women may be particularly affected by environmental
disasters (46). Under ‘actions to be taken’ within
the need to ‘develop gender-sensitive databases,
information and monitoring systems’, it suggests
there is a need to monitor the impact on women of
environmental and natural resource degradation, with
one of the contributing factors listed being natural
disasters. Thus disasters are included as a contributing
factor to environmental degradation or an outcome of
this, not as an issue in their own right.

1.2 Rio and the United
Nations Framework
Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC)
Three years before the Beijing meeting in 1992, the
United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED)- or Earth Summit -was held in
Rio, with the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) as one of the outcomes.
Before the Summit, a number of actions by groups
such as the Women’s Environment and Development
Organization (WEDO), Development Alternative with
Women for a New Era (DAWN) and Women’s Action
Agenda 21, sought to influence its outcomes. Many
women’s networks emerged as part of the ‘Global
Women’s Lobby’ in Rio, and Agenda 21 – another
outcome of the Summit – recognised women as
important actors in environmental protection and
poverty alleviation (see Wichterich 2012). Agenda
21 imagined sustainability as being built from the
bottom up through initiatives by local governments and
community groups (see Agarwal 2001 for example).
However, the focus on ‘the community’, while welcome,
often meant either gender and other inequalities were
not considered (Cornwall 1998) or that women were
equated to the community, through their gender-specific
social roles (Dressler et al.2010; Leach et al. 1999).
The transformative agenda promoted by the women’s
lobby, which sought to change how the economy
and livelihoods were constructed, was not reflected
in the outcomes of the Summit, which took a more
instrumentalist approach to gender. This led DAWN and
other groups to suggest ‘sustainable development’ to
be a huge contradiction (Wiltshire 1992), not least since
the UNFCCC has been described as a ‘remarkably
gender-blind’ document (Leach et al. 2014).

After the Summit, the Women’s Major Group was
created through recognition of the need for women’s
participation in decision-making as essential for
achieving sustainable development. However, although
some efforts have been made to highlight the impact of
climate change on women, and there has been a strong
call for a gender focus within climate policy, including
the UNFCCC process, very few advances have been
made to really incorporate this within the negotiations.
Although equity is a major issue in climate change
debates, gender equality/equity has been neglected
within these debates (Lambrou and Paina 2006a) and
gender has been included ‘almost as an afterthought’
(Denton 2002).
The first Conference of Parties (COP) took place in
1995, and during the succession of annual COPs, a
group of concerned delegates formed over a period of
time into the GenderCC, but it was not until COP13 in
2007 that the group was internationally recognised for
its inputs into this global process (Hemmati and Rohr
2009). After lobbying by women activists under the
banner ‘No climate justice without gender justice’, in
2008 the UNFCC Secretariat finally called for gendersensitive measures (Leach et al. 2014). This also saw
the launch of major groups, such as the Women for
Climate Justice Network and Global Gender and
Climate Alliance, by several UN bodies and WEDO (see
Terry 2009b). Yet despite these advancements, initially
there was not a single woman on the advisory group on
climate financing established in 2010 (Wichterich 2012)
and climate finance debates have tended to be gender
blind (Schalatek 2013).
Climate change processes have largely assumed
gender neutrality (Dennison 2003; Denton 2002) and
gender is a blind spot of donor policy on climate change
(Rodenberg 2009). A review of protocols, treaties, and
action finds little evidence that international processes
to develop climate change policy have taken gender
into account (Skutsch 2002; Villagrassa 2002). This
could be linked to the current emphasis on climate
science and technological solutions leading to a form of
‘global managerialism’ that presupposes that all people
can adapt with the right resources and knowledge
(Alston 2013c), ignoring gender differences. This
being said, Alston (2013a) concludes that the efforts
of various individuals and groups to promote gender
within the climate change negotiations has made
some progress, as evidenced by gender inclusion
in the fourth IPCC report, for example. However, a
review of National Adaptation Programmes of Action
(NAPAs) (Holvoet and Inberg 2013) for gender (non)
mainstreaming shows that scarcely one third of all of
the NAPA papers submitted worldwide contain relevant
references to gender as an important planning principle.
While the papers often outline the particular ways in
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which women are affected by the impacts of climate
change, they for the most part depict women only as
victims (Rodenberg 2009), and official climate change
documents often merely rehearse gender stereotypes
(MacGregor, 2010).

1.3 Hyogo Framework for
Action
The depiction of women as vulnerable victims is also
apparent in the international framework for disaster risk
reduction – the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA). The
overall aim of the HFA is to bring about a ‘substantial
reduction of disaster losses, in lives and in the social,
economic and environmental assets of communities
and countries.’ Established in 2005, the HFA runs to
2015 and so has a similar time frame to the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), which were established
in 2000 as the new global framework for development.
While the MDGs are not legally binding at a national
level like CEDAW, this set of 10 goals has influenced
the key international development actors, including the
World Bank, and key donors such as DFID, for the last
15 years. While there is a stand-alone environmental
goal, climate change is not a central concern, and
disasters are not even mentioned in the goals. This is
interesting since the Millennium Declaration (the initial
UN document on which the MDGs are based), did
recognise the risks of disasters to development, and
resolved to intensify collective efforts to reduce the
number and effects of natural and man-made disasters.
However, in the move from the declaration to the
development goals this resolution was lost.
In contrast, the HFA and supporting documentation
highlight the interlinkages between development and
disasters. One of the three strategic goals of the HFA is
‘to effectively integrate, in a coherent manner, disaster
risk considerations into sustainable development
policies, planning, programming, and financing at all
levels of government’. The supporting text suggests
disaster risk reduction is an important element for the
achievement of internationally agreed development
goals, including those contained in the Millennium
Declaration. The UNDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention
and Recovery notes that ‘at first glance, it may appear
that the MDGs do not relate specifically to conflict,
crisis or natural disasters’ but concludes that meeting
the MDGs will not be possible while disaster risk
management is ‘left outside’ development.
This need to ‘disaster-proof’ development has been
highlighted by actors such as DFID (2004), who
note that poorer people tend to be more susceptible
to hazards and that disasters can induce poverty,
suggesting that as female-headed households are seen
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to be more asset poor, they may be more impacted by
natural hazards. It justifies a focus on disasters by noting
how they can ‘wipe out any gains that may have been
made through poverty reduction programmes or propoor economic growth’ (DFID 2004: 3). The argument
for ‘disaster-proofing’ then is very much an efficiency
rather than a normative or moral discourse (Bradshaw
2009). This efficiency aspect may help explain why
the World Bank has become more interested in
this field, their interest being formalised through
the establishment of the Global Facility for Disaster
Reduction and Recovery. The argument for including
disasters in development is that disasters may hinder
the achievement of development goals and this is no
more evident than in the title of the 2010 United Nation’s
International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR)
document – ‘Disaster Risk Reduction: An instrument for
achieving the MDGs’.
The HFA also attempts to align with climate change,
noting the need to ‘promote the integration of risk
reduction associated with existing climate variability and
future climate change into strategies for the reduction of
disaster risk and adaptation to climate change’.
In gender terms, while the HFA is not aligned to any
of the key gendered conventions and international
agreements, the HFA states in its opening section that
a gender perspective should be `integrated into all
disaster risk management policies, plans and decisionmaking processes, including those related to risk
assessment, early warning, information management,
and education and training‘ (HFA 2005: 4). However,
while it has been suggested that this provides the ‘most
explicit reference to gender of any other international
policy frameworks for DRR’ (see UNISDR 2009), it
is not without limitations. Most importantly its call to
integrate gender into all areas of DRR did not result
in gender being integrated even into the HFA itself,
and in the remainder of the document gender/women
are mentioned only twice: once when discussing
early warning systems and once when discussing the
need to ensure equal access to appropriate training
and educational opportunities. Despite the call to
‘mainstream’ gender into disaster risk reduction and
response in the HFA, later United Nations platforms
and meetings have continued to observe that women’s
role in DRR and climate change adaptation initiatives
is still not being recognised in practice (Aguilar 2009;
UNISDR 2011). The negotiations around HFA2 which
will come into place in 2015 are, at the time of writing,
ongoing. They have proceeded largely in parallel to the
post-2015 development agenda processes (see below).
The way that gender is incorporated into the next
framework is still open to question, but it does appear in
HFA2 women are now being talked of as ‘leaders’ rather
than just as a vulnerable group.

IIED Working paper

The HFA2 documentation shows a continued clear
recognition of the need to take action to integrate
climate change adaptation, development and disaster
risk reduction. In contrast, climate change is also
largely silent on disasters and the UNFCCC mentions
only the need for ‘special attention for developing
countries prone to natural disasters’, and makes no
further reference to hazard or disaster risk. Its focus
on long-term climatic changes rather than extremes
and shocks associated with current climate variability,
makes it difficult to integrate DRR into the Convention.
However, the UNFCCC is the stronger and more
binding convention. Moreover, the lack of commitment to
DRR within the UNFCCC may not be an accident as it
has been suggested that some key donor governments
(and major polluters) are opposed to further integrating
DRR and the language of humanitarian assistance into
the UNFCCC text because this might create ‘complex
and potentially expensive overlaps associated with
commitments to finance disaster relief’ (Mitchell and van
Aalst 2008b: 11).

1.4 The MDGs and the post2015 development agenda
In June 2012, the United Nations Conference for
Sustainable Development was held to consider the Rio
declaration twenty years on. It noted that ‘eradicating
poverty is the greatest global challenge facing the world
today and an indispensable requirement for sustainable
development’ and to address this there was a need to
recognise the links between the economic, social, and
environmental and the need to integrate these aspects.
Despite the work of gender scholars and activists a
gender vision was missing from the proposed ‘future
we want’ (Wichterich 2012). However, while for some
the notion of sustainability had become ‘empty rhetoric’
(Leach et al. 2014), the focus did create a space
once again to consider development and environment
together, which was reinforced by calls, as the MDGs
come to an end, for a new set of goals tentatively named
as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) that
would address in a balanced way all three dimensions of
sustainable development.
The new goals are to build on and be more ‘aspirational’
than the MDGs. The MDGs have a stand-alone gender
and a stand-alone environmental goal. MDG3 aims to
‘Promote Gender Equality and Empower Women’, yet
examination of the related targets highlight that equality
and empowerment is measured in terms of education,
seats in parliament and women’s ‘non-agricultural’
employment. This focus on education, employment
and formal politics suggests more a WID than a GAD
approach, and, as noted above, the limitations of WID
have been well documented. It also suggests a focus
on building women’s productive capacity, something in

line with the World Bank’s construction of women as
an ‘untapped resource’ and promoting gender equality
as ‘smart economics’ (World Bank 2006; see also
Chant and Sweetman 2012). The other goal specifically
focused on women is on their reproductive role in
Goal 5 on improving maternal health. While a worthy
intention, rather than ensuring all women’s reproductive
health rights, the focus is on women as mothers.
Limiting services to maternal health does not provide
access to reproductive health services, and does not
actively promote women’s reproductive health rights –
as per the BPfA. Indeed, some of the strongest critiques
of the MDGs came from the women’s movements (see
Antrobus 2014b, WICEJ 2004).
MDG7 focuses on ‘Ensuring Environmental
Sustainability’. It contains a number of elements and has
a range of aims, including to reduce biodiversity loss
and includes targets around preserving forests, fish
stocks and around CO2 emissions and consumption
of ozone-depleting substances. It has a specific focus
on sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic
sanitation and also on the urban environment in terms
of a focus on improving the lives of ‘slum’ dwellers. As
the review of the MDGs proceeds, a review of Goal 7
shows it to be largely on track, but with some mixed
results (see DFID 2013). However, more fundamental
critiques of Goal 7 suggest even if ‘achieved’ it will not
necessarily have made advances in sustainability given
that it tackles symptoms not causes, failing to address
access to assets and the institutions that govern these,
and in particular as the MDGs fail to tackle structural
inequalities which are at the root of environmental
degradation – including gender inequality.
The suggestion is that, in order to move forward, the
new set of goals needs to better integrate concerns
such as environment and gender (SDSN 2013). The
illustrative goals produced to date by the High Level
Panel process (see HLP 2013) and those produced
out of the Open Working Group process (see OWG
2014) have approached ‘integrating’ gender through
calls for the disaggregation of the indicators under a
large number of goals and targets by gender, as well as
having a stand-alone gender goal. The HLP and OWG
process suggests that any gender goal will address
explicitly violence against women and girls, and perhaps
also other harmful practices such as forced and early
marriage. However, the inclusion of reproductive health
as a right and the recognition of sexual rights in the
goals is, at the time of writing, still open to question.
The OWG goals suggest there will be a goal focused
on climate change – rather than climate change being
included merely as a target or indictor. How the goal
is framed within the OWG goals can be critiqued, but
if, after the final negotiations, there is a stand-alone
climate change goal then this will be seen by many as
an advancement on the MDGs.

www.iied.org
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There has been no stand-alone disaster goal proposed
by the HLP or OWG, and the discussions around HFA2
seem to be continuing largely in parallel to the post2015 development process. However, the OWG goals
suggest perhaps disasters will be ‘mainstreamed’ in
the SDGs via indicators – initially having made eight
mentions of disasters or disaster related concepts
such as resilience, across seven goals. In general
(the reduction of) disaster losses are presented as
a measure of the extent to which ‘development’ has
occurred or not. The UNDG document that fed into
the HLP process (2013: 138) notes that disasters
present ‘inherent development challenges’ and should
be addressed in the form of ‘development outcomes’,
as opposed to as purely ‘development enablers’ noting
that disaster risk reduction is `not only an enabler for
development, but the primary development objective
that protects other development objectives’. The fact
there is no DRR goal suggests it is still being seen here
as an ‘enabler’.

10
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The proposed inclusion of climate change and
gender, and to a lesser extent disasters, in the SDGs,
suggests an improvement on the MDGs. However, the
OWG goals see climate change and the environment
continuing to be presented as largely gender neutral
suggesting a lack of ‘mainstreaming’ of gender into
these areas. This is despite the growing literature on
gender, climate change and disasters that exists. This
will now be reviewed.

2
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Contemporary
debates on gender and
climatic change
This section will summarise the existing empirical
evidence on the key issues within the gender and
climate change, and gender and disaster fields and
highlight current debates and areas of concern.

2.1 Gender and climate
change

construction of knowledge through Participatory
Action Research, framing women as ‘women farmer
scientists’ (Koelle 2013) and demonstrating how expert
and local knowledges can be combined. Yet even
here the notion of women ‘scientists’ highlights the
positivist associations of knowledge within the climate
change debate.

More generally, gender studies have not sought to
question the existence of climate change, but the way
it is ‘known’. Local knowledges have been explored
2.1.1 Gendered constructions of
(Sogani 2013) to examine the extent to which expert
climate change
knowledge is in line with that of those impacted by the
processes they study. Perceptions of change in climate
The existence of climate change has been contested,
of men and women farmers, for example, do seem to
and the evidence base questions that the world is
match well with climate records and the recollections of
experiencing an above normal increase in global
seasonal variations of both men and women are similar
warming. This debate has been constructed as being
or identical (Lambrou and Nelson 2010). However,
gender neutral given it is presented as a ‘scientific’
the study highlights that while men and women both
discussion debating empirical ‘fact’. Climate change has
understand changes to be occurring and relate negative
been noted as being a highly ‘masculinised’ concept as
change in agricultural production to wider climate
it emerged from the scientific establishment, structuring
change, their understandings of what this means
it from the beginning within a techno-scientific framing
differ, with men focusing on implications for farming
(Israel and Sachs 2013). Such constructions privilege
production issues while women describe the wider
expert empirical evidence – often then privileging
impacts on the health of the family. Thus not talking to
knowledge constructed by educated men – over
women means that only part of the impact of climate
more qualitative and local knowledges. Attempts
change would be known.
have been made to incorporate women into the
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The construction of environmental knowledge as
scientific ‘fact’ not only raises issues around who
is generating knowledge but also around how. For
example, the subjectivity involved in setting global
standards and targets is generally not recognised in
‘scientific’ accounts of studies largely narrated by male
researchers. Moreover, as climate change is presented
as a global scale process, it is presented as impacting
on an undifferentiated global population and as such
there is an assumed gender neutrality (Demeritt 2001).
Yet a number of studies highlight that women are more
likely to acknowledge ecological problems and risks,
express higher levels of concern and engage in activities
beneficial to the environment (see Goldsmith et al.2013),
so even as a global process it may be understood and
responded to differently by men and women.
In contrast to the scientific approach, there have
been calls to ‘relocalize’ the negative effects of global
warming, to develop an ‘environmentalism of everyday
life’ (Peña 2005). The environmental movement seeks
to locate ‘nature’ and the ‘environment’ not as abstract
notions but as relevant to where people live and work,
and there have been calls to adopt a ‘post-conventional’
approach which sees peoples as all connected and
collectivism as fundamental to existence (Bell 2013).
The concept of climate justice has emerged as a rights
approach to climate change (Agostino and Lizarde
2012) and rights based approaches to gender justice
and equity in the context of climate change adaptation
are also emerging (Bee et al. 2013; Tschakert and
Machado 2012). Those who see environmental justice
through a gender lens (Tuana 2013) also make clear
the links between calls for environmental justice
and reproductive justice, linking ecology and social
reproduction (Di Chiro 2009).

2.1.2 Assumed vulnerability of women
Despite the supposed gender neutrality of climate
change as a global process, much of the policy
literature now notes as standard that women will be
more adversely affected by climate change (MacGregor
2010). This appears to be based on understandings
that women may have fewer resources – including
assets, education and income – to respond to changes
in weather patterns which alter familiar patterns of
wind, rain and temperature. It is true that those with
lower incomes or limited resources have a limited
ability to cope with the challenges posed by reducing
greenhouse emissions and carbon footprints (see
Lambrou and Paina 2006b), but this has not translated
into policies that build on the specific knowledge and
capacities of men and women that could contribute
to low-carbon development (for example see
Otzelberger 2011).
One aspect that may be important in determining men
and women’s response and type of response to climate
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changes are networks, both informal and formal, and
information and advice received from others. While
institutions may provide advice on climate change and
how to act, there are different levels of uptake on the
advice provided and Lambrou and Nelson’s (2010;
2013) work in rural areas notes that informal institutions,
traditional knowledge and neighbours continue to be
important sources of information. The unpredictability of
the weather may mean that climate change predictions
are not heeded, or at least they are interpreted through
a lens of existing and local knowledge (Clarke 2013).
There is then a need to ‘decentre’ debate about climate
change (Hayward 2008) and this can be achieved via
transgovernmental institutions, civil organisations, and
individual ‘moral agents’ – the latter being individuals
with experience in ‘two or more life worlds’, for example
someone who is part of the local community but
also has meteorology training, acting informally to
bridge discourses. The need to ‘bridge discourse’ is
associated with the scientific nature of how climaterelated information is presented and also because
understandings of climate risk, and acceptable climate
risk, may differ between the general public and ‘experts’
and between men and women (see below).
Within the climate change discourse women tend to
be assumed to be the ones responsible for addressing
the effects of decreasing supplies of clean water, and
decreasing access to crop residues and biomass for
energy, due to their traditional gender roles. However,
the focus has been on individual characteristics rather
than on the kinds of climate-related hardships that will
affect specific groups of people, such as ethnic groups
(Nightingale 2011). This is interesting since the early
gendered writings on the environment within the WED
school or related to ‘ecofeminist’ ideas (see above)
were critiqued as not only presenting women as a
homogenous group, but also as essentialising women
(Leach 2007), resulting in the privileging of poor rural
women as the ones who understand the ‘problem’ and
as the ones having the solutions. This discourse of
women as ‘chief victim-and caretaker’ (Resurreccion
2012) seems to be repeated in the current climate
change debates (see below) and rather than a strong
empirical basis, policy knowledge seems to be based
on existing gender roles and related assumptions
around women’s vulnerability and their assumed desire
to nurture and care for the people and environment
that surrounds them. This is something also echoed
in the disasters literature, where understandings of
women’s position and situation are based on their
supposed characteristics rather than actual evidence
(Bradshaw 2009).
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2.1.3 Gendered adaptation and the
window of opportunity for change
A body of work does now exist to challenge the gender
neutrality of climate change (see Goh 2012, and edited
collections by Alston and Whittenbury 2013a; Masika
2002; Terry 2009a). Much of the evidence on whether
climate crises are gendered has been focused on rural
areas and/or agricultural practices. Academic work
has highlighted that the gendered impact of climate
change is related to the unequal gender relations that
produce inequality in access to resources and political
voice to gain access (Lambrou and Paina 2006a). The
literature notes that unequal power relations are key to
understanding vulnerability, risk and coping (Masika
2002; Terry 2009a) and studies have been undertaken
in a variety of contexts and cover a variety of issues (see
for example Tandon 2007 on water security; Rossie and
Lambrou 2008 on biofuels). It has been suggested that
in wealthier societies there is likely to be less gender
differentiation from the effects of climate change than
in poorer countries (Milne 2002), however studies from
‘rich’ nations such as the US, Canada and Australia
would question this assertion (Alston 2013a; Alston and
Whittenbury 2013b Clarke 2013; Fletcher 2013).
Studies have also highlighted the adaptive capacities
of women across a range of regions, countries and
agricultural practices (Ahmed and Fajber 2009; Alston
2013b; Glazebrook 2011; Okali et al. 2012; Segnestam
2009). The literature suggests that gender differences
exist in adaptation strategies (Codjoe et al. 2012) with
women being forced to assume non-traditional roles
(Babugura 2009), but potentially benefiting from these
through the changing gender relations they bring as
women gain access to finance through self help groups
(Speranza 2006) or earn an income and move into
off-farm employment taking them away from the home
(Whittenbury 2013) which, while potentially adding to
their time burden, also potentially changes their status
and position in the home.
A set of studies have addressed this issue more
explicitly, starting with the hypothesis that economic
empowerment of women can occur through climate
mitigation and adaptation (Bäthge 2010; Klasen
2013). However, caution is needed in suggesting
that adaptation to climate change may provide a
‘window of opportunity’ for wider societal change. For
example, Onta and Resurreccion’s (2011) study of Dalit
adaptation strategies highlights that while adaptation
strategies are pushing the caste boundaries, they also
demonstrate the resilience of gender boundaries even
during a crisis. That is, it is dangerous to assume that
changing gender roles will bring changing relations and
that crisis will bring change. Moreover, climate events
may have negative consequences for women, with
some limited but growing evidence that there may be
an increase in gender-based violence. This is related

to tensions over access to and control over resources
designed to mitigate disasters, such as irrigation
resources, rather than a ‘disaster’ event itself (Alston
2013b; Whittenbury 2013). Studies also note there
may be factors limiting the strategies women are able
to adapt (Djoudi and Brockhaus 2011), and that social
relations of power bear upon women’s abilities to act
on their knowledge in the face of climatic uncertainty
(Bee 2013). Adaptation may bring emancipation, but
it may also bring further and different oppressions
(Godden 2013).
How adaptation is viewed may also vary between
men and women, and there may be divergent views
on whether a strategy is adding to coping or adding
to vulnerability (Djoudi and Brockhaus 2011). The
suggestion is that women may not see men’s strategies
as ‘coping’, while men may feel threatened by women’s
strategies and while recognising that they help the
household, yearn for the traditional roles and relations
of the past (Godden 2013; Whittenbury 2013). The
example of biofuels highlights the fact that green
‘solutions’ may actually involve a trade-off in terms of
land and water use and ecosystems and livelihoods,
especially women’s livelihoods (Tandon 2009) and
liquid biofuel production might exacerbate gendered
inequalities, threatening the livelihoods of women, with
negative implications in particular for their food security
(Rossi and Lambrou 2008). The literature suggests
‘adaptation’ may not benefit the entire household
which echoes findings from times of economic crisis
where women have borne the cost of ‘coping’ (see
Elson 1989; Moser 1989b) and suggests a useful set
of studies for understanding current crisis responses
to climate change. Changing gender roles may not
bring an uncontested positive change in gender
relations (Tatlonghari and Paris 2013) and the impact
of adaptation strategies on gender relations, and the
impact on decision making within households, needs to
be further explored (Boyd 2009) in both the rural and
urban contexts.

2.1.4 Gender and sustainability in cities
While much research is rural and/or agricultural-based,
urban areas are also important and cities have been
suggested to be a ‘driving force of global sustainable
development’ (HLP 2013). At the very least the urban
context is important since over 50 per cent of the
world’s population now lives in urban areas, and
approximately 60 per cent of the area of cities expected
by 2030 is yet to be built. Of importance in the
urban context is the work of Moser and Satterthwaite
(2008) in applying an assets framework approach
to the issue of climate change adaptation in urban
areas, providing conceptual and practical evidence
to support this approach. It highlights that while a
large proportion of those most at risk from the effects
of climate change are concentrated in urban centres
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in low- and middle-income countries, scientists,
governments and international agencies provide less
support for adaptation in urban than rural areas. Linking
back to earlier discussions of the importance of how
knowledge is constructed and by whom, one reason
for this urban silence may be that issues related to
climate change tend to be seen as the responsibility of
ministries of the environment not ministries responsible
for planning urban infrastructure. The suggested
focus on strengthening the asset base of households
and communities may also be important for building
more competent local planning and more accountable
local governments.
In contrast to rural research, urban research is often
not framed in the context of CCA, but as environmental
management and this may be related to the urban
planning aspect. Studies that do not focus on rural
areas and agricultural production have highlighted
women’s greater environmentally friendly forms of
consumption (Karlsson and Mensah-Kutin2013),
for example the use of green power (Alber 2013;
Maceachern 2013), and on urban planning, including
transport (Levy 2013). Studies have considered how
urban planning can impact on women’s mobility,
safety and security, and workload (Bjornberg and
Hansson 2013) on their use of transport and patterns
of consumption (Răty and Carlsson-Kanyama 2010)
and also health, migration and livelihood adaptation
strategies and noted how grassroots urban movements,
in which women’s participation is predominant, influence
urban policy-makers (Hainard and Verschuur 2003).
There has been a call for gender to be integrated
into urban planning for sustainability and that urban
planning should be informed by ‘the infrastructure of
everyday life’ (Khosla 2013) using neighbourhoods as
the focus for people-centred planning that takes into
account women’s unpaid care work, as well as incomegenerating activities in supporting the urban economy.
However, planners and policymakers struggle to
address complex, socio-ecological problems like climate
change (Hayward 2008) which may make this holistic
gendered approach more difficult to achieve.

are similarly treated with some caution by gender
analysts (Becher 2012; Guerrero and Stock 2012;
Rogers 2013).
The green economy approach promotes an economy
based on bioproducts (bioeconomy) and ‘green
economics’ is said to consider the blind spots of
traditional economics (Kennet et al. 2012; Kennet and
Ka-Ming Mak 2012). However, there are definitional
problems with ‘green’ when applied to the economy.
The Women’s Major Group for Rio+20 suggests that
the emphasis on a ‘green economy’ and other marketbased approaches can have negative outcomes.
In terms of forests, for example, since definitions of
‘forests’ include industrial plantations and ‘sustainable
forest management’ includes industrial logging and land
conversion to plantations, the green economy focus can
promote the expansion of monoculture tree plantations
for carbon sinks or for biomass production, with a
resultant loss in biodiversity. Encouraging the private
sector and large corporations to ‘go green’ can also
mean an increase in land, water and other resources
being channelled to these big corporate players to be
managed in the name of ‘greening’ the economy. The
financialisation and commoditisation of ecosystems
have been linked with land, water and green grabs (see
Borras et al. 2011; Fairhead et al. 2012; Mehta et al.
2012 cited in Leach et al. 2014).
As care needs to be taken with what ‘green’ means,
it can be seen as a ‘business as usual’ approach
(Schalatek 2013) that does not seek to promote
the development of ‘solidarity economies’ that
are evidenced at the local level around the world
(Unmüßig et al. 2012), and could instead result in the
financialisation of the Earth’s natural processes, rebranded as ‘ecosystem services’ (WMG 2011). It has
been suggested that these approaches are socially and
environmentally blind to the needs of women and there
is a need to focus on the place of gender in the green
economy (Kennet et al. 2012, Newell 2012) and gender
budgeting might be a tool to be used within this (Green
Women 2012; Holvoet and Inberg 2013).

Rather than dismiss the idea completely, some suggest
that enlightened gender policies could steer the green
economy away from narrow male priorities and limited
While urban literature is focused more on local authority
market-based perspectives (Stevens 2012), or away
planning, and rural literature on household level
from the ‘masculinity of aggressive consumption’
adaptation, an area of discussion that bridges both rural
(Alaimo 2009) toward a more sustainable pattern. There
and urban spheres is green governance, green growth
have been calls to replace efficiency with sufficiency
and the green economy. Environmental governance has
(see Mehta 2010; Salleh 2009), emphasising sharing,
been raised as a gender concern given the lack of legal
redistribution and ‘commoning’ as guiding principles
rules on gender issues (Galizzi and Herklotz 2013). The
(Leach et al. 2014). The idea of ‘green-collar jobs’ has
notion of ‘green governance’, while interesting, is not
also been raised – well-paid career track jobs that
automatically gendered and the implications of what
also contribute directly to preserving or enhancing
green means for gender has been explored within the
environmental quality (Yen and Keleher 2009). The
context of forest resources (Agarwal 2010) and biofuels,
Women’s Major Group and others have suggested
among others. Green growth and the green economy

2.1.5 Greening growth
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that a change of terminology is needed, with a focus
on achieving a ‘sustainable and equitable economy’
rather than a ‘green’ economy (Dankelman 2013). The
latter terminology would allow for more linkages across
the environmental / developmental divide and would fit
within the current post-2015 policy. However, this would
demand some reconceptualisation to include issues
such as food security (Smith 2012) and governance of
water (Varghese 2012), and a need to focus on issues
such as gendered consumption (Maceachern 2013).
It is suggested that sustainable development needs to
see a marrying of the ‘care economy’ which recognises
and accounts for primarily women’s unpaid social
reproduction and care burden (Wichterich 2012),
with the instruments of a green economy approach
that internalises and values (not commodifies) the use
of environmental resources (Schalatek 2013). One
suggestion is that a focus on human security and
social protection could fill the gap in current gender
and climate justice work (Goldsworthy 2010; Tschakert
and Machado 2012). Having become a popular tool
within development in recent years, including with large
agencies such as the World Bank, social protection
programmes are being seen as being key for post-event
response and presented as a new policy prescription,
in particular in disaster management (Heltberg 2007;
Vakis 2006).

2.2 Disaster risk reduction
2.2.1 Masculine knowledge and
technical fixes
Within the environmental discourse, two divergent
images of nature emerge. The construction of nature,
or rather earth, as a nurturing mother stands in contrast
to the imagining of nature as wild and uncontrollable
– bringing storms and droughts, intense heat and
cold – something to be dominated and mastered over
time via a focus on science and technology. Nowhere
more clearly is nature constructed as punishing not
nurturing, as ‘monster’ rather than mother, than in
‘disasters’ (Hoffman 2002) and disasters are presented
as the ‘negative of normal nature’ (Anderson 2011:
5). On one hand natural hazards, such as hurricanes
and earthquakes, are conceptualised as unavoidable
extreme physical events (Varley 1994), and have been
conceived of as messages from God (or the gods)
and mediated through mythological and theological
frameworks. On the other hand natural hazards are
seen as needing structural responses to control their
damaging effects (Smith and Petley 2009), making
science and technology the main tools with which
to address or master them (see Phillips et al. 2010).
This focus on technical fixes has meant that the

disastersfield, like climate change, has been a largely
masculinised field.
In the early 1980s, gender research in disasters
began to emerge (Rivers 1982), and in the 1990s a
key text was published by Blaikie et al (1994), which
sought to shift the focus away from the hazard itself,
to vulnerability as the basis of ‘disasters’. While a late
starter, `gender and disasters’ is a growing field and just
like environmental and climate change (see Dankelman
2002), one that seems to be drawing lessons from
attempts to incorporate gender into development. In
1998 a conference on ‘Women and Disaster’ was
held, followed in 2000 by a meeting with the theme
‘Reaching Women and Children in Disasters’, and in
2004 around a hundred women and men met to discuss
‘Gender Equality and Disaster Risk Reduction’. The
change in emphasis from ‘Women and Children’ at
the 2000 conference to ‘Gender Equality’ in the 2004
conference, suggests a very rapid shift in language
and focus (see also Enarson and Fordham 2001;
Fordham 1998; Sanz et al. 2009) in line with the slower
process within development to move from Women in
Development in the 1970s to the focus on Gender and
Development from the 1980s onwards.
The parallels with gender and development were further
highlighted when in the 2004 meeting a breakaway
discussion was held largely consisting of men. It
identified the practice of focusing discussions on
identifying and mitigating women’s vulnerabilities as
‘limiting in the long run’ and called for engaging with
‘men and boys in equal measure’ (Mishra 2009: 35).
This rapid move toward reasserting masculinities also
demonstrates parallels with the changing and contested
gender and development discourse which had turned
to masculinities in the early 2000s (see Chant and
Gutmann 2000). In the climate change discourse too,
there has been the suggestion that a true gender focus
needs to also focus on men, and that men should not
be cast only in terms of an all-powerful and destructive
group (Demetriades and Esplen 2010). However a
focus on men and masculinity represented a highly
contested approach to ‘doing’ gender (see Redman
1996), and was seen by some as aiming to dilute the
radical women-focused agenda that had emerged, not
to enhance it (Pearson 2000:44).
Since 2004, perhaps the best barometer of what is
occurring in academic and practitioner circles – the
Gender and Disasters Network – has seen a move
toward understanding gender through ‘intersectionality’
– with sexualities being an emerging theme (see
Overton 2014).
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2.2.2 Emerging themes in engendering
disasters

Despite the existence of studies exploring new areas
within the post-disaster context, at the macro or policy
level some very surprising gaps in knowledge still exist.

The notion of a ‘window of opportunity’ for change is a
recurring theme in practitioner and academic writings –
the former seeking to use the window to bring change,
the latter seeking to demonstrate it exists.

2.2.3 Gaps in knowledge – what is the
differential impact of disasters?

Initially work emerged from the USA and included a
focus on violence against women and the impact on
family life, house and homes (Hoffman 1998, 1999;
Enarson 2001). This was joined by research from
the developing world toward the end of the 1990s.
Hurricane Mitch in Central America saw advancements
in terms of understandings of how gender roles,
relations and identities are constructed and
reconstructed in the disaster context (see for example
Bradshaw 2001a, 2001b; Cupples 2007). High profile
events during the early part of the new millennium,
including the Indian Ocean tsunami meant an upsurge
in case studies and survivor narratives (see for example
Oxfam 2009), and accounts from field workers (see
for example Clarke and Murray 2010) that focused on
women as well as men, including insights into gender
within aid giving, and the experiences of women aid
workers (Dominelli 2013).

The disasters literature shows some large and perhaps
surprising gaps in knowledge. One is in terms of
gendered impact. Impact is measured through material
losses in infrastructure, housing and agricultural land, or
loss of life, both measures are generally not gendered
(Lal et al. 2009; Mazurana et al. 2011). Attempts
have been made to quantify household loss (Holland
2008) but as gendered losses within households are
seldom recorded, at best comparison is female-headed
compared to male-headed households, something that
has been noted as a limitation in measures of poverty
also. A number of organisations, most notably within the
United Nations system, have attempted to quantify the
gendered socio-economic impacts of events (see for
example ECLAC 1991; ESCAP 2011), with estimates
from Nicaragua post-Mitch suggesting, for example,
the value of losses in subsistence egg production alone
immediately after the event was between US$90,000–
120,000 per month (Bradshaw 2004).

Research post-Hurricane Katrina (see for example
David and Enarson 2012) allowed new voices to be
heard, such as Jewish middle class women on feelings
of being recipients rather than givers of aid, and those
of care givers and health professionals caught up in
events, and also the disabled and those with specific
health needs. It also brought new directions in gendered
research (see for example Fothergill and Peek 2008
on young people; Gault et al.2005 on race; D’Ooge
2008 on sexual orientation), and advancement in the
theoretical discussions on the meaning of disasters
(see for example Brunsma et al. 2007). Violence against
women post-event has been the focus of a number of
studies (Brown 2012; Fothergill 1999; Houghton 2009;
Jenkins and Phillips 2008). A limited academic literature
exists focused specifically on the experience of children
(Jabry 2002; Anderson 2005; Peek 2008; Manyena
et al. 2006). More recently girls and adolescent girls
have received attention (Plan 2013) and issues such as
sexuality are now being explored (Pincha 2008; Balgos
et al. 2012; Gaillard 2011; Overton 2014;Fordham 2011;
Knight and Welton-Mitchell 2013). Pacholok (2013)
undertook one of the first studies which focused on
masculinity, exploring the highly masculinised world
of fire fighters in Canadian wildfires, demonstrating
how gender relations are simultaneously sustained
and disrupted, suggesting how disasters can serve
as catalysts for new patterns of gender, even in highly
masculine spaces.
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Reliable fatalities data disaggregated by gender and
generation is also still largely missing (Fordham et al.
2007). A number of studies do suggest a gendered
impact with higher deaths among women (Peterson
2007; Ikeda 1995; Hines 2007). While women may
be more vulnerable to an event, understandings of risk
are also important. The subjective lived experience of
risk (see Nathan 2008) is largely ignored in mainstream
literature and policy, as are the gender differences of
how it is understood (see Kroll-Smith and Gunter 1998).
What is an acceptable level of risk is a subjective notion
and the perceptions of experts and the public may
diverge (Paine 2002). That officials express surprise
when risk becomes reality, such as when the levees
failed in New Orleans, also highlights that risk denial
functions in complex ways (Tuana 2007).
It is suggested there are systematic gender differences
in the perception of risk (Gustafson 1998), with white
males more likely to rank a variety of risks significantly
lower than women or minority groups (Finucane et al.
2000; Fothergill 1996). This helps to explain those
cases where more men than woman die such as
suggested post-hurricane Mitch (Gomáriz 1999), and
differences in deaths, for example during Australian
bushfires (Haynes et al. 2010; Whittaker et al. 2012).
In the latter, men are most often killed outside while
attempting to protect the home and other assets, whilst
most female and child fatalities occur while sheltering
in the house or when fleeing, usually too late (Eriksen
et al. 2010). Lack of information – often transmitted by
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men to men (Skutsch 2004; Ikeda 1995) – and lack of
education and engagement with preparedness activities
means women when faced by a perceived risk often do
not know when to act or how to act on warnings (Tyler
and Fairbrother 2013). In general, however, research
suggests that women are more likely to act upon early
warnings (Buvinić 1999; Fothergill 1996; Fordham,
2001), suggesting Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)
needs to be gendered.
Other studies, rather than quantifying, have sought to
explain the supposed disparity in death rates noting
women’s greater vulnerability to be based on socialised
gender roles rather than on the biological ‘weakness’
of women (Chowdhury et al.,1993; Oxfam 2005, 2012;
WEDO, 2008). Neumayer and Plümper (2007) and
Plümper and Neumayer (2006) constructed indicators
of disaster magnitude and of women’s socio-economic
status and explored how these relate to the size of the
gender gap in life expectancy. They concluded that in
countries where a disaster had occurred, where the
socio-economic status of women is low, more women
than men die or die at a younger age. In the absence of
gender disaggregated data on deaths due to disasters,
this study is often cited as evidence to support the
notion that women are more vulnerable to hazardous
events and that some women are more vulnerable
than others. This study did not (and could not) explore
existing gender disaggregated data sets on disaster
deaths, as these do not exist. The studies highlight
that socio-economic status and gender matter, but
more importantly they highlight the need for data to be
disaggregated by gender and generation in order to
understand and address this.
If there is a feminised impact, and more women than
men do die, this would suggest the need to focus risk
reduction initiatives on women. However, as more men
are suggested to survive than women, then relief and
reconstruction should focus on men, as survivors. This
is not the case, and currently women are targeted in
many relief and reconstruction initiatives.

2.2.4 Women’s involvement in postdisaster response
Studies suggest women do help in rescue operations
but this is often rescuing other women, children and
the infirm, and constructed in post-event narratives as
helping men in their rescue work (Bradshaw 2001b). In
practice, studies suggest women are involved in DRR
activities (Fordham and Gupta 2010) and through this,
women can come to understand they can take a lead
role at all stages, including in rescuing men (Fordham
2006) but often these activities are not named as
‘disaster’ related but presented as related to such things
as community health initiatives (Fordham 2009). This
may be due to the fact that disaster response is seen

to be a male domain and thus constructing activities as
‘health’ related, a traditional area for women, reduces
any possible threat to the male role.
Research highlights that women have become a
target for resources and beneficiaries of relief and
reconstruction (ECA 2000) but suggests a ‘Women in
Development’ rather than a ‘Gender and Development’
approach. This means, as perhaps might be expected,
a focus on fulfilling what have been termed women’s
‘practical gender needs’ (see Molyneux 1985; Moser
1989a), such as providing better access to water to
allow women to more easily fulfil ’their’ reproductive
role or providing small animals to women to reinstate
patio economies and feed families. Projects focused
on ‘strategic gender interests’, such as seeking the
elimination of institutionalised forms of discrimination
around land rights, or ensuring the right of women
and girls to live free from violence, for example, may
in contrast struggle to get funding and also to recruit
participants (Bradshaw 2004).
Women have become a target for reconstruction
projects in recent years, but not necessarily to promote
equality or for strategic gains, but because of efficiency
in practical terms (Bradshaw and Linneker 2009). An indepth study of four communities in Nicaragua impacted
by hurricane Mitch (Bradshaw 2002) suggested that
while half the women interviewed perceived that they
participated most in the projects for reconstruction, only
a quarter felt that it waswomen who benefited from this
‘participation’. The majority stated that it was the family
that benefited from their participation in reconstruction.
Such perceptions are supported by interviews with
representatives from a number of the organisations
involved that targeted resources at women, including
‘non-traditional’ resources such as giving women
collective ownership of cows. For example, when asked
how men had reacted to this focus on women, one
representative commented that there had not been any
major problems since “the women have their cows and
the men are drinking the milk…”. Thus while portrayed
as a project focused on women and promoting gender
equality, in fact the outcome might bring more work
for women, and greater benefits to men. Resources
directed at women might also lead to greater levels of
conflict over the use of those resources, something
suggested also by social protection programmes such
as Conditional Cash Transfers (see below).
Women heads of household have become a particular
focus for reconstruction projects, but this has not
always improved their situation through inappropriate aid
(CIET-CCER 1999a, 1999b), and because it does not
respond to newly emerging gendered division of labour
post-event related to the rehabilitation of dwellings
that imposes constraints on intra-household labour
allocation (Takasaki 2012).
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2.2.5 Windows of opportunity or
double disaster?

to them, due to the lack of available productive work,
or whether the proportional reduction in productive
work also noted in the study was due to lack of time
on account of their involvement in reconstruction. If
women were replacing income generating activities with
community/reconstruction activities, the opportunity
cost associated with this nationally was estimated at
almost US$350,000 per month (Bradshaw 2004).

The specific gendered impact of disasters or the
‘double disaster’ women and girls may face has recently
been summarised (see Bradshaw and Fordham
2013). The ‘secondary’ impacts felt by women that the
report highlights include loss of education for girls,
deterioration in reproductive and sexual health, increase
Girls, especially adolescent girls, may also be a
in early and forced marriage, increased poverty, insecure
target for relief and reconstruction agencies anxious
employment and trafficking, and migration.
to get them (back) into school and this may result in
An increase in violence is now assumed to occur, but
their having four roles to juggle – their productive,
there is still a lack of systematic studies to support
reproductive and community management roles and
this. Sexual violence, forced and transactional sex is
their role – promoted and supported by aid agencies
highlighted as increasing post-event and a change from – as ‘school girls’, blurring further their dual identity as
private to public violence, or from the hands of knowns
adult/child and with potentially important consequences
to unknowns noted. All these issues were seen in the
for the future (see Plan 2013).
aftermath of the earthquake in Haiti and the findings
However, it is important to note that some research
of various studies are well summarised in a desk
does support to some extent the notion of a window
report by GSDRC (2013). The potential for relief and
of opportunity for change. For example in Düzce after
reconstruction initiatives to inadvertently be the source
the 1999 Marmara earthquakes, many men lost their
of violence in the home and conflict in the home and
traditional role as sole breadwinner while women and
community has also been noted (Bradshaw 2004), and
girls found employment in normally taboo locations and
the loss of status and dignity is a less well recognised
occupations outside the home, leading some men to
consequence of aid (Horton 2012). This is exacerbated
re-evaluate their contributions to feminised household
by the asymmetrical power relationship within which
chores (Kümbetoğlu et al. 2005). However, as noted
assistance is bestowed from the first to third world,
above, this ‘window of opportunity’ does not exist for
from male aid workers to female ‘beneficiaries’, which
all women and for other women, their poor levels of
aims or expects to illicit their gratitude, and not only
education before the earthquake limited the extent to
disempowers men but ‘symbolically disempowers’
which they could find employment outside traditional
women (Hyndman and de Alwis 2003: 218).
female reproductive roles after the event (Ozsoy and
Perhaps the biggest impact on women and girls is the
Sariipek 2010: 105).
escalation of hours in the working day. While some
Research highlights that not all women experience the
research highlights an increase in the number of
event in the same way, and more importantly for some
households dependent on one, male worker (Bradshaw
women the event itself may bring positive changes
2002), in other cases women move into productive
as well as negative (Cupples 2007). This has been
activities, and in general reproductive activities become
recognised in the concept of Post-Traumatic Growth
more burdensome and time consuming, while the time
(PTG) (Tedeschi and Calhoun 2004). The research
spent in their ‘community management’ role – here
suggests some people find positive changes arise from
engaged in reconstruction activities – also increases.
struggling with the aftermath of trauma, for example,
The economic impact on community work, especially by greater intimacy and compassion for others, feeling
women, is difficult to quantify. An estimate for Nicaragua personally stronger, and a deeper appreciation of life.
suggested that prior to the hurricane in 1998, women
One woman survivor of the Marmara earthquakes
on average devoted three hours per day to ‘social and
in Turkey in 1999 reported that the changes in
community’ activities. In the aftermath of Mitch, in some opportunities post-earthquake were so profound
communities more than half the women involved in
that she had ‘adopted a new identity’ (Ozsoy and
reconstruction projects had not participated previously
Sariipek2010: 103) while Overton (2014) notes the
in community activities but after the event up to 75
importance of Katrina in the decision of adolescent girls
per cent of women in the community were engaged
to ‘come out’ and to be happier living ‘out’ as lesbians.
in reconstruction. This suggests a large increase
in their time spent on community activities. It is not
clear whether the high number of women involved in
reconstruction was due to the increase in time available
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2.2.6 Building resilience – a common
theme?
Linked to this focus on the positive outcomes of
‘disasters’ is the call to focus on capacities, rather
than vulnerabilities, and the notion of ‘resilience’. A
recent summary of the available literature around
resilience in the humanitarian context (Combaz 2014)
suggests that it should be seen not as an alternative to
intervention nor a new stand-alone paradigm, but an
increasingly important component of a more holistic
approach to reducing the impact of disasters. However,
while growing in popularity across the disaster and
development literatures (see DFID 2011) an agreed
understanding of the term is still largely absent
(McAlsan 2010). Resilience is emerging as a notion
that bridges both the natural and social sciences and
is increasingly the focus of policy-making (Turnball
et al. 2013). Social resilience is a term that has
become popular particularly in development literature,
conceptualising the ability of human systems to adapt
to change (Adger, 2000; Bahadar et al. 2010; Pelling,
2003; Davidson, 2010). Many writers recommend a
cautious approach to the notion of resilience, to avoid
the emergence of yet another ‘new tyranny’ (Béné et al.
2012), highlighting it represents a shift from a statebased to a society-based response (Chandler 2012).
It has also been suggested that resilience is ‘not a
pro-poor concept’, in that poverty reduction cannot be
substituted by resilience building for example (Béné
et al. 2012). Authors point to the fact that it is not an
inevitable, inherent, universal quality (Norris et al. 2008)
or that there may be ‘resilience outcasts’, warning that
systems deemed undesirable can also be resilient.
In gender terms it is still under researched, and while
starting to be a focus (see for example Enarson 2012)
it is not clear what it has to offer. One positive benefit a
move to make resilience a more central concept might
be its ability to bridge the development, climate change
and disasters divide.
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Common issues and
areas of debate
The discussion above suggests a number of common
themes in the literature.
A review of the gender and climate change and
the gender and disasters literature highlights how
the academic understanding of key concepts and
issues, and the evidence base for a more nuanced
understanding of disaster response and climate change
adaptation, are much more advanced than the related
policy discourse, that still relies largely on unevidenced
assumptions around gender roles and relations on
which to base its proposals. At times this is due to gaps
in knowledge – with one key one being the continued
lack of disaggregated data post-disaster on gendered
loss, even to the extent that fatalities are not recorded
by sex. However, in other instances the assumptions
on which policies are based are due to essentialised
views of men and women. This includes an assumed
vulnerability of women constructing them as needing
protection, but at the same time an assumed greater
ability for women to cope, respond and adapt to
changes and crises, and thus to ‘protect’ others and
the environment.
These gendered discourses of women as both
protectors and needing protection are somewhat
echoed in the literature that at times seeks to highlight
or evidence the opportunities for transformation that
extreme climatic events bring, but at the same time
also highlights the triple impact of climate change and
climate related disasters on women through increasing
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their productive and reproductive time burdens and the
amount of time spent on community-related activities.
For adolescents and young women a fourth activity
may be added, as governments, development workers
and donors seek to promote education as a means
for women’s ‘emancipation’, casting adolescents as
‘children’ needing to be schooled, despite them often
carrying very ‘adult’ time burdens outside the classroom.
The evidence around gendered disaster response
and risk reduction, and around climate change impact
and adaptation, is somewhat contradictory in terms
of how disasters do, and climate change will, impact
women and girls. While the gendered outcomes of
climate-related processes now and in the future are
still not clear and the evidence not conclusive, there
is convergence across the areas in terms of possible
scenarios and this highlights the need to link the two
literatures to ensure greater understanding across both.
There is also room to learn from studies within the wider
field of gender and development.
The final section will explore further some of these
common issues raised by the different kinds of
literature, also placing them within the debates that
have already unfolded within feminist and the gender
and development literature. It begins with a fundamental
concern that is common to both the environment
and disaster literature around how knowledge
is constructed.
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3.1 The production of
knowledge

3.2 Windows of
opportunity

In the early 1980s, the first significant collection of
articles on feminist epistemology appeared (Harding
and Hintikka 1983), suggesting gender to be a variable
in conceptions of rationality (Harding 1982) leading to a
critique of ‘masculinist’ constructions of knowledge and
the notion of ‘objectivity’. Out of this developed the idea
of ‘embodied objectivity’ arising from an understanding
that knowledge is always ‘situated’, always local and
limited (Haraway 1988). This body of work sought to
dispel the romantic belief in the possibility of objective
knowledge produced from an ‘outside-of-nature’ and
‘perspective-free’ viewpoint (Fox Keller 1985).

While macro level date is presented as ‘gender
neutral’ within policy prescriptions there is an assumed
gendered vulnerability. Not only do both the climate
change and disasters literature highlight women as a
vulnerable group, much of this vulnerability is assumed
rather than based on studies that actively explore this.
The assumed vulnerability of women is often linked in
policy discourse to women’s assumed greater poverty,
which also helps to explain the focus on female heads
of household in post-disaster response. However, the
basis of this poverty – unequal power relations – is
less often explicitly mentioned or tackled. If women are
more vulnerable than men to extreme climate events,
then a focus on women post-event is problematic, as
more women will have died leaving men alone to act as
carers and in need of resources. Yet increasingly it is
women who are the ‘beneficiaries’ of resources in their
construction as ‘virtuous victims’.

Despite the now large existing body of work on feminist
epistemology (see Evans et al. 2014), one issue raised
in the review of both the disasters and climate change
literatures is the continued ‘scientific’ and ‘objective’
approach presented by mainstream studies in both.
Both show a bias toward ‘scientific methods’ that
presents evidence as ‘objective fact’ leaving little room
for discussion and silencing other, more qualitative
findings as ‘anecdotal’. The climate change debate in
particular may retrench traditional models of scientific
objectivity that divide subject from object, knower from
known, assuming a view from nowhere, while claiming
to be everywhere equally (Haraway 1991:191 cited in
Alaimo 2009) ignoring the ‘viscous porosity’ of nature
and culture (Tuana 2007). As Nelson (2008) notes, this
is not limited to ‘scientists’ but economists also continue
to present their advice as based on science not nature,
as scientifically sound and economically rational, and
fail to recognise the subjective understandings of
intergenerational equity their models encompass, and
the ethical issues this raises.
The notion of risk is common to both climate change
and disaster debates, and while risk assessment should
represent a blending of science and judgment with
important psychological, social, cultural, and political
factors once again it is constructed as an objective,
measurable fact. As Slovic (1999) notes, whoever
controls the definition of risk controls the rational
solution to the problem at hand. The 2°C climate target
expresses this level currently, and suggests we can both
identify levels of acceptable danger, and hold global
warming to this. More importantly, it suggests the need
to consider the ‘framework of values based on power’
(Seager 2009) that explains who is creating and driving
the agenda for this, and other targets in the current
post-2015 policy context.

A common theme in the literature is that crisis can
bring ‘good’ change. Both sets of literatures present
case studies that show that there is change in gender
roles due to crisis, including women moving into ‘nontraditional’ roles, entering income generating activities
and/or moving outside the confines of the home or the
farm. However, what is less well evidenced is whether
these changing roles bring positive changes in gender
relations for women, particularly within households, and
if any change in gender relations is long term change.
It is not only the crisis that may promote change but
policymakers reacting to the crisis, and a focus on
women as targets of policy may also have implications
for gender roles, and (or and not) gender relations.

3.3 The problems of
inclusion
While the key aim of gender activists is to ‘include’
gender in the policy agenda – be that development,
environmental or disaster-focused – the literature
suggests a note of caution about how this occurs.
In development terms concerns have focused on
how the ‘feminisation of poverty’ thesis became
understood as poverty having a ‘female face’ and thus
to suggest poverty reduction policies automatically
addressed gender inequality, and led to calls to ‘rescue’
gender from the ‘poverty trap’ (Jackson 1996). The
high ‘participation’ of women in poverty reduction
programmes suggested that, rather than the feminisation
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of poverty, we should talk of the ‘feminisation of poverty
alleviation’ (Chant 2008) whereby women are being
constructed not as the most poor, but as the most
efficient means by which to reduce the number of
poor. While women are expected to take on a new role
as the ‘beneficiary’ of projects that provide economic
resources for the household and in particular children,
this new role is conceptualised as part of women’s
existing gendered role as mother and carer. Women
then are at the service of the new poverty agenda, rather
than being served by it, and this supposed ‘gendered’
poverty agenda does little to change the situation and
position of women (Molyneux 2006; 2007).
Such concerns have been more recently highlighted
within the disasters literature focused on the way
governments and non-governmental organisations
have increasingly incorporated gender frameworks
into their planning for disaster relief responses (Horton
2012). The focus on women as delivering disaster relief
and reconstruction while ‘giving’ resources to women
similarly plays on existing gender roles and reinforces
rather than challenges gender relations (Bradshaw
2013). Implementation of gender guidelines often
conceptualise women in limited, essentialised terms as
mothers charged with protecting others, or as ‘weak’
women needing protection (Pittaway et al. 2007).
This double identity of women as both virtuous and
vulnerable (Arora-Jonsson 2011) is at the root of the
focus on women by policymakers. In the post-disaster
context these women ‘beneficiaries’ of aid may not
only be targeted as ‘vulnerable’ but ‘virtuous’ mothers
and service deliverers, but also as those more likely to
demonstrate the gratitude demanded from being the
receivers of relief aid (Hyndman and de Alwis 2003).
Discussion of the ‘feminisation’ (Chant 2008; Bradshaw
2010) or ‘motherisation’ (Molyneux 2006) of policy
response, or an ‘ecomaternalism’ (Arora-Jonsson
2011) is also not new within gender and environmental
literature. Such discussions had been part of the
critiques that emerged over ecofeminist approaches in
the 1990s, where critics suggested that the proclaimed
‘success’ of WED projects had often been gained
at the expense of women – adding unremunerated
environmental protection roles to women’s existing
burdens to bring positive collective benefits but few
personal gains (Jackson 1993; Leach 1994). Such
roles not only increase women’s workloads but
demand an examination of how women’s new roles and
responsibilities affect and change power relationships
(Djoudi and Brockhaus 2011). Constructing women’s
response to environmental issues as different from
men’s – highlighting for example male response as an
institutionalised mitigation and adaptation compared to
a more individual/collective female response – may add
to this, and MacGregor (2010) suggests it is ‘somewhat
dangerous’ for feminists to celebrate women’s
responses to environmental problems when they are
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connected to their gender specific responsibilities for
social reproduction. This raises the question of how
best to ensure the inclusion of women within ongoing
development, environmental and disaster programmes
in a way that ensures they are served by these
programmes, rather than being at the service of them.

3.4 Social reproduction
The dual construction of women as both victims and as
virtuous runs parallel to a second dualism – women as
producers and reproducers. Although less of an explicit
issue within the gender and disasters field, women’s
‘reproductive’ work has been central to constructions
of women in both WID and WED schools of thought.
The gendered division of labour is central to explaining
women’s subordinate role, but also privileges them as
better protectors of the environment and better service
providers. This would not be an issue if women were
‘rewarded’ for this efficiency in economic terms or
via society valuing these characteristics more highly.
However, as the nurturing characteristics of women are
assumed to be ‘natural’ they are little valued. A focus on
the unpaid care economy that acknowledges its value
and leads to a reconceptualisation of its worth within
society would be welcome. However, care is needed
that it does not become another means to focus on
population growth within the environmental debate
(Hartman 2010; Hartman and Braajas-Roman 2011) and
used to further justify targeting resources to women as
‘virtuous-victims’ within the disasters field.
One important policy area that plays on this is social
protection. Social protection has become a potential
policy ‘solution’ not only within development, but also
in the disaster discourse (Heltberg 2007; Vakis 2006).
It has been suggested that disaster risk reduction and
social protection, both on the ‘adaptation continuum’,
coupled with a livelihoods approach, could play an
important role in contributing to improving adaptive
capacity in the face of climate change (Jones et
al. 2010). One of the most popular forms of social
protection among policymakers has been Conditional
Cash Transfer (CCT) programmes. These programmes
have varying conditions but in general monetary
resources, given directly to women, are conditional on
children meeting targets in school attendance, in growth
and nutrition and on women attending workshops on
health etc. While they are presented as a new policy
solution, including in the post-2015 context, there is a
well established, and still growing, evidence base of
the potential negative gendered effects (see Molyneux
2006, 2007; Bradshaw and Quiros 2008). Not least
that far from being ‘empowering’, the programmes
seek to define the identity of women as being focused
on mothering as well as what it means to be a ‘good’
mother (Bradshaw 2008).
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While the policy focus is on women as mothers and as
service deliverers, feminists suggest the focus should
be on sexual and reproductive rights and ensuring all
women, married, mothers, or not, are able to make
decisions about their fertility and sexuality. Linked to
this is the emerging focus on adolescent girls in the
disaster (Plan 2013) and climate change (Goodman
2013) literatures. While adolescence is a concept and
as a concept the relevance of adolescence to many girls
across the globe questioned, it is through the category
of adolescence that girls are entering the policy
discourse including the post-2015 discussions.

3.5 From gendering to
greening: the dangers of
mainstreaming
An overall trend, as highlighted by a review of DRR
and CCA, is that women (and girls) are noticeable
by their inclusion – not exclusion – from the policy
discourse. The fact women’s inclusion in policy can be
as problematic as their exclusion has been highlighted
above. While there have been calls to mainstream
gender into environmental processes and laws (Galizzi
and Herklotz 2013; Ginige et al. 2009; Shalatek
2013), the experience of mainstreaming gender in the
development context suggests care is needed in how
this is done (Porter and Sweetman 2005; Walby 2005),
as the common approach to mainstreaming adopted
has been the basis of criticisms (see Mukhopadhyay
2004; True and Mintrom 2001; Woodford-Berger 2004
). It has been suggested mainstreaming in practice
meant that a ‘streaming away’ of gender issues had
occurred though reducing gender to a technical/tick box
exercise that does not acknowledge the issues of power
at the basis of gender inequalities. Mainstreaming has
constructed gender as a crosscutting or transversal
issue, diluting its meaning, and the responsibility of
all and the responsibility of no one, which has depoliticised calls to engender development. However,
here the issue is not so much to debate the gendering
of processes, but to highlight lessons that might be
learned from them for other processes, most notably
ideas of ‘greening’ the economy.

It has been suggested that the ‘greening’ of the
economy should be better read as ‘greenwashing’
since, as with mainstreaming gender, it may serve only
to suggest that a new approach has been adopted,
and that ‘the environment’ is included in policies and
proposals, when in reality it merely justifies business
as usual. Thus just as gender was a key issue to enter
the mainstream development discourse, now calls to
‘disaster-proof’ development seek to ‘embed’ disasters
within the development discourse, while the environment
has emerged as a key concern within the sustainable
development debate. The rise to the fore of ‘sustainable
development’ allows the development discourse to
subsume environment, disasters and gender – to
mainstream them – as seen within the post-2015
agenda. This may not make them more central nor more
visible, but instead depoliticise and dilute the calls to
make them central and more visible. If women are to be
the means to deliver this ‘greening’ through sustainable
consumption, social protection and social reproduction,
then greening may also become a key issue for gender
activists.
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Concluding comments
The report has highlighted several areas of overlap
between the development, environment and disasters
literature in terms of the concepts used – with risk
and vulnerability being shared concepts, but without
necessarily a shared understanding, while resilience
perhaps offers a bridge across the continued
conceptual divide. It also highlights a number of shared
concerns – particularly related to the masculinisation of
knowledge and the dominance of technical or scientific
policy solutions, the targeting of resources at women
as ‘virtuous –victims’ to deliver policy goals, and the
role of social ‘protection’ policies for poverty alleviation,
vulnerability reduction and climate change adaptation.

known. There are some quite fundamental gaps – such
as a lack of routine collection of sex disaggregated
data post-disaster on deaths, injuries and losses. This
is perhaps surprising since in general the two fields
are characterised by a leaning toward quantification,
perhaps due to their ‘scientific’ roots.

A reliance on empirical fact to inform policy has
determined what is included and how in the policy
discourse. On the one hand, policymakers do not have
the required gendered information and so instead
stereotypical assumptions are at the basis of policy
decisions. On the other hand, where evidence does
exist, its micro level, qualitative nature means it is not
The report notes also that the way women are being
seen to be ‘robust’ and thus can be ignored. One area
presented in the policy discourse is as an ‘opportunity’,
that needs to be addressed, as was the case in the
with the development literature talking of women as an
field of gender and development and the emergence of
‘untapped resource’ while the other literature focuses on feminist economists, is the need to engage with science
the notion of the ‘window of opportunity’ that crisis may and scientists using scientific methods to challenge
bring. Yet there is little evidence to support the fact that gender blind evidence.
long term positive change in gender relations has been
However, what is also apparent from the literature is the
the product of crisis provoked by economic shocks
need for further studies at the micro level, particularly
or natural hazards, while the lack of evidence around
household studies, to show how men and women
climate change adaptation means that it is still too early
experience environmental change differently, and how
to say what the outcome will be.
these differences, and those that arise from other
The report then builds on those who have, since
characteristics such as age, income and ethnicity, make
the mid-1990s, suggested caution is needed when
environmental crisis a gendered issue.
celebrating women’s ‘success’ at managing resources
Finally, it is clear the literatures have much in common
and coping in crisis, since their related inclusion
and studies that consider both climate change and
in policy initiatives may be as problematic as their
disasters, that look at short and long term risks, are
exclusion.
a necessity if the issues raised are to be tackled in a
The report highlights that while the body of knowledge
way that improves, rather than harms, the position and
is growing, there remain many continued gaps. In
situation of women.
reality what is not known is much greater than what is
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This report reviews the existing policy and academic
literature and summarises the empirical evidence within the
fields of gender, climate change and disasters, suggesting
that although there are gaps in existing knowledge,
policy is often not based on the existing evidence but on
stereotypical notions of women and men and their relative
vulnerabilities and capacities. Drawing lessons from the
gender and development literature, it outlines some of the
key areas of debate common across the three literatures.
In particular how best to ensure the inclusion of women
in sustainable development policy so they are served by
these policies, rather than being at the service of these
policies. It concludes by highlighting gaps in knowledge,
noting that studies that look at both climate change and
disasters, which consider short and long term climatic
risks, are necessary if the issues raised are to be tackled
in a way that improves, rather than harms, the position and
situation of women.
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