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Abstract: 

This dissertation examines civil security systems (CSSs) in Central Europe (Czech Republic, 

Hungary, Poland, Slovakia) through a systems-theoretical lens, positioning civil security not only 

as a public good of protecting population from large-scale non-military crises but also as a specific 

policy domain. Combining systems theory, resilience, and policy change approaches, the research 

addresses two core dimensions: (1) the structural configuration and stakeholder involvement within 

national CSSs, and (2) their adaptive capacity in response to external shocks, including disasters 

and economic crisis. Two methods are principally used in the dissertation: a comparative case study 

analysis and qualitative content analysis. The evolution of the Central European CSSs is 

systematically traced over more than two decades, identifying key drivers of adaptive change and 

assessing the explanatory value of concepts like "focusing events". The findings corroborate the 

focusing events concept while challenging assumptions about marginal political attention to civil 

security in non-crisis periods and the prioritization of response over preparedness in high-level 

policymaking. Ultimately, the research offers a framework for understanding and enhancing the 

long-term adaptability and resilience of CSSs, providing policy implications for more proactive 

adjustments to current and future security challenges. 

 

Keywords: Civil Security Governance; Systems Thinking; Focusing Events; Policy Adaptation; 

Central Europe. 
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Abstrakt: 

Disertační práce zkoumá systémy tzv. civilní bezpečnosti (SCB) ve střední Evropě (Česká 

republika, Maďarsko, Polsko, Slovensko) z perspektivy systémové teorie. Civilní bezpečnost je v 

práci chápána jako veřejný statek ochrany obyvatel i jako specifická oblast veřejné politiky. 

Výzkum propojuje koncepty systémového myšlení, odolnosti (tzv. resilience) a teorie politické 

změny a zaměřuje se na (1) strukturální uspořádání těchto systémů a zapojení aktérů a na (2) 

schopnost adaptace systémů na vnější šoky, včetně katastrof či hospodářské krize. V disertační 

práci jsou použity zejména metody komparativní případové studie a kvalitativní obsahové analýzy. 

Systematicky je sledován více než dvacetiletý vývoj SCB ve střední Evropě. Zvláštní pozornost 

práce věnuje významným událostem (tzv. focusing events) jako spouštěčům změn. Výsledky 

potvrzují důležitost těchto událostí, zároveň však ukazují, že civilní bezpečnost získává politickou 

pozornost i mimo akutní krize, přičemž v prioritních tématech hraje významnou roli nejen reakce, 

ale i připravenost. Práce přináší rámec pro porozumění adaptaci a posílení dlouhodobé odolnosti 

SCB a nabízí doporučení v podobě posílení proaktivních a anticipačních přístupů příslušné části 

bezpečnostní politiky. 

 

Klíčová slova: Vládnutí v civilní bezpečnosti; systémové myšlení; fokusní události; adaptace 

veřejné politiky; střední Evropa. 
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1. Introduction 

In the last quarter of the 20th century, Europe witnessed an important shift in perception of security. 

The attention paid to civil security in peacetime in general and to natural as well as anthropogenic 

disasters in particular has increased significantly (see Quarantelli 2000). Civil protection has 

established “itself both organizationally and functionally at the international level” (ibid.: 15). This 

shift was broadly reflected at the ministerial meeting of the European Communities in 1986 and 

later during the NATO Rome summit in 1991. Over time, cooperation in this respect developed 

into various coordination mechanisms which are now in place. Within the European Union (EU), 

it is especially the Community Mechanism for Civil Protection (the role of which is facilitating 

cooperation and assistance during major disasters) and its Emergency Response Coordination 

Centre (ERCC). Within NATO, one can mention the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response 

Coordination Centre (EADRCC) as an operational tool for coordinating relief efforts during and 

after disasters in the NATO and partner countries.  

In recent decades, security policy has increasingly included entirely non-military threats, such as 

natural disasters or pandemics. Somewhat more critically, Kaufman and Wichum (2016) state that 

“security and risk have only went viral as universal societal problems in the late 20th century” 

(ibid.: 48). This reflects the so-called expansion of the concept of security (Buzan 1997) and also 

corresponds to the contemporary concept of creating and implementing security policy in the 

practice of Central European states (see e.g. Brázová, Wiśniewski 2017).  

This dissertation focuses on civil security as a non-military field of security policy, aimed at 

protecting the population from exceptional crises, including but not limited to natural disasters and 

technological accidents. A detailed elaboration of this working definition can be found in Section 

2. However, it is important to emphasize from the outset that the analysis excludes traditional 

military threats and instead concentrates on the policy domain dedicated to protecting civilians 

during exceptional, often unpredictable crises. In doing so, it addresses security threats that directly 

impact citizens, rather than those related to the sovereignty or territorial integrity of the state 

(Bailes, Gylfason: 21–50). 

Despite its relevance, the topic of security is still often an overlooked topic by public policy 

researchers (Ripberger 2011). Much has been written in the public policy literature about the 

provision of public goods and services, but the provision of civil security as a public good has been 

rather sidelined. The somewhat marginal status of research dealing with the issue of civil security 
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was aptly expressed by sociologist Kathleen Tierney (2007), who pointed out the need to reorient 

research in this area from an applied character, which prevails, to a more theoretical one, also 

solving some key theoretical problems of contemporary science (Tierney 2007, 503-504; see also 

Djalante et al. 2011). It can be noted that not much has changed since Tierney's article was 

published. Most academic works in the field have an applied character and focus on specific 

shortcomings (Shobaki et al. 2017), lessons (Williams 2008), or good practice suggestions (Tran 

et al. 2009). 

The notion of security system has been used in the strategic documents of the Central European 

EU member states (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia) for many years, referring to a 

state-guaranteed and managed network of institutions and processes which are to ensure security 

of the state, society and its citizens (see Brázová, Wiśniewski 2017). Adaptation of civil security 

systems to the changing nature of risks is inevitable (see Stoker 2019), as socio-economic and 

environmental changes may provoke a wide range of crisis events (see Kemp et al. 2022). 

Simultaneously, the today’s complex and changing security environment makes it a challenging 

task (see Boin 2009; Stoker 2019). Thus, the system requires a sound capacity to flexibly adapt to 

provide security to the citizens. Such adaptation has to go beyond small adjustments in routine 

practices to be effective (Tiernan et al. 2019). At the same time, Kettl (2013), writing on large 

disasters in the USA, points in this respect to the difficulty for the system to learn even after 

repeated crises and links the issue to the challenges of governance (ibid.). 

In the area of civil security, there is a trend in most societies of high public expectations of the 

government's performance in providing security, which contrasts with the expanding spectrum of 

threats on the one hand; and at the same time limited resources available to public authorities on 

the other hand (Hamilton et al. 2005). At the operational level, the consequences of this trend can 

be seen in the changing structures of national civil security systems, such as the deployment of the 

military to address non-military security issues such as natural disasters (ibid.). At the same time, 

the geographical scope has expanded, which no longer includes only the nation state, but in the 

case of cross-border threats, entire regions or even the world, as the term "global security" suggests 

(Daase 2010: 30-32). 

Despite the growing plurality of actors, due to privatization, internationalization and other factors, 

the state retains a central position in security issues - in contrast to other areas, e.g. the environment 

(see e.g. Peters 2004). The centrality of the state, however, does not mean resignation to the 
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assumption of a plurality of actors. Even in the field of security, instrumental governance is 

considered insufficient for managing the challenges arising from a complex environment (see Boin 

2009). This is also related to the emphasis of some authors on normative approach to the research 

agenda in this area so as to uncover "democratic and governance deficits" in the field of security 

in general (Wood, Dupont 2006: 8). Yet again, analyzes that would focus on the involvement of 

various stakeholders in ensuring civil security at the level of the state/s are relatively rare. Authors 

typically focus either on the international (EU) level (Krahmann 2003, Kirchner, Sperling 2007) 

or, on the contrary, on very narrow and specific topics, such as the involvement of citizens in flood 

risk management through information and communication technologies (Wehn et al. 2015).  

From the policy analysis point of view, the use of a systemic perspective is more about the problem 

situation than problem itself and about improving the situation rather than solving a specific 

problem (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 8). This also suits the research subject of this dissertation, since 

any significant long-term debated issue, apart from immediate responses to crises, is rather absent 

in the political arena in this area. The topic of civil security is typically understood as an 

expert/professional area and characterized by a relatively low degree of political interest (Birkland 

2016). Quarantelli (2000) points out that disaster planning is not very much at the forefront of 

citizens' interest, even though the majority of the population in modern societies consider civil 

protection to be a government responsibility. Likewise, Tierney (2007) draws attention to the 

relative marginality of the topic, while other authors highlight the "short-sightedness" of policies 

in this area, when more attention is usually paid to post-disaster relief, instead of disaster 

preparedness (Cohen, Werker 2008; Healy, Malhotra 2009). 

The aim of the thesis is to examine the composition and development of the so-called civil security 

systems in Central Europe and the influence of the external environment on them. The aim is to 

identify the main impulses for change in a specific political area of civil security, which is typically 

understood as an expert/professional area and characterized by a relatively low degree of political 

interest. This endeavor will enable us especially the following: 

1) Understand the composition of civil security systems and their variations (delineate key 

elements and compare systems and their composition across Europe) and assess the participatory 

aspect of the civil security system. 

2) Explain the main triggers of adaptation by identifying the key drivers of change that lead to 

system adaptation (understood here as substantial changes in the structure and/or functioning of 
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the system). In particular, to assess the relative explanatory value of the identified theoretical 

propositions commonly used in the literature to explain political change, especially the concept of 

"focusing events" (see e.g. Birkland 1998) or more generally "critical intersections" (Donnelly, 

Hogan 2012); or the role of domestic policymaking and (pro-)active shaping in response to current 

threat perceptions. 

3) Relate the findings to a systems approach and to the adaptation (capability) of systems to 

the changing nature of risks and draw potential implications for policy/public policy 

recommendations. 

2. Defining the Field of Study 

2.1. The Field of Civil Security (thematic delimitation) 

Increasing attention has been paid to non-military threats both in theory and practice, yet the 

terminology in this field remains unclear and by far not unified (Quarantelli 2000; see also 

Komendantova et al. 2014). Different terms exist concurrently, denoting more or less the same 

policy area, such as civil security, homeland security, crisis management or civil protection. 

Although there are subtle differences, these terms are often used interchangeably (Dorussen et al. 

2016: 145). While none of these concepts clearly dominates, it is useful to take a closer look at all 

of them to better delimitate the field of study. This chapter thus provides an overview of how the 

aforementioned concepts are denoting the area of non-military security typically understood in the 

literature. Based on the comparison and contrast of the usage of these terms, the aim is to outline 

the scope and content (see Ochrana 2015: 60) of civil security and to provide its working definition 

for this thesis. 

Methodologically, this chapter builds on literature review covering documents, academic 

publications, peer-reviewed journal articles and books collected by a snowball technique in search 

for keywords as civil protection, disaster management, civil security, security management and a 

few others (generated further during the search) through Google Scholar and EBSCO databases. 

2.1.1. Civil Protection 

Civil protection is often understood as a successor term to civil defence. The basic difference 

between civil protection and civil defence is that the latter is typically used to refer to “nonmilitary 

preparations for civilian involvement in wartime situations” (Quarantelli 2000, 1) while civil 
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protection concentrates on non-military disasters like natural disasters or transportation crashes 

(Alexander 2002, 209-210). At the same time, the shift from civil defence to civil protection was 

not only a simple transformation, but rather a more complex evolutionary process beginning much 

earlier than the shift from one to another occurred (Quarantelli 2000, 8-13). 

At the European Union (EU) level, the term "civil protection" is currently mostly (although not 

exclusively) employed. The first use of this term was documented as early as in 1985 when it was 

brought up during EC Rome meeting and upon which cooperation in trainings followed (Bremberg, 

Britz, 2009).  EU cooperation in civil protection started with marine pollution, in 1991 natural and 

technological disasters were involved in the respective Council resolution (Olsson 2009: 84). A 

Council Decision of 2007 then associated civil protection with “all types of major emergencies 

(…) including natural and man-made disasters, acts of terrorism and technological, radiological 

and environmental accidents, including accidental marine pollution” (Council Decision 

2007/779/EC: art. 6). Such approach reflects a wide perception of threats leaving out pretty much 

only the classical military ones.  

Despite this early utilization of the term, no single comprehensive definition exists. According to 

one of the definitions, the EU civil protection "aims at providing for the safety and security of 

people, the environment and property in the event of major emergencies" (Bremberg, Britz, 2009: 

289). In agency terms, this relates to disaster response teams, fire brigades and rescue services. The 

term has started to take on a broader understanding, however, including also other capacities and 

capabilities (ibid.). In some cases, civil protection is further associated with critical infrastructure 

protection (Fekete et al. 2012; Brem 2015). 

Yet another - somewhat more practical - understanding of civil security at the EU level can be 

inferred from the Eurobarometer surveys. In the surveys which have been conducted so far, one 

could encounter civil protection being defined in rather narrow terms, namely as the preparation 

for natural and man-made disasters and the response to these disasters once they occur (EB 454 

2017). More recently, however, this conception of civil protection was widened to include the 

pandemic and other crises (EB 511b 2021). 

Civil protection can also be defined in operational terms as “activities to prepare and carry out the 

rescue and relief of people, property and the environment in the event of a crisis” (Olsson 2009: 2) 

and associated with emergency management agencies (ibid.: 84). Similarly, the EU Council 

Decision on Community Civil Protection Mechanism (2007/779/EC) stresses the consistency and 
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efficiency of emergency response (to natural and man-made disasters). The Commission 

Implementing Decision (2014/762/EU) then relates civil protection with disaster management and 

the entire disaster management cycle (ibid.: par. 11). 

Alexander (2002) points out that the concept of civil protection is leaving out the citizens in which 

it actually maintains the civil defence logic. Despite the focus on civilian crises, civil protection 

typically remains defined as professional, concentrated in the hands of the state and/ or crisis 

management authorities. As Alexander (ibid.) puts it, civil protection “relies on information sharing 

and collaboration between task forces”1 (ibid., 210). Civil protection as a concept thus does not 

seem to take (or at least not directly) into consideration the active engagement of neither the private 

(for-profit) nor the civic sector. With the participative dimension side-lined, civil protection can be 

found in otherwise very different societies across the globe (ibid.).  

Understanding civil protection changes with normative understanding of security threats. The 

concept encompasses nonmilitary threats, divided into natural (earthquakes, flooding and 

tsunamis) and man-made disasters, although the distinction between natural and man-made 

disasters is sometimes difficult to make. Dorussen et al. (2016) further distinguish between 

unintentional (industrial and transportation accidents and infrastructure failures) and intentional 

(such as terrorist attacks). Presently, “nontraditional security threats, such as natural disasters and 

pandemics, are considered as most relevant for civil protection” (ibid.: 146). 

2.1.2. Civil Security 

Stuchtey and Gummer (2014) note that there is little academic consensus “on what constitutes civil 

security as an academic field of research” (ibid.: 8) and no universally accepted definition of the 

term exists (see Baird 2017). So far, the term civil security has been utilized especially in the 

European context (see e.g. Koziej 2011; Kuipers et al. 2015; Kirchner et al. 2015; Baird 2017; 

European Commission 2021). The concept is sometimes put as an equivalent to what is understood 

in the United States as homeland security (Stuchtey, Gummer 2014). In the U.S. literature, on the 

other hand, Dory (2004) associates civil security only with terrorism, more particularly with the 

individual contribution and participation in domestic security measures “to reduce the U.S. public’s 

vulnerability to the physical, psychological, and economic impacts of terrorism” (Dory 2004: 38). 

 

1 Stress added. 
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Civil security has started to be used as a term to refer to a specific field in security policymaking, 

reflecting the increasing attention paid to the threats of a non-military nature (see e.g. Dory 2003; 

Shalamanov et al. 2006; Kirchner et al. 2014; Bailes, Sandö 2014). It covers threats lying close to 

the citizens, rather than those related to sovereignty and integrity of the state (Bailes, Gylfason, 

2008; EC Decision 293, 2010: 54).  

The broadest understanding of civil security is as a counterpart to the military security (Murray 

2007; Koziej 2011). According to Baird (2017), the label ‘civil security’ is used “when discussing 

non-military aspects of security and defence“ (Baird, 2017: 101). Such broad delimitation does not, 

however, suffice to satisfactorily define the field of study. Especially in the European literature, 

the notion has started to delimitate a specific sector of security, being distinct from the military 

security on the one hand; and from the field of law and order on the other hand (see e.g. Shalamanov 

et al., 2006). Yet another distinction was made in the staff working document accompanying the 

European Commission Communication on Security Industrial Policy (COM 2012): Here, civil 

security was made distinct from the military (defence) domain on the one hand; and from the 

private security on the other hand (ibid.).  

Civil security is more narrowly defined as “applying to civil emergencies and disasters that are 

provoked by non-state actors (e.g. terrorism) or by extreme weather conditions and other natural 

calamities” (Kirchner et al. 2015: 288). Poscher (2016) sees civil security as dealing with the effects 

of “disruption, breakdowns and the cascading effects of attacks or natural disasters” (ibid.: 60). 

According to Stuchtey and Gummer (2014), civil security “involves reducing the probability of 

intentional damage caused to life and property and the risk of unintended losses resulting from 

natural disasters or technical failures of complex industrial systems” (ibid.: 8). In sum, especially 

such threats as natural disasters, terrorist attacks or critical infrastructure failures are recognized as 

eminent for civil security (Poscher 2016). This view, however, is not necessarily stable as the focus 

of civil security might also depend on the current threat perception which changes with time (COM 

2012: 8). Wider delimitation of civil security then involves also such matters as critical 

infrastructure failures or health issues such as pandemics (Baird 2017: 103; Bossong, Hegemann 

2015).  

Importantly, civil security is thought of as a public good ensured by the state (as opposed to the 

private security), although certain overlaps with private security exist, such as in the case of public 

infrastructures (COM 2012; see Figure 1). At the same time, civil security cannot be seen as a 
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purely matter of the state only. Although the state represents the crucial provider of this public 

good, the role of other actors (such as the public or the private companies) must be also recognized. 

As Dory (2003) puts it: "Civil security requires increased efforts by the full range of (…) players: 

individuals must participate in civil security on their own behalf, while governments pursue it for 

their constituents and businesses address it with their employees" (ibid.: 38; see also Bailes and 

Gylfason 2008: 23). 

 

Figure 1: Delimitation of civil security as a public good 

 

Source: Staff working paper accompanying Communication on security industrial policy (COM 

2012: 132). 

 

Compared with civil protection (which is mostly referred to as activities/ services typically 

provided by the state institutions before, during and after disasters), civil security typically refers 

also to the policy dimension (see e.g. Gralepois 2011; Bossong, Hegemann, 2015) and specific 

policy efforts to address security concerns as natural disasters and other large-scale emergencies 

(Keilbach 2009). According to Kuipers et al. (2015) civil security means “policies, bodies, and 

mechanisms that a country has in place to protect it against new and urgent threats to the security 

of its people and/or the functioning of critical infrastructures” (ibid., 3).  

Hoijtink (2014) links civil security with the issue of governance. Kirchner et al. (2014) then call 

civil security “a matter of emergent governance patterns” (ibid.: 2) and a “hybrid area” cutting 

“across functional boundaries and administrative levels” (ibid.). In its Horizon Europe Strategic 

Plan, the EU puts stress on resilience in the field of “civil security for society” in the reduction of 

losses “from natural, accidental and man-made disasters” (European Commission 2021: 15). 

Hence, the term is not reduced to the state institutions only, although the state does play a crucial 

role here. The focus on governance mans that such issues as cooperation, public-private 

partnerships and coordination between a wide array of partners need to be taken into account in the 

civil security policies (Gralepois 2011; Stuchtey, Gummer 2014).  
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2.1.3. Emergency preparedness (and response) 

Emergency preparedness, sometimes officially referred to as “emergency preparedness and 

response” (see e.g. CDC online), is yet another term understood synonymously to civil protection 

and used especially in the USA (Alexander 2002; see also Carter-Pokras et al. 2007). Emergency 

preparedness means preparing “the public for a wide range of hazards, from a terrorism to 

pandemic flu, natural disaster, or other emergency” (Carter-Pokras et al. 2007, 465) and is also 

associated with the public health sector (see Nelson et al. 2008). 

Just as civil protection, emergency preparedness is predominantly institution-oriented although 

with some space devoted to community resilience (Nelson et al. 2008). For instance, the American 

Pandemic and All Hazards Preparedness Act of 2006 turns to the state institutions, including most 

notably the Department of Health and Human Services, and requires them to develop plans and 

also evidence-based performance measures “to respond to a bioterrorist attack, influenza pandemic, 

or any other large-scale public health emergency” (ibid., 1). Emergency preparedness seems to 

have a more pronounced result-orientation with the emphasis on efficiency (see e.g. Nelson et al. 

2008; CDC online).  

Thematically (an also in line with the above-cited CDC online), relevant emergencies were agreed 

to include “terrorism and non-terrorism events, including infectious disease, environmental and 

occupation-related emergencies” (Nelson et al. 2008, 6). Concerning the definition of emergency 

preparedness, the field is lacking a unified agreed-upon definition (Nelson et al. 2008; Kahan 

2015). It is supposed to cover a wide spectrum of potential risks (Nelson et al. 2008, 8), wherein it 

resembles also the current trends in civil security and protection. 

2.1.4. Homeland Security 

The term homeland security is mostly connected with the American (US) perspective where a large 

institutional shift occurred in January 2003 with the establishment of the Department of Homeland 

Security in reaction to the terrorist attacks in 2001. This shift of one whole area of security away 

from the auspice of the Department of Defence also included further changes in governance: from 

a top-down approach (with state/local implementation and policy creation at the central level) the 

system transformed into a mixed approach with state/ local lead in planning and implementation 

(Dory, 2003: 7).  
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Homeland security was initially conceived with an almost exclusive focus on terrorism (Dory, 

2003). However, over time, the concept began to expand in response to a range of other challenges. 

Among these, natural disasters played a particularly significant role. Especially the 2005 Hurricane 

Katrina is cited as a turning point that prompted a more comprehensive understanding of homeland 

security in the United States (see e.g. Burby, 2006; Birkland, 2006; Birkland, 2009). 

This broader conceptualization was also reflected in institutional reforms, most notably the 

reorganization of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS). On one hand, this integration signalled a shift toward a more holistic 

approach to homeland security—one that encompassed a wide range of threats, including non-

intelligence-related hazards such as natural disasters and technological accidents (Hogue and Bea, 

2006; Kahan, 2015). On the other hand, it has been observed that the prominence of terrorism and 

intelligence-related threats within DHS effectively marginalized natural hazard issues on the 

federal policy agenda (Crow, 2018). 

Homeland security is described as fragmented, disjoined and complex by nature (Kettl, 2013). The 

fields covered include "everything from preparation for a terrorist attack, (...) natural disasters or 

(...) infections and pandemics, dealing with major accidents in industry and transportation or power 

outages” (Laegreid, Serigstad, 2004: 8). While this delimitation roughly corresponds with civil 

security, Laegreid and Serigstad further argue that the concept could further include also other 

fields with the potential to threaten the citizens or functioning of the state and society, such as 

“accommodating floods of refugees (…), ICT, telecommunications, ABC weapons, intelligence 

and surveillance and potentially (…) almost all areas of the public sector" (ibid.), thus also stressing 

implicitly the dependence on the prevailing threat perception. 

Despite the wide scope outlined by various authors, another defining feature of homeland security 

emerges – one that pertains to the policy dimension and structural setup. The main references to 

homeland security tend to situate it within the realm of policymaking, rather than within the domain 

of operational level implementing agencies. In this sense, the concept resembles the above-

described approach to civil security. Kahan (2015) reinforces this perspective, arguing that 

“emergency management should be considered a critical subset of the far broader and more 

strategic field of homeland security” (ibid.: 483), thus emphasizing the hierarchical and integrative 

nature of homeland security as a policy framework. 
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2.1.5. Crisis/ Disaster Management 

Crises are traditionally perceived as exceptional situations. Thus, also crisis management is seen 

as "the management of exceptional or out-of-the-ordinary situations" (Roux-Dufort, 2007: 105). 

Yet, from a theoretical point of view, crisis management also suffers from vagueness of definitions 

employed and from an overall under-theorization (ibid.). Indeed, it is possible to speak of crisis 

management in any field, touching upon security in its broadest sense.  

The focus of crisis management is, both in the literature as well as in practice, predominantly 

covering the operational dimension, including such issues as organizational capabilities or crisis 

planning and critical infrastructure protection plans (see e.g. Będźmirowski 2014; Szmitkowski 

2016). Regardless of the particular field, the concept identifies different phases employed in crises 

management, thus bringing the attention not only to the reaction and preparedness itself but also to 

the recovery. From this perspective, crisis management is not only about a response to a particular 

crisis, but also about anticipation - i.e. planning and preparedness on the one hand; and about long-

term recovery activities on the other hand (Ulmer, 2001). 

In the field of non-military security, crisis management is often associated with disaster 

management, concerning disasters of either natural or technological nature. Under the natural 

disasters, such events are subsumed as geophysical (e.g. landslides), hydrological (e.g. floods), 

climatological (e.g. wildfires), meteorological (e.g. storms) and biological (e.g. disease epidemics) 

ones. Under the technological (or man-made) disasters, the following hazards are understood: 

complex emergencies (conflicts), famine, displaced populations, industrial accidents and transport 

accidents, including environmental degradation and pollution (IFRCRCS, undated). The main 

emphasis is put on the operational dimension and on the interaction of the stakeholders involved. 

Building on the EM-DAT (the International Disaster Database of the WHO Collaborating Centre 

for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters) definition, the International Federation of Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRCRCS) understands under disaster management all activities 

included in "the organization and management of resources and responsibilities for dealing with 

(...) emergencies, in particular preparedness, response and recovery in order to lessen the impact of 

disasters" (IFRCRCS, undated). According to Quarantelli (Quarantelli 2000), emergency 

management’s major concern is with preparedness and response phases of disasters, as opposed to 

disaster planning which should refer to “the full range of activities from mitigation through 

recovery” (ibid., 17). While covering a similar field as civil protection and concentrating on the 
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operational dimension, disaster management literature puts more stress on particular time stages of 

the disaster management cycle (ibid.). 

2.1.6. Societal Security 

Although less frequently, we may also encounter the term societal security to be used especially in 

connection with some of the Nordic countries (Bailes, Gylfason, 2008). Bailes and Gylfason (ibid.) 

have argued for a new concept which would cover the following security aspects: 1) human 

processes indirectly affecting security (such as consequences of migration); 2) accidents affecting 

functioning of large-scale infrastructure (such as cyber-communication, heating or power outages 

or nuclear accidents); 3) cut-offs of crucial supplies (such as energy) by accident or intent; 4) 

natural processes (such as natural disasters and pandemic diseases) (ibid.: 24-25).  

Societal security is envisaged to reach across “a wide range of peacetime structures and activities” 

(Bailes 2008, 13). Similarly, as with the concepts of civil or homeland security, the focus is more 

on the policy (or governance) level than on the operational one concerned mainly with response 

bodies. In this regard, Bailes (ibid.) explicitly writes about governance and discusses the role of 

society and private sector involvement (ibid., 16-35) which the author sees both as desirable in 

security provision. 

It is necessary to note, however, that the use of this concept in the connection with disasters is 

rather rare. Better known is the concept in relation to the Copenhagen School in security studies 

where it denotes “the ability of a society to persist in its essential character under changing 

conditions and possible or actual threats” (Wæver et al. 1993, 23), such as migration or vertical 

and horizontal competition between groups and which touch upon the identity of the given society 

(Buzan, Wæver et de Wilde 1998).  

2.1.7. Conclusion 

Generally, what the above presented notions have in common is that they mark (in one way or 

another) a qualitative shift away from "civil defence" - a term associated mostly with the Cold War 

and with management headed by the ministries of defence (Alexander 2002; see also Saleh 2010). 

All of the aforementioned concepts focus on urgent and difficult to predict issues where a prompt 

reaction is needed (Alexander 2002: 5).  

Based on the overview in this chapter, it can be stated that there are substantive yet not complete 

overlaps among all of the concepts discussed above. As none of the concepts possesses an entirely 
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precise definition, their comparison sheds some additional light into the understanding of the 

different approaches and their mutual delimitation. Table 1 summarizes the scope of threats 

typically associated with the different approaches in the literature. The overview sheds some light 

on the scope of application of the given concepts having implications also for the policy domain. 

 

Table 1: Overview of the scope of different concepts 
Threats covered Civil 

protection 

Civil 

security 

Emergency 

preparedness 

and response 

Homeland 

security 

Disaster 

management 

Societal 

security 

Pollution x    x  

Natural disasters x x x x x x 

Technological 

disasters 
x x x x x x 

Pandemic x x x x x x 

Terrorism x x x x   

Critical 

infrastructure failure 
x x 

 
x  x 

Migration/displaced 

populations 
  

 
 x x 

Famine     x  

Cyber security      x 

Energy security      x 

Source: author based on the overview above  

 

As shown in Table 1, all concepts commonly include technological and natural disasters, including 

pandemics, reflecting their prominence among contemporary societal challenges. These can thus 

be perceived as representing the core of all these concepts. Terrorism and critical infrastructure 

failures are also frequently mentioned. However, it is important to acknowledge that threats like 

terrorism, central to homeland security (especially in the US context), often share characteristics 

with military threats, such as intentionality and the potential for large-scale violence (for discussion 

see e.g. Quarantelli 2000) and thus differ from the civil security focus2.  

Beyond these challenges, the concepts differ substantially in what is considered to be further a 

matter of concern. Issues such as security of energy supplies or environmental pollution are 

mentioned rather rarely as part of some of the concepts. This suggests that these challenges do 

 

2 Note: Clearly positioning the threat of terrorism as of a (non-)military nature is complicated. The approach to the 

threat of terrorism and respective counter-terrorism policies differ both geographically, from one country to another, 

and in time. The policy response and measures then take the form of rather military approach, disaster management, 

or a criminal one, relying dominantly on law enforcement (see e.g. Kruglanski et al. 2007; Spencer 2012). This fluidity 

is also visible in the program statements analysed in Chapter 6.1 below. 
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touch upon the given field; however, they surpass this field and overlap with other areas such as 

the economy or environment. 

Some of the concepts include security challenges caused indirectly by human processes, such as 

migration or displaced populations. Yet, the approach to this challenge differs among the concepts 

- while some see within this perspective migration as a potential security challenge; some focus 

rather on the security of the migrating people themselves and are thus closer to the human security 

as proposed by the UNDP. The latter perspective is involved in the IFRCRCS's definition of 

disaster management. Here, too, famine (i.e. food security) is included - a feature missing in all the 

other concepts. 

Based on the comparison, it can be concluded that the concepts discussed here are not (at least not 

primarily) defined through the type of threats they deal with. Despite some differences among the 

concepts in the scope of threats covered, it does not seem entirely useful to distinguish between 

them along these lines. Moreover, within almost all of the afore-discussed concepts, an all-hazard 

or multi-hazards approach is being increasingly preferred (see Quarantelli 2000; Komendantova et 

al. 2014). In all cases, however, the concepts are understood as marking a shift from civil defense 

towards a non-military domain, focused on the security of people in exceptional (as opposed to 

everyday or common) crises, most notably natural and technological disasters.  

There is yet another line of distinction which stands out concerning the main domain of application 

of these concepts which is summarized in Table 2. While some of the concepts (namely civil 

protection, emergency preparedness and response and disaster management) focus primarily on the 

operational dimension (i.e. readiness and response of the bodies involved); the remaining concepts 

(civil security, homeland security and societal security) touch more upon the policy dimension, 

stressing such issues as governance or the system setup. As there are no fundamental differences 

among the latter three notions, these can be broadly understood as synonymous, although their 

usage is marked by regional/geographical specificities.3  

 

 

3 Note: This aspect is implicitly underlined also in the official documents, namely by the Implementing Arrangement 

of the Agreement for Scientific and Technological Cooperation between the EU and the USA on cooperation “in the 

field of homeland/civil security research” (EC Decision 293 2010) where homeland and civil security are treated as 

equivalents. 
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Table 2: Main application of different concepts 
 Main domain of application Commentary 

Civil protection Operational domain 

(preparedness, reaction) 

Narrow state-to-citizens security 

provision (European usage) 

Civil security Policy domain  

(covers both action and regulation; stress 

on governance) 

Concerned with civil protection but 

more on the national (policy) level; 

institutional setup important 

(European usage) 

Emergency preparedness 

and response 

Operational domain 

 (preparedness, reaction) 

Similar to disaster management; 

mainly employed in the health sector 

(US usage)  

Homeland security Policy domain  

(covers both action and regulation; stress 

on governance) 

Similar to civil security (US 

perspective) 

Disaster management Operational domain 

(preparedness, reaction, recovery) 

Similar to civil protection 

Societal security Policy domain 

(covers both action and regulation; stress 

on governance) 

Similar to civil security; rarely used 

(North European usage) 

Source: author, summary of the discussion above  

 

Based on the discussion above, the term ‘civil security’ shall be further preferred and referred to 

throughout this writing. The reason therefor is twofold: Firstly, having regard to the geographical 

focus of this thesis, the term civil security is in its usage more common in the European literature; 

secondly, it is more concerned with the policy domain and the issue of governance (in contrast with 

the concepts of civil protection and disaster management which focus predominantly on the 

operational level). 

Regarding the definition and scope (intension and extension of the term), civil security will be 

understood as a public good and a specific field in security policymaking (i.e. policies and 

mechanisms) dealing with civil emergencies and disasters provoked by non-state actors or extreme 

weather conditions and other natural calamities. Although the scope can vary in time according to 

the changing threat perception, it can be argued that the core of the focus is ensuring security of 

people in exceptional (as opposed to everyday or common) crises, most notably natural and 

technological disasters (narrow definition; see Ochrana 2015: 62).  

Based on the definitions of civil security occurring in the literature and documents, it can be stated 

that 1) civil security concerns predominantly the role of state and its institutions while referring 

especially to the policy level; 2) it is, in its core, defined especially through natural and man-made 

disasters. The links of civil security to other fields of activity (or security sub-systems) such as 

public health have been developing rather slowly: Notably epidemics are often treated as public 
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health issue and thus are not classified as disasters nor are they handled primarily by the 

organizations involved in the civil security system (see Quarantelli 2000: 15-16). 

2.2. (Civil) Security as a System (conceptual delimitation) 

The contribution of systems thinking is increasingly recognized in the public policy literature, 

especially in the area of health and environmental policy (Nguyen et al. 2023). Similarly, the 

increasing complexity of the security environment has recently revived systems thinking in many 

areas. While the idea of well-defined systems designed according to first-order cybernetics was 

dominant during the Cold War and especially in the 1950s and 1960s, current systems approaches 

mainly emphasize specific properties of systems, such as adaptability (Walker, Cooper 2011). In 

the area of civil protection, it is worth mentioning the use of systems thinking by Quarantelli 

(2000), who understands civil protection as a (social) system and claims that disasters are 

inherently a social phenomenon. He sees the origin of disasters "in the structural and cultural 

dimensions of social systems" (ibid.: 1). When it comes to disasters, systems adaptation is 

important (ibid: 4). At the same time, systems can be not only concrete, but also relatively abstract, 

such as, for example, a "regional security system" (Kugler 2006: 218).  

There is no generally accepted definition of a civil security system. For the purposes of this work, 

I look at civil security systems from two points of view - policy and systemic. From a policy 

perspective – although it varies from one country to another – civil security systems can be broadly 

understood as a regime – i.e. an institutional framework consisting of rules, norms and decision-

making procedures that distribute “responsibilities among a complex set of public and private 

actors (…) for preventing crises and for managing those that turn out to be inevitable" (Stern, 

Hansén 2004; 14). 

From a systemic point of view, civil security can be understood as a subset of the country's entire 

security system (Balabán et. al. 2008; Shalamanov 2005). It can thus be distinguished from other 

security-related subsystems. Aimed at protecting the civilian population within national borders, 

the civil security system differs from military security in that it focuses more on internal threats 

and (in EU countries) is predominantly under civilian administration. At the same time, it must be 

distinguished from internal security and public order, which is mainly ensured by the police 

(Shalamanov et al. 2005; 80). 
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From the policy point of view, seeing the system (especially in a non-dynamic form4) can have 

important implications in identifying the causes of failure as "dysfunction at the epistemological 

level", i.e., for example, incorrectly set regulatory rules" (Ochrana 2015: 40). The view of the 

system as dynamic allows us to explain the causes of the emergence of something new (ibid.: 42). 

In the context of the dissertation, the connection of systems thinking with the concept of resilience 

deserves attention (see Grove 2018). The concept of resilience has found its way into studies on 

population protection (see Krüger 2019) and disaster management (see Doorn 2017) relatively 

recently and is not uniformly defined in the field of security studies (Bourbeau 2014). Resilience 

is best understood as a specific quality (or lack thereof) of any dynamic system that allows it to 

adapt following events that disrupt its equilibrium. The resulting adaptation may take the form of 

a “rebound” or “bounce forward” towards a new, potentially better, configuration (Grove 2018:6).  

The mechanistic understanding of resilience as the ability of a system to bounce back with minimal 

disruption has influenced areas such as urban security, critical infrastructure security or disaster 

management. The emphasis here is primarily on preparedness and the ability to react in relation to 

the prevention and limitation of the effects of crisis events. Related to this is the emphasis placed 

in disaster management policy on expert, technocratic interventions (Grove 2018: 36-41). On the 

other hand, within so-called ecological resilience (Holling 1973), systems are open to adaptation 

within "transient windows of opportunity" (Holling 2001: 397) during the adaptive cycle. In order 

for a system to absorb change through adaptation, it must not be rigid and inflexible. Resilience in 

this sense of flexibility is considered an important organizational principle for governance, best 

achieved through continuous learning, but also through collaboration or the use of simulations 

(Grove 2018: 85-112). 

However, the concept of resilience is not entirely without criticism: From a normative point of 

view, resilience has come to be criticized for reinforcing neoliberal approaches to governance. By 

emphasizing the active involvement of local communities and the individual capacity to bear risks, 

it essentially normalizes vulnerability and makes individuals responsible for managing the effects 

of systemic disruptions (Walker, Cooper 2011; Welsch 2014; Krüger 2019; see also Grove 2018). 

On the epistemic level, the use of the concept of resilience is criticized for narrowing the study of 

complexity to a large extent only to institutional design (Grove 2018: 27). 

 

4 See further Chapter 3 on Theoretical Framework. 
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Responding to this criticism, Grove (2018) states that while resilience is not a solution to be 

embraced uncritically, its merit is that it brings a “critical sensibility” to the analysis and provides 

a “more inclusive governance framework” (ibid.: 274). Also on a practical level, Grove emphasizes 

the pragmatism and functionalism of the concept of resilience in relation to the participation of a 

wider range of actors, as it increases the adaptive capacity and, as a result, the overall capacity of 

the state in managing disasters (ibid.: 44; 134).  

While systems are objective things, they are also subjective in that their delimitation and 

configuration of their elements depends on the view and interest of the researcher. Thus, different 

observers might reach to different conceptualizations (Ackoff 1971: 662-663; see also Stewart, 

Ayres 2001). There are different definitions of – and approaches to - understanding and analysing 

social systems, mostly sharing the non-Cartesian rationality and epistemology (Ochrana 2015: 37; 

Grove 2018: 71, 143).  

There seems to be agreement among the authors about distinction, although going into different 

detail, between closed (mechanic / non-dynamic) systems and open (organic /dynamic) systems, 

while the subject of interest to social sciences are the second mentioned, open systems (Ackoff 

1971; Holling 1973; Prigogine 2014; Grove 2018). Similarly in resilience, Holling (1973) 

distinguishes so-called engineering resilience corresponding with closed systems, stressing 

resistance and recovery from disruptions. This is contrasted with so-called ecological resilience, 

which corresponds with open systems, and is characterized by adaptability in response to 

disruptions.  

In Holling’s understanding, the latter type of resilience (i.e. ecological resilience) in fact emerges 

from instability and does not have to be seen necessarily in negative terms as it provides 

opportunity for the system to reorganize itself (Holling 1973). Similar logic was recently revived 

by Taleb (2012) who in his popularizing work coined the term “antifragility” to refer to the ability 

to thrive from uncertainty and randomness (ibid.); and in the same way used by Johnson and 

Gheorghe (2013). Stewart and Ayres (2001) then argue for the use of system thinking in Public 

Policy to suggest ways for policy improvement in dealing with complex problems.  

All approaches also acknowledge the existence of (groups of) elements which interact and 

influence each other (McGill et al. 2020: 1). Many complex systems can be characterized by a 

nearly decomposable, hierarchic structure which facilitates the researchers “to understand, 

describe, and even "see" such systems and their parts” (Simon 1996: 207). 
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Dynamic systems, endowed by “structured openness for other possibilities” (Luhmann 1970, cited 

from Brans, Rossbach 1997: 426), change in time (Půček, Ochrana 2020: 14) and adapt (Ackoff 

1971). Crucially, adaptation in complex systems is not merely reactive – it is a learning process. 

As emphasized by scholars such as Holling (2001) or Pahl-Wostl (2009), systems adapt through 

iterative cycles of learning, where feedback from past actions informs future behaviour, allowing 

for more robust and flexible responses to uncertainty. Learning – particularly double-loop learning 

(see Löf 2013) – involves rethinking underlying assumptions and institutional arrangements, 

enabling not just incremental change but transformative adaptation (ibid.). 

Gare (2000), Grove (2018) and Stewart and Ayres (2001) then call for qualitative research on 

systems and their change. In particular, building on Simon (1996), Holling (2001) and other 

scholars, the following three aspects are highlighted and recommended to follow when studying 

system adaptation or, in more pro-active terms, when designing system transformation: 1) 

preparation of system for change; 2) the role of (visionary) leadership; and 3) the role of 

windows of opportunity provided by a crisis. Seen normatively, each of these three aspects 

provides researchers with variables for designing inclusive adaptive governance mechanisms 

(Grove 2018: 194-195).   

1. The preparation of system for change consists of both vertical and horizontal ties between 

the community, state and non-governmental organizations and the related knowledge and 

information sharing (ibid.: 194). 

2. The role of leadership consists in introducing new visions and meanings, enhancing the 

collaborative capacity of different groups and stakeholders (ibid.). In broader sense, under 

the role of leadership can be also subsumed the mobilization of “design techniques and 

strategies to plan for and manage social change in the absence of an eventful (…) 

catastrophe” (ibid.: 259). 

3. Finally, the windows of opportunity are understood as crises with the potential to trigger 

systemic change. Such crises stem from the unpredictable nature of wider environment, or 

they can be induced artificially, e.g. as part of an experiment (ibid.: 194). 

All three above-mentioned aspects can be in fact associated with further theories and theoretical 

concepts, such as governance (in the case of participation, vertical and horizontal ties among the 

actors involved as suggested in point 1 above); strategic governance (in the case of leadership as 
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suggested in point 2 above); or theories of policy change using the so-called windows of 

opportunity and – more in line with the role of a crisis in system adaptation as discussed above – 

focusing events (as suggested in point 3 above). Hence, also these theoretical approaches will be 

outlined below5 and linked with the aspects as proposed by Grove (2018) above.  

2.3. Civil Security System as a Research Subject 

The research subject in the dissertation is the so-called civil security system (understood here as a 

dynamic system) and its development (considered as adaptation to a changing environment and 

anticipated or experienced stresses). The systemic perspective enables a view that is particularly 

relevant in uncertain times (see e.g. Balabán 2016) with an expanding spectrum of threats and 

unforeseen events that require synthetic thinking and innovative responses (Kugler 2006). It also 

provides support for the necessary conceptual clarification of (complex) research subjects. 

According to Kugler (ibid.), systems analysis should begin with the creation of new abstract 

concepts: Once a conceptual framework is established, one can continue with traditional tools such 

as deductive logic or inductive reasoning. Probably the greatest added value of the systems 

approach is the introduction of conceptual order into the analysis (ibid.: 20-22; 213).  

The idea of security systems designed according to "first-order cybernetics" was quite prominent 

in security studies of the 1950s and 1960s. After being sidelined for some time, systems theories 

have seen a major resurgence in the last decade6. The present generation of systems thinking 

emphasizes mainly specific properties of systems, such as adaptability or resilience (Walker 

Cooper 2011; Collier, Lakoff 2015; see also Perrow 1984; Alexander 2013). While there have been 

attempts to use phenomenology and the interpretive paradigm in the study of systems (Zexian, 

Xuhui, 2010), for the purposes of this work it is more appropriate to stick to a more traditional (see 

e.g. Jervis 1997) functionalist approach and thus understand the system under study as objectively 

existing, with a specific structure and a specific goal, ultimately oriented towards achieving optimal 

results (Zexian, Xuhui, 2010: 142–144; see also Domański 1998). 

Systems exist in a constantly changing environment, whereby the behaviour of a system is 

influenced also by chance (Půček, Ochrana 2020). Writing about risk management within a 

dynamical system, Půček and Ochrana (ibid.) distinguish between ontological factors concerning 

 

5 See the next chapter on Theoretical Framework. 
6 See chapter on Theoretical Framework below. 
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state of the given system (i.e. how susceptible to risk a system is); and epistemological factors 

related to managing structure of a system and concerning imperfect information and managerial 

capacity to reduce or avert risks (ibid.: 13).  

The systems perspective enables a view that is particularly relevant in uncertain times (see e.g. 

Balabán 2016) with an expanding spectrum of threats and unforeseen events that require synthetic 

thinking and innovative responses (Kugler 2006). It also provides support for the necessary 

conceptual clarification of (complex) research subjects. According to Kugler (ibid.), systems 

analysis should begin by creating new abstract concepts: Once a conceptual framework is 

established, one can continue with traditional tools such as deductive logic or inductive reasoning. 

Probably the greatest added value of the systems approach is the introduction of conceptual order 

into the analysis (ibid.: 20-22; 213).  

There is a general agreement not only on the elements and information transfers, but also on 

evolution / adaptation as suitable subject of scientific inquiry which is here primarily qualitative 

and explanative. The last important commonality rests in the critique and rejection of Cartesian 

rationality, where both systems theory (see Prigogine 2014) and resilience approach (see Grove 

2018) underline complexity and the impossibility of complete knowledge as well as exact 

predictions. With relevance to Public Policy is than that the recent approaches add participation 

and experimentation as important elements in any governance endeavour (Lummack 2017). 

Another related point for Public Policy is the acknowledgement that social development (or any 

dynamical system development) cannot be planned in detail or prepared for in the long term under 

the dynamic conditions (Půček, Ochrana 2020: 13-15).  

In terms of policy analysis, using a systems perspective is about the problem situation rather than 

the problem itself and its solution (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 8). This also suits the research subject 

of this dissertation, as any significant long-discussed issue in the policy arena is rather absent in 

this area. 

3. Theoretical Framework 

The topic of civil security is approached here as a public policy topic. Therefore, the theoretical 

framework is chosen in such a way that it corresponds with the nature of the researched problem 

on the one hand, and with the theoretical concepts commonly used in this social science discipline 

on the other hand. 
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In the dissertation, a systems perspective is applied, allowing for a combination of static and 

dynamic perspectives. Within the framework of the first mentioned one, the key theoretical concept 

of governance is used, or rather its specific form for the field of civil security (i.e. civil security 

governance). However, the disadvantage of this concept is that it cannot explain changes, although 

some authors are trying to overcome this shortcoming (Rhodes 2007). Therefore, another key 

theoretical concept, namely the role of so-called Focusing Events, based on the original work of 

Kingdon (1995), is used to grasp the dynamics in the form of a response to crises.  

This chapter presents a range of theoretical perspectives that provide a foundation for 

analysing systems governing civil security. Since we look at civil security as a system7, the first 

major theoretical approach explored in this chapter are system approaches which provide an 

overall theoretical framework. Together with the system approaches is discussed the closely 

related concept of resilience, which refers to a system's ability to absorb shocks and adapt to 

changes.  

Beyond the system approach and resilience, we will delve into three additional theoretical 

frameworks that provide more specific lenses through which the research subject can be 

examined. Each of these theoretical frameworks corresponds to the three aspects highlighted by 

Simon (1996), Holling (2001) and others, i.e. to the preparation of system for change; (visionary) 

leadership; and the role of windows of opportunity provided by a crisis (see Grove 2018; see 

Chapter 2.2 above). These theoretical frameworks are: 

1. Governance in civil security 

2. Strategic governance 

3. Windows of opportunity and the related notion of focusing events 

By integrating these theoretical frameworks and concepts, this chapter aims to provide a foundation 

for the empirical analysis of civil security governance systems. The subsequent chapters will draw 

upon these theoretical insights to examine and explore the civil security systems in Central Europe. 

 

7 See Chapter 2 on delimitation above. 
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3.1. Systems Theories and Resilience  

3.1.1. System Thinking  

Growing complexity of the security environment together with growing interconnections between 

its external and internal dimensions has recently revived systems theories in many areas (Manners 

2006; Lummack 2017). There has been a notable growth in applying and developing the systems 

thinking perspective also in the field in social sciences over the last two decades (McGill et al. 

2020; see also Grove 2018; Byrne, Callaghan 2013). 

Complex systems thinking stood at the foundation of civil defence and emergency preparedness in 

the United States of 1950s (Grove 2018: 60). In the same decade, it spread rapidly into different 

domains, such as cybernetics, and developed into general systems theories as advanced by 

Boulding (1956) or Von Bertalanffy (1950). 

In his General Systems Theory, Boulding (1956) suggests an arrangement of nine different levels 

of theoretical discourse as applicable to different phases of analysis as well as to different fields of 

science. The author starts from (1) the level of a static structure, or framework analysis, which 

provides a necessary basis of organized knowledge in any field of science. He then continues with 

(2) the level of the simple dynamic system and (3) the cybernetic system, or control mechanism, 

which - unlike its predecessor - tends to any given equilibrium within certain limits (ibid.: 202-

203).  

The next (4) level is the level of an "open system"8. Here, throughput of material and energy is 

important, as well as the self-maintenance of the structure (ibid.). Boulding follows with (5) the 

genetic-societal level of which the division of labour among parts of the system is the main 

characteristic. The next stages are then the (6) so-called animal level and (7) human level, the 

former characterized by an increase in the intake of information in comparison with the previous 

levels and by behaviour being in response to knowledge and not any more in response to mere 

impulses; the latter level then being above all distinct by the ability of self-reflection (ibid.: 204-

205).  

A truly organic view (von Bertalanffy 1950) is reached at the next (8) level of social organizations. 

Here, communication starts to be crucial. The systems at this level are characterized by a set of 

 

8 Note that what Boulding terms here the “open system” is still a mechanistic view of a system in the eyes of later 

authors (see Ackoff 1971; Holling 1973; Prigogine 2014; Grove 2018) as will be shown further. 
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roles tied together through communication and based in specific values (Boulding 1956: 204-205). 

The ultimate (9) level of transcendental systems as proposed by Boulding remains somewhat foggy 

as even the author himself does not propose any viable analysis at this level (Boulding 1956, 205).  

Although Boulding associates many of the proposed levels with specific areas (e.g. the second level 

of a simple dynamic system with a clockwork; the genetic-societal level with plants; etc.), it can 

be maintained - in line with the argument of the author himself - that all levels here can be 

understood as levels of development or sophistication of any given system under analysis (or of 

the understanding thereof). In sum, it can be said that information and communication are crucial 

according to Boulding (ibid.: 201) to characterize a more sophisticated (or organic) system. At a 

lower level of sophistication (as with mechanistic systems), only the structure and the throughput 

of energy and material are decisive. Similarly, in other attempts to draft a general systems theory 

e.g. Overton (Overton 1975) stresses the importance of structure within which laws apply to the 

system as such, not only to its particular elements. Within the structure, the aspect of 

interdependence of the parts of the system is underlined as being constitutive for a system (ibid.: 

70-74). 

While the early literature focuses on the systems themselves, their definition and delimitation; later 

authors start to pay increased attention also to the relations of the systems with their outer 

environment. Writing in 1960s, Simon (1996) recognizes a new wave of interest in complexity 

studies, linked to such terms as “catastrophe” or “chaos” which are defining the environment (ibid.: 

174). While he sees the contribution of the preceding inquiries into complexity in the attention to 

specific concepts (ibid.), Simon promotes a new field of scientific inquiry, focusing on goal-

oriented adaptive behaviour in a complex world. The focus is here on functional understanding of 

the systems rather than a predictive control (Grove 2018: 153-160). Similarly, Ackoff (1971), 

writing in management studies, understands organizations primarily as purposeful systems which 

are able to determine the desired outcomes and to adapt to produce the same outcomes under 

different conditions of the system. Key is adaptiveness which is defined here as “the ability of a 

system to modify itself (…) when (its environment) has changed to the system’s disadvantage” 

(ibid.: 668). 

Another important turn in focus is from systems’ structure towards the function that a system plays, 

again especially with respect to the environment and/or other systems. Simon (1996) argues for the 

academic study to focus mainly on functions, goals, and adaptation (Grove 2018: 154), stressing 
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the importance of a functional understanding of the “artificial”9. This functional understanding is 

then linked with future-orientation and potential ways of system design for “changing existing 

situations into preferred ones” (Simon 1996: 111), thus making the systems perspective relevant 

also for the field of Public Policy. 

Whereas the idea of clear-cut systems designed according to first order cybernetics was dominant 

during the Cold War and especially in the 1950s and 1960s, the present-day systems theories build 

mostly on complexity science. Hence, especially the qualities or capabilities of a system such as 

adaptability or (increasingly importantly) resilience got into the forefront (Walker, Cooper 2011). 

In fact, later system thinking engages critically with first-order cybernetics and the related notion 

of rationality (Grove 2018: 137). 

Similarly to Boulding (1956)10, Prigogine and Stengers (2001) in their work claim that system 

theory can be successfully utilized with most social phenomena. In doing so, they distinguish 

dynamic and non-dynamic social systems where most social systems (including the society as a 

whole) are of dynamic nature, characterized by tendency towards instability (resulting from the 

effects of random events), dynamic equilibrium (or non-equilibrium), and tendency to transform 

over time in a non-linear way (Ochrana 2015: 38-42). Unlike in non-dynamic (or also “closed”) 

systems, the characteristics of a future state of a dynamic system cannot be fully anticipated or 

forecasted (ibid.: 40; see also Půček, Ochrana 2020).  

From a policy perspective, seeing a system in non-dynamic terms might have important implication 

in identifying the cause of a failure as “a dysfunction within the epistemological level, such as 

improperly set regulatory rules” (Ochrana 2015: 40). On the other hand, seeing a system as a 

dynamic one enables us to explain the causes of emergence of something new (ibid.: 42), although 

the notion of emergence itself is criticised e.g. by Gare (2000) for being still very unclear. 

Complexity theory, closely related with system thinking, echoes the work of Prigogine and his 

colleagues, focussing on the evolution and behaviour of “complex, adaptive systems” (Gare 2000: 

238). Building on von Bertalanffy’s general systems theory, also the complexity theory recognizes 

dynamical systems and points to the difficulty to make predictions and to the usefulness of 

 

9 Note: Coined in 1969, the term “Artificial” denotes phenomena or entities which, unlike natural phenomena, are 

contingent upon a designer (Simon 1996). 
10 See details above. 
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explanation rather than prediction11, addressing such issues as what structures are generic and what 

types of behaviour are typical across systems (ibid.: 330-331). The idea of a system as an 

explanatory tool has been utilized by further authors (see e.g. Půček, Ochrana 2020). Also, the 

adaptability of a system is deemed as worthy of study as well as self-organisation or evolution 

(Gare 2000).  

3.1.2. Resilience 

While the literature on systems thinking is enormously rich (see e.g. Umpleby, Bent 1999), what 

merits attention, is its interlinkage with the concept of resilience (see Grove 2018) which, in turn, 

has found its way to studies on civil protection (see Krüger 2019) and disaster management (see 

Doorn 2017), although it is also important to note that within the realm of security studies the 

understanding of resilience is incoherent and consensus as to the nature of it is lacking (Bourbeau 

2014). Resilience can be best understood as a specific quality (or lack thereof) of any given 

dynamic system, enabling the system to adapt following disturbances. Such adaptation might take 

a form of “bouncing back” or “bouncing forward” toward a new configuration, potentially better 

than the previous one (Grove 2018:6). 

The mechanical understanding of resilience as a capacity of a system to bounce back with minimal 

disruption has influenced such fields as urban security, security of critical infrastructures or disaster 

management. In this way, the focus was mainly placed on emergency preparedness and response 

capacities with the aim to prevent disruptions and contain their impacts. Also expert, technocratic 

interventions were emphasised in disaster management policies (Grove 2018: 36-41). On the other 

hand, under ecological resilience (Holling 1973) are systems open to adaptation within an adaptive 

cycle opening “transient windows of opportunity” (Holling 2001: 397)12. Within complex systems, 

composed of sub-systems at different organizational scales, changes tend to be rarer and slower 

(yet potentially more dramatic) at larger scale and more frequent at smaller scales due to faster 

learning when smaller cycles of renewal (i.e. adaptive cycles) are in place (ibid.: 399-400). To 

absorb change through adaptation, the system must not be rigid and inflexible, in other words it 

 

11 Gare (2000) outlines political implications of a reductionist perspective which sees systems in a mechanistic way 

and thus as predictable. When applied, this might result in a broader advancement of control mechanisms with “no 

place for the spontaneous, free agency of people” (ibid.: 338). 
12 It deserves to be noted that Holling (2001) does not refer to policy windows (Kingdon 1993) but to windows of 

opportunity created by random events within any dynamic system, referring to organisms, ecosystems or economic 

systems as examples (Holling 2001: 397). 
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has to be resilient. Resilience (in this sense of flexibility) is thus deemed an important organizing 

principle for social governance. It is achieved through ongoing learning; adjustment; and through 

implementing new techniques such as collaborations or simulations (Grove 2018: 85-112). 

In recent disaster policy literature, the concept of community resilience has gained significant 

attention. This perspective emphasizes a multi-sectoral approach to disaster governance, focusing 

not only on the capacity to "bounce back" after a crisis but also on proactively reducing 

vulnerabilities and enhancing preparedness across institutional, social, and economic domains 

(e.g., Crow 2018; Lisnyj & Dickson-Anderson 2018; Albright & Crow 2021; Nohrstedt 2022; 

Nohrstedt & Parker 2024). In this context, resilience is defined as "the ability to anticipate, learn 

from, and cope with past perturbations, while integrating this knowledge to reduce vulnerability to 

future risks" (Albright & Crow, 2021: 92). 

At the same time, community resilience can be viewed as a specific facet of the broader resilience 

concept, particularly in relation to ecological resilience, as discussed earlier. When framed in this 

way, resilience encompasses not only community-level capacities (see especially Lisnyj & 

Dickson-Anderson 2018) but also the adaptability of governance systems at the structural and 

institutional levels in response to external pressures (Simon 1996; Holling 2001). Moreover, 

community resilience is often considered a subset of broader resilience frameworks, linked to 

factors such as community agency and adaptability, and understood as a specific application within 

these larger resilience concepts (Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2017; Boston et al., 2024). Therefore, 

community resilience can be seen as a focused application or subset of system-level resilience. 

From the discussed theoretical approaches, resilience is probably the most outspokenly normative 

and policy-oriented, interested in “designing institutional arrangements that will facilitate feedback 

from complex systems in ways that foster social learning” (Grove 2018:27), while acknowledging 

that disruptions are inevitable. Although e.g. Lummack (2017) sees design a prominent application 

of systems thinking (regardless resilience), the argued advantage of resilience is to develop both 

systemic and individual adaptive capacities without threatening the established institutions and thus 

to make complex situations “governable” (Grove 2018: 60-61). 

The concept of resilience, however, does not go entirely without criticism. On the normative side, 

resilience has started to receive critique for consolidating neoliberal governance approaches by 

promoting active involvement of local communities and the development of individual risk-taking 

capacities, thus normalizing vulnerability and making individuals themselves responsible for 
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dealing with the effects of systemic disruptions (Walker, Cooper 2011; Welsch 2014; Krüger 2019; 

see also Grove 2018). On the epistemic side, resilience is sometimes reproached for narrowing 

down the study of complexity to institutional design and feedback mechanisms for sustainability 

(Grove 2018: 27). 

As a response to the above stated criticism, Grove (2018) argues that while resilience is not a 

solution to be adopted uncritically, its merit is in introducing “critical sensibilities” and providing 

for “more inclusive governance frameworks” (ibid.: 274). Also on the practical side, pragmatism 

and functionalism of resilience are emphasised with participatory interventions increasing the 

adaptive capacity and thus the overall state capacity in disaster management (ibid.: 44; 134). 

Also with resilience, system adaptation (see Simon 1996; Walker, Cooper 2001) is stressed and 

directly linked with institutional learning which in order to take place “requires surprise and 

crisis” (Grove 2018: 141). Such surprise, however, need not necessarily stem from a crisis only. 

Equal effect may be generated also by experimentation (which Grove deems necessary) and by 

foresight, fostering an adaptive process in the situation of (inevitably) limited knowledge (ibid.: 

141-151; see also Půček, Ochrana 2020: 16-17). Thus, also here a link can be made with Simon’s 

(1996) emphasis on future orientation. 

3.2. Civil Security Governance 

As mentioned above, the resilience of dynamic social systems is linked to the concept of 

governance (Grove 2018: 274). Governance in civil security is patterned on the more general 

concept of multilevel governance, which arose from the critique of more instrumental approaches 

and their perceived inadequacy for the current complex environment, unable to deal with 

pluriformity and mutual interconnectedness (de Bruijn, ten Heuvelhof 1995: 166; see also Rhodes 

2007). At the same time, the concept of governance also marked departure from the New Public 

Management approach, which was characterized by the formulation of strategic goals, but did not 

consider the multitude of actors and their interactions within networks (Sørensen, Torfing, 2009: 

254-255). 

In general, governance underlines decentralization, flexibility, deliberation and horizontal 

relationships and networks, rather than hierarchical structures (see e.g. Zielonka 2007: 191-192). 

Above all, the presumption of a plurality of actors is crucial. Governance is thus anchored in 

networked government, which is common to all contemporary advanced democracies (Kamarck 
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2002: 230-232). In addition to the plurality of actors, one of the key terms in the concept of 

governance is decentralization. It is decentralization that usually characterizes new ways of 

governing, as it is related to the increase in the number of actors and levels at which these actors 

operate. The effects then take both positive forms (e.g. increased legitimacy of policymaking and 

implementation, getting closer to the citizens) and negative forms such as fragmentation (Borghi, 

van Berkel 2007: 358- 359) or hollowing out of the state (Rhodes 2007). 

Somewhat simplified, we can think of governance in civil security as a sub-set of the governance 

field, thus understanding governance as a generic term and civil security governance as an approach 

adjusted to the specific domain and its characteristics. This relation is shown in Figure 2. Yet, to 

be able to characterize civil security governance more precisely, more detailed study of the extant 

literature is needed. As it will be shown further, there is no single conceptualization of civil security 

governance. Rather, we can encounter a plethora of subordinate and overlapping governance 

concepts dealing with the topic of civil security. The following sub-chapters elaborate on these 

concepts in more detail with the aim to fill-in the conceptual gap and shed more light on the 

understanding of civil security governance. 

 

Figure 2: Relation between the concepts of Governance and Governance in civil security 
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3.2.1. Security Governance 

The concept of governance reflects a shift away from a hierarchical planning only by central 

governments and underlines the need for broader methods of political steering (Rhodes 1996). The 

use of the term varies with respect to the issues covered and levels of analysis applied (see Bossong 

2020). Various modes of governance have been used for classification of different countries and 

their policies (for the case of social insurance programmes, see e.g. Korpi, Palme 1998). In the field 

of security studies, the concept of "security governance" (Krahmann 2003) has emerged, stressing 

the shift from centralized security structures of the Cold War era towards more fragmented and 

complex ones (ibid.).  

The core of the concept of security governance refers to the fragmentation of authority and 

resources in security policymaking and implementation among different governmental and non-

governmental stakeholders, as well as an increasing regulation of the transnational and 

international relations in some areas (Krahmann 2003). The key assumption is that states continue 

to be of pivotal importance in security policy, but power is more diffused to include international 

organisations and private actors, especially in response to emerging transnational and 

transboundary risks (Ehrhart et al. 2014). 

In security governance, the governance concept is applied to security policy which has long been 

seen as a traditional preserve of national governments. It reflects the view that the state-centred and 

military-focused understanding of traditional security policy ceased to fit the present-day reality 

(Ehrhart et al. 2014). In this vein, it reflects a broader shift of security policymaking beyond 

traditional military and defence (Hameiri et al. 2018). At both national and international level, 

Bevir (2016) sees security governance as “increasingly associated with community and capacity 

building” (ibid.: 227). 

Concerning the level of analysis, the security governance literature has paid predominant attention 

to the case of the EU and its role in security governance (Christou et al. 2010; Ehrhart et al. 2014), 

partially because the EU “represents the archetypical multilevel governance system” (Ehrhart et al. 

2014: 146). This body of literature can be further divided into two main groups, focusing on two 

aspects: Firstly, analysing the security institutions existing in Europe and the division of labour 

among different actors; secondly, analysing the internal dimension and treating the EU itself as a 

multilevel actor (Christou et al. 2010). While a significant part of the literature focuses on the EU 

– both geographically and as a level of analysis – there are, of course, exceptions, such as e.g. 
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application of the concept to the African (Bagayoko et al. 2016) and Southeast Asian (Tan, Chew 

2008) contexts or its use at national/city level by Bénit-Gbaffou et al. (2008). 

The background of security governance lies especially in the 1990s, where there was a conviction 

that liberal values serve as a universal model to be followed. Many scholars, therefore, take 

neoliberal thinking as a theoretical point of departure (Ehrhart et al. 2014). In its utilization, security 

governance commonly serves for mapping of different governance arrangements and can be 

predominantly associated with an explorative or problem-solving orientation, yet e.g. Ehrhart et al. 

(ibid.) argue for its use as a critical tool, questioning existing arrangements and their purposes. 

Similarly, Christou et al. (2010) promote constructivist turn and greater focus on discursive 

analysis in the field of EU security governance studies. 

It should be noted that security governance is not regarded as a full-fledged theory but is rather 

used as a heuristic device (Kirchner 2006; Christou et al. 2010; Erhart et al. 2014). Ehrhart et al. 

(2014) point to its dual use: as a scholarly concept and a political practice (see also Bossong, 

Hegemann 2016). Security governance as political practice according to the authors provides a 

framework for a more effective and legitimate policymaking and provision of security. According 

to Bossong and Hegemann (2016) security governance as political practice then captures “the shift 

towards more decentral, informal and heterarchical coordination” (ibid.: 229). It also can be 

perceived from this perspective as “an intentional system of rule” involving coordination and 

regulation by multiple authorities (Kirchner, Sperling 2007: 3). 

As a scholarly concept, security governance highlights new actors and arrangements allowing for 

an analytical perspective, capturing “specific phenomena and trends that might go unnoticed from 

traditional approaches to security policy” (Ehrhart et al. 2014: 147). It thus widens “the analytical 

focus to (potentially) incorporate actors other than states” (Kirchner, Sperling 2007: 9) and to 

broaden the framework for considering other threats to the national interests than the narrowly 

defined military ones (ibid.).  

While being seen as a helpful framework for studying the interactions between a diverse number 

of actors (Kirchner 2006), security governance has nevertheless not been fully conceptualized and 

remains “notoriously fuzzy” (Erhart et al. 2014: 148), despite the broad application of the 

concept13. Due to varying conceptual understandings, the views on empirical manifestations also 

 

13 For discussion, see e.g. Djalante et al. (2011). 
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differ (Erhart et al. 2014b), rendering the concept of security governance somewhat problematic 

with a definitional precision and conceptual clarity still to be achieved (Sperling, Webber 2014). 

Many authors, however, agree on the following: There are several important components to 

security governance, such as coordination, management, and regulation (Christou et al. 2010) see 

also Kirchner, Sperling 2007). Based on literature review, Erhart et al. (2014) distinguish three 

main dimensions of the concept. Firstly, the authors distinguish prerequisites, i.e. common norms 

and goals, denoting that security governance arises from a shared view among the actors of what 

is desirable. Secondly, structure, i.e. constellation of actors, is mentioned as important. From this 

perspective, security governance is characterized by pluralism and involvement of both public and 

private actors, stressing decentralization and growing reliance on private actors. Finally, a 

normative dimension of so-called desired consequences is outlined stressing the aim to find 

efficacious responses to (transnational) risks with effectiveness and legitimacy being the desired 

outcomes (Erhart et al. 2014: 148-150). 

From an analytical perspective, the following aspects can be said to be of utmost importance: 

Firstly, the incentive to cooperate and to engage the private sector in security matters which often 

stems from the growing demands on the provision of security on the one hand; and from the limited 

resources available for the security provision on the other hand (Tierney 2012). Secondly, 

according to Krahmann (2003), security governance is fragmented among governmental and non-

governmental actors. At the same time, this fragmentation does not necessarily provide for a 

smooth cooperation. Hence, some civil security endeavours are marked by a "disjuncture between 

the enthusiasm (...) and the lack of interest" concerning bureaucratic elites on the one hand and the 

wider communities on the other hand (Breslin, Higgott, 2000: 345).  

As it was argued above, most literature in security governance is anchored in neoliberal thinking 

and – to a lesser extent – reflects constructivist traditions in theories on international relations. 

Taking on a systems perspective is not common. An exception in this regard is the work of Sperling 

and Webber (2014) who argue for a greater reliance of security governance on system thinking and 

its use in international relations. The authors see the utility of these concepts in “distinguishing 

multilateral security systems from systems of governance and for explaining the robustness of 

systems (and subsystems) of security governance” (ibid.: 135). Security governance is seen here as 

a next step following from security multilateralism. The aim, then, is “to account for the evolution 

of security governance” and thus to test the so-called post-Westphalian hypothesis (ibid.). 
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3.2.2. Disaster Governance 

In the field of civil security, also other governance concepts emerged over the last two decades, 

most notably “adaptive governance” (Djalante et al. 2011) and “disaster governance” (Tierney 

2012). Blanco (2015) defines the emerging paradigm of disaster governance as “the act of 

governing natural hazards and natural calamities” which involves various stakeholders, including 

civil society, market and business actors, military organizations, and “people of the society on a 

local, national, and global scales” (ibid.: 744). With respect to the time perspective, two modalities 

of disaster governance are distinguished: Firstly, governance during an emergency; and secondly, 

disaster governance during the normal time which, according to Blanco (2015) involves such 

elements as building a strong institutional basis and culture of safety at all levels (ibid.). The latter 

modality of disaster governance is then considered more relevant from the analytical and policy-

making perspective (ibid.). 

Disaster governance builds on the disaster management theory and on the concept of disaster risk 

reduction. In this respect, especially the aim for (an increased) effectiveness is stressed (Tierney 

2012; Bae et al. 2016; Rumbach 2016; Shahat et al. 2020). Unlike the aforementioned approaches, 

the disaster governance approach underlines also the need to apply a broader policy perspective 

and thus is wider in its application. In particular, it moves the orientation of analysis from actors 

directly involved in dealing with disaster in its different stages and the disaster management cycle 

(which is the dominant focus of disaster management literature) towards enunciating the role of 

policymaking in this domain (Blanco 2015; Rumbach 2016). 

Broader theoretical connotations are then maid with risk governance and environmental 

governance (Tierney 2012). This has led to the recognition of external forces such as globalization, 

sociodemographic trends or social inequalities. In a more general vein, it is acknowledged that 

disaster governance “is nested within and influenced by overarching societal governance systems” 

(ibid.: 341). However, also disaster governance according to Tierney (2012) still remains quite 

fuzzy to grasp. 

Outlining an exploratory conceptual governance framework for disaster risk reduction, Forino et 

al. (2015) focus on three main groups of actors, namely state, market and social actors and stress 

bridging arrangements between these three types of actors, such as co-management (between the 

state and social actors); private–social partnerships (between the market and social actors); and 

Public Private Partnerships (between the state and market actors). The emphasis on public private 
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partnerships is – according to an extensive literature review by Tiernan et al. (2019) – one of the 

key topics in the literature feeding in the discussion on disaster governance. Another topic starting 

increasingly to be explored is the concept of adaptive resilience (ibid.).  

Interestingly, the authors identify the definition of the system’s components and subcomponents 

as a key step in dealing with (and measuring) resilience (Tiernan et al. 2019: 64). Structure and 

actors are also in the centre of analysis by Hur (2012) who looks into disaster governance in the 

case of the Hebei Spirit oil spill in South Korea and points out the importance of a comprehensive 

approach and pragmatic policies as well as of cooperation between public and private sectors. To 

a similar conclusion come Hesselman and Lane (2017) who examine the roles and responsibilities 

of NGOs and business enterprises in disaster governance according to the international human 

rights law. 

As for the levels of analysis, a large body of literature in disaster governance focuses on local or 

community level. At the level of analysis of a nation state, Blanco (2015) argues for disaster 

governance as an important emerging paradigm. Cook and Chen (2020) then apply the concept at 

a supra-national level in the Southwest Pacific region. Somewhat similarly Yeophantong (2016) 

takes on an international perspective when analyzing the involvement of China in disaster relief 

operations and its motivations of engagement in global disaster governance. In this context, such 

topics as disaster diplomacy are discussed, yet the disaster governance is stated as given and is not 

further conceptualized. 

3.2.3. Adaptive Governance 

Adaptive governance is often deemed an emergent form of environmental governance (Chaffin et 

al. 2014). While the previously outlined security and disaster governance focus on structures, 

actors, and coordination, works in adaptive governance also involve more future-orientation, such 

as planning or the use of scenarios (see e.g. Rijke et al. 2012; Wilkinson 2012; Ison et al. 2014; 

Bosomworth et al. 2017). Compared with the other “branches” of governance discussed here, 

authors writing in adaptive governance often refer to systems thinking and systems approaches 

outlined in the previous section (Johnson, Gheorghe 2013; Stoker 2019; Rijke et al. 2012; Welsh 

2014; Ison et al. 2014; Wilkinson 2012; Touati et al. 2019). 

Also, adaptive governance is considered to be a concept, rather than a theory (Brunner 2010) with 

the main focus on responding to (potential) changes (Rije et al. 2012). Its origins and modalities 
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related to independent development in different domains of environmental policy with a broad 

thematic link to managing natural resources and to climate change policy. As a result, “overlapping 

concepts of adaptive governance have been developed more or less independently” in different 

streams of research and in the environmental and social studies (Brunner 2010: 312). Also, Welsh 

(2014) sees the conceptual origins in two epistemic communities, i.e. natural and social sciences.  

In policy sciences, the initial focus was on community-based initiatives and climate change regimes 

(Brunner 2010). Brunner (ibid.) then expands research on adaptive governance from natural 

resources and climate change to other policy areas, including national security policy, arguing for 

a broader utilisation of the concept. In the area of security policy, the author develops an example 

of counterinsurgency strategy, building on failures of post-invasion operations in Afghanistan and 

Iraq under the Bush Administration (ibid.). It needs to be noted, however, that Brunner’s 

application on national security policy remains a rather unique endeavour and most authors 

concentrate on other policy domains, such as climate change adaptation (Brunner, Lynch 2013; 

Hurlbert, Gupta 2016), social ecological systems (Folke et al. 2005), or natural hazards (Djalante 

et al. 2011). 

While the original applications of the concept employed predominantly the analysis at the 

municipal or local level (Brunner 2010), national level has increasingly started to be taken into 

consideration (see e.g. Brooks at al. 2005; Armstrong, Kamieniecki 2017; Stoker 2019; Touati et 

al. 2019). The local level of analysis, however, still plays a relevant role as well (see Armstrong, 

Kamieniecki 2017; Valdivieso 2021). Apart from the traditional policy levels, Rijke et al. (2012) 

propose an analysis at the level of particular systems, such as e.g. urban water system. 

The core sense of the concept, common to a large array of authors, is in making governance “more 

responsive to differences and changes on the ground” (Brunner 2010: 311). Precise 

conceptualization, however, is lacking (ibid.); despite the fact that several authors proposed their 

versions thereof (see e.g. Chaffin et al. 2014; Rijke et al. 2012; Kemp et al. 2005; Armstrong, 

Kamieniecki 2017). Adaptive governance is generally posited as an alternative to the traditional 

predict-and-control regime (Rijke et al. 2012), although rather traditional concepts as effectiveness 

and effective delivery also enter the discussion (see Rijke et al. 2012; Stoker 2019).   

The research points to the “inability of practitioners and policy makers to cope with complexity 

and various uncertainties” (Rijke et al. 2012: 74). One of the key dimensions is thus a certain future-
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orientation, considering both immediate and long-term changes14. For this to be achieved, the 

authors (ibid.) propose three dimensions, namely 1) continuous learning; 2) involvement of 

multiple actors; and 3) self-organisation of the governance system. Self-organization, learning and 

innovation are then proposed also by Djalante et al. (2011) as key to the concept of adaptive 

governance. Similarly, also other authors distinguish participation (Bosomworth et al. 2017); 

collaboration (Armstrong, Kamieniecki 2017); and innovation (Kemp et al. 2005) as important 

aspects to adaptive governance. 

3.2.4. Emergency and Crisis Governance 

An emerging concept, related to the ones previously discussed here, is the concept of emergency 

governance15. It can be understood as a narrow field of operational response to (everyday) 

emergencies (Zebrowski 2019); nevertheless, most authors typically take on a wider perspective. 

Links can be found especially to disaster governance, although some similarities also with adaptive 

and security governance are exhibited as it will be shown further in this section. 

The literature on emergency governance focuses predominantly (albeit not exclusively) on 

signature crises such as particular natural disasters or public health emergencies. In this vein, such 

events were covered within this framework as the reaction to the hurricane Katrina (Farazmand 

2007), 2004 Tsunami (Takeda, Helms 2006), Ebola epidemic (Rabi, Samimian-Darash 2021) and 

the COVID-19 pandemic (Ning et al. 2020; Delanty 2021; Horák et al. 2021; Shaikh 2021). Other 

topics covered make a link to emergency management in general and involve natural disasters 

prevention and reduction strategies (Wu et al. 2021), contingency plans (Fan, Nie 2018), and the 

incorporation of the identified but not yet unfolded emergencies into the rescue service practices 

(O’Grady 2018).  

As theoretical grounds, emergency management is often referred to (see e.g. Farazmand 2007; 

Zebrowski 2019; Ning et al. 2020; Wu et al. 2021). Yet also different critical perspectives are 

present with Hanrieder and Kreuder-Sonnen (2014) writing on securitization in global health; Rabi 

and Samimian-Darash (2021) taking on Foucauldian Perspective on the UK screening policy; or 

Anderson (2020) reclaiming emergency to also include “slow emergencies” characteristic by their 

 

14 In this last respect, certain parallel can be made with the concept of strategic governance (see further). 
15 Note: the SCOPUS database gave 13 returns to the search for the exact collocation “emergency governance” (state 

as of 31.12.2021). Due to its increasing utilization over the last couple of years, however, the concept deserves here 

separate attention. 
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imperceptibility. An explicit link to complexity theories is then made by Takeda and Helms (2006) 

and Farazmand (2007), referring to complexity and uncertainty as conditions in which the given 

system needs to operate and adapt.  

Important feature in emergency governance is effectiveness, which the authors reckon to be 

reached especially through coproduction design and participation (Fan, Nie 2018). Farazmand 

(2007) argues for adaptive, collaborative, and citizen-engaging approach. Similarly, Ning et al. 

(2020) accentuate whole-of-society approach, engaging social organizations as well as actively 

involving the citizens. This applies to all levels of analysis, from the level of local government 

(Fan, Nie 2018); through national level (Ning et al. 2020); to international level (Farazmand 2007). 

While the international level was accentuated especially in earlier studies in emergency governance 

(see Takeda and Helms 2006; Farazmand 2007), more recently the national level has started to 

prevail in the analytical focus (see Horák et al. 2021; O’Grady 2018; Shaikh 2021, Wu et al. 2021; 

Rabi, Samimian-Darash 2021). 

The concept of emergency governance needs to be discussed together with yet another (and 

somewhat similar) notion of crisis governance. The latter term has started to emerge over the last 

few years, first associated with large-scale refugee movements and related limitations in receiving 

states’ capacities to successfully deal therewith (Morsut, Kruke 2018; Demiroz, Unlu 2018). The 

utilization of the concept has been maintained also in later studies especially on the so-called 

refugee crisis of 2015 in Europe (Schmidt 2019; Boersma et al. 2019; Larruina et al. 2019; 

Mouthaan 2021) and has been recently adopted by several authors writing on the COVID-19 

pandemics (Rubin, de Vries 2020; Farazmand, Danaeefard 2021; Cai et al. 2021; Zaki, Goerge 

2021; Zaki, Wayenberg 2021). Use in other domains remains sporadic and involves large-scale 

disasters, such as the Fukushima-Daiichi nuclear accident (Gisquet 2020) and the floods of 2014 

in the Balkans (Džihić, Solska 2018).16 

The concept of crisis governance is thus more homogenous in topics covered so far (two prevailing 

topics, namely large-scale refugee movements and COVID-19 pandemics); but more 

heterogeneous as to underlying theories and concepts which are as diverse as public management 

(Zaki, George 2021); crisis management (Anholt 2020; Cai et al. 2021); Europeanization (Torney, 

O’Gorman 2019); organizational sociology (Mouthaan 2021); or sensemaking theory (Rubin, de 

 

16 Note: for comparison, the SCOPUS database gave 16 returns to the search for the exact collocation “crisis 

governance” with first papers dating back only as recently as 2018 (state as of 31.12.2021). 
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Vries 2020). The only reference within crisis governance to systems thinking so far was made by 

Zaki and Wayenberg (2021) in their recommendations for policy formulation when addressing 

similar threats as the COVID-19 wicked crisis.  

Within the concept, governance structure and actors are typically analysed (see e.g. Schmidt 2019; 

Gisquet 2020; Mouthaan 2021) as well as institutional arrangements (Cai et al. 2021), often as an 

explorative endeavour (see e.g. Larruina et al. 2019; Farazmand, Danaeefard 2021). This is mostly 

applied at the national level, although some authors apply the concept to the EU level (Morsut, 

Kruke 2018; Mouthaan 2021; see also Torney O’Gorman 2019).  

Similarly, as with emergency governance, also with crisis governance the authors stress especially 

effectiveness (Gisquet 2020; Schmidt 2019; Zaki, Wayenberg 2021) which is rather broadly 

defined as successful governance outcomes (Schmidt 2019). Another similarity is in the stress on 

co-design and participation (understood as an effectiveness increasing factor), be it in the form of 

expert involvement (Zaki, George 2021) or, more often, the involvement of citizen volunteers and 

civic organizations (Larruina et al. 2019; Boersma et al. 2019; Schmidt 2019; Farazmand, 

Danaeefard 2021). More stress, on the other hand, is put on policy learning (Zaki, George 2021; 

Zaki, Wayenberg 2021; Gisquet 2020; Džihić, Solska 2018) by which the concept resembles more 

the one of adaptive governance; and finally on the role of leadership (Džihić, Solska 2018; 

Farazmand, Danaeefard 2021). 

3.2.5. Governance in civil security: Summary 

Based on literature review, the previous section mapped out different modalities of governance in 

civil security. The overview is provided in Table 3 below. In general, it can be maintained that 

governance (in its different forms) is widely used as both theoretical and heuristic concept in the 

field of civil security, covering different threats as well as areas of policymaking at all levels of 

analysis.  

The overview also shows that there is no clear-cut distinction among the different modalities which 

up to smaller or larger degree blend into one another. Interestingly, many of the concepts developed 

parallelly, building on different underlying theoretical approaches, such as neo-liberalism and 

constructivism; environmental governance; disaster management; or systems thinking. Schematic 

relations among the identified governance concepts in the field of civil security are outlined in 

Figure 3 below. 
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There are several common denominators of all the concepts discussed above. Firstly (and in line 

with the general governance approach), the plurality of stakeholders is stressed both as an analytical 

category as well as a necessary and desirable feature. Secondly, all concepts deal with 

policymaking at different levels, thus going beyond the narrower and technical, procedural 

approaches of crisis management or disaster management and its disaster management cycle (see 

e.g. Sawalha 2020). Thirdly, the primary focus is on risks posed by disasters and crises to civil 

security. These are most often natural disasters and calamities, but also other large-scale or 

transboundary disasters and signature crises posing danger to population. Finally, all the concepts 

deal with effectiveness as a goal aimed to be achieved. Effectiveness is here nevertheless thought 

of rather as a value than a measurable variable and is thus understood quite broadly, as successful 

governance outcomes. Where dealt with more specifically, effectiveness is often linked to 

participation (Erhart et al. 2014; Tierney 2012; Bae et al. 2016; Rumbach 2016; Shahat et al. 2020; 

Rijke et al. 2012; Stoker 2019; Fan, Nie 2018; Gisquet 2020; Schmidt 2019; Zaki, Wayenberg 

2021). 

Within the civil security governance set of concepts, probably the largest “outlier” can be 

considered the concept of security governance as it is predominantly framed as part of international 

relations analysis, hence building on the respective underlying theories and focusing particularly 

on the supra- or international level. The utilization of the concept extends somewhat beyond the 

civil security set as the topics covered include also more traditional security issues concerning 

military and defence policy. 

Yet also here, apart from the aforementioned common denominators, overlaps of security 

governance can be found e.g. with the concepts of disaster and crisis governance. All three concepts 

share strong focus on actors and governance structures. Together with crisis governance, security 

governance shares orientation on the EU level and on transboundary risks. Together with disaster 

governance, security governance pays relatively strong attention to market and private actors as 

well as to the issue of coordination. 

The accentuation of private actors by security and disaster governance then contrasts with the 

concepts of emergency and crisis governance which put the role of civil society organizations and 

citizens into the forefront together, stressing the notion of co-design and co-production. The three 

concepts of disaster, emergency, and crisis governance (all of them fitting in their entirety into the 

civil security set) then share together a strong anchor in managerial approaches, such as disaster or 
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emergency management, thus often touching upon topics of disaster prevention and emergency 

response.  

With its original focus on climate change, the concept of adaptive governance also extends beyond 

the civil security set just as was the case of security governance. For its part dealing with civil 

security issues, certain commonalities can be found especially with the concepts of disaster, 

emergency, and crisis governance. With disaster governance, the adaptive governance concept 

shares references to the environmental governance as an important theoretical background and the 

somewhat related interest especially in the local and municipal level of policymaking and 

implementation. Adaptive and emergency governance then share the active acknowledgement of 

complexity and uncertainty both as a context and as a particular challenge to be coped with. Finally, 

the concepts of adaptive and crisis governance have in common the emphasis put on policy 

learning.  

Interestingly, systems-thinking does not seem to have penetrated much into the civil security 

governance literature. The only concept discussed here which actively refers to system theories is 

the adaptive governance. Two other concepts (security and crisis governance) make such reference 

only sporadically. Although emergency governance refers to complexity, it does not refer directly 

to the system theories.  No such direct reference can then be found for disaster governance. While 

only some of the governance modalities which are relevant for civil security refer more or less 

closely to system theories and systems thinking, the – related – unifying element common to all is 

the useful application in exploring the structure (of a system) and its actors with the accent on 

inclusion of different actors. 
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Table 3: Different modalities of governance in civil security and their main features 
 Security 

Governance 

Disaster 

Governance 

Adaptive 

Governance 

Emergency 

Governance 

Crisis 

Governance 

Underlying 

Theories 

(Neo)liberalism; 

constructivism 

only very 

sporadically 

systems thinking  

Environmental 

governance; 

disaster 

management; 

disaster risk 

reduction 

emerging links to 

adaptation and 

resilience, but no 

direct link to 

systems thinking 

Environmental 

governance; 

systems thinking 

Disaster governance; 

emergency 

management 

complexity theories 

used for 

contextualization 

Crisis 

management; 

public 

management 

various 

theories 

applied, only 

very 

sporadically 

systems 

thinking 

Levels of 

Analysis 

EU/ international All levels; local 

level prevails 

Municipal and 

local level, 

increasingly also 

national level; 

particular policy 

systems 

National, local and 

international levels; 

national level 

prevails 

National and  

EU level 

Security 

Focus 

Transboundary 

risks; emerging 

transnational 

threats  

Natural hazards 

and calamities 

(both during 

emergency, but 

especially in 

normal time); 

response to large-

scale disasters 

Natural hazards; 

response to 

potential threats 

(esp. related to 

climate change)  

Response to 

(everyday) 

emergencies; 

signature crises 

(natural disasters, 

public health) 

Large-scale 

disasters and 

transboundary 

crises 

(refugee 

crises, 

epidemics, 

COVID-19 

pandemics) 

Actors 

Stressed 

State(s), 

international 

organizations, 

private actors 

State, market, 

social actors; esp. 

PPP and role of 

private sector 

highlighted 

Multiple actors, 

communities 

Whole-of-society 

approach; citizen-

engagement 

highlighted  

Citizens and 

CSOs; 

participation 

highlighted 

Key Topics  Governance 

arrangements, 

structure, actors, 

coordination, 

cooperation and 

fragmentation of 

authority; 

effectiveness and 

legitimacy (based 

on who is 

involved) 

Governance 

arrangements, 

structure, actors, 

coordination, 

institutional basis 

Policy learning 

and innovation, 

future orientation 

and planning; 

self-organisation 

of the 

governance 

system; 

participation, 

collaboration 

Co-production design 

and participation; 

disaster prevention, 

contingency planning 

(esp. under 

uncertainty) 

Governance 

arrangements, 

structure, 

actors; 

participation 

and co-

design; policy 

learning; 

leadership 

Main 

Approach 

Heuristic 

approach; 

mapping different 

arrangements, 

structures and 

constellations of 

actors 

Exploratory 

approach; 

mapping different 

arrangements, 

structures and 

constellations of 

actors 

More future- and 

policy-oriented; 

coping with 

complexity, 

responding to 

(potential)change

s; focus on policy 

regimes and 

systems; 

More practice-

oriented, reaction to 

natural disasters, 

prevention and 

reduction strategies; 

operation and 

adaptation under 

complexity and 

uncertainty 

Exploratory 

approach; 

focus on 

coproduction, 

citizen and 

expert 

involvement, 

volunteering 

Source: author based on literature review as presented above 
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Figure 3: Schematic relations among the identified governance concepts in the field of civil security   

 

Source: author based on literature review as presented above 

 

It needs to be noted that none of the concepts is clearly defined or delimited. The analysis here thus 

represents rather a “snapshot” of the current state of their utilization than an exhaustive 

categorization. Indeed, with further use and development in time by different scholars, the concepts 

tend to broaden to encompass either further levels of analysis (from local to supra- or international); 

or to cover a wider range of threats and/or policy domains compared with their original 

applications. In doing so, with time the concepts increasingly blend into one another, making the 

distinction between different concepts more blurred. 

3.3. Strategic Governance 

Due to its proactive orientation towards the future, the concept of strategic governance stands on 

the border between static and dynamic concepts. When theorizing about the role of (visionary) 

leadership in line with the above stated concept of resilience, strategy and strategic decisions come 

to the forefront (see e.g. Ackoff 1990) and with them also the ideas of strategic governance (see 

e.g. Ochrana et al. 2016). Unlike the operational decisions dealing with immediate future or tactical 

decisions which focus on performance and efficiency; strategic decisions affect a system as a 
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whole. These decisions are concerned with long-term objectives and concentrate on development 

in a form of both anticipatory and posterior responses to potential or actual changes in the 

environment (Ackoff 1990: 523-524). Although the concept of strategic governance is mainly 

used in the context of sustainable development (see e.g. Peters 2004; Loorbach 2010), in the field 

of civil security17, Cook and Chen (2020) argue for the need “to move away from reactive disaster 

governance towards more proactive strategies”18 (ibid.: 11) as well as towards better responsive 

legislative frameworks. 

Strategic governance stresses plurality of actors just as the governance concept does; however, 

there is a strong emphasis on integration on a qualitatively different level. Quoting Ball (2009), we 

can speak of a "regulated self-regulation" (ibid.: 155) by which is meant governance based on 

cooperation of relatively autonomous actors from both the public and private spheres, with the 

overall responsibility for the provision of public goods still resting on the state which plays here an 

active role (Knill, Lehmkuhl 2002). From this perspective, strategic governance can generally be 

understood as governance with a "value-added". This added value is, by most authors, seen in the 

systematic orientation of the governance in a particular direction. Such orientation can take place 

through standards and values (Loorbach 2010; Sorensen, Torfing 2009; Ball 2009) or through 

visions, strategies, and policy frameworks (Peters 2004; Lane 2008; Potůček 2007). 

Although the understanding of what constitutes strategic governance is not entirely unified, the key 

features according to the prevailing body of literature are as follows: vision(s) at the governmental 

level and their systemic incorporation into policies and structures; and the existence of strategies 

and strategic planning in place (Mulgan, Potůček 2004; Ochrana et al. 2016). Besides these 

features, also the anticipatory nature of strategic governance is often stressed (Dror 2004; 

Potůček 2014; see also Ochrana et al. 2016), i.e. “the capacity to foresee the long-term potential 

future developments” (Potůček 2014: 90) and to react adequately. Anticipatory approach can 

inform adaptive institutions, as well as strategy formation and societal resilience (Boyd et al. 2015). 

By the same token, Potůček (ibid.) distinguishes three core qualities in strategic governance, 

namely the anticipation; the so-called choice of society, marking social consensus on the overall 

 

17 Cook and Chen (2020) refer specifically to disaster governance in their argument. For discussion of the different 

concepts see the chapter on Governance in Civil Security above. 
18 Stress added. 
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system/policy orientation; and “emergent strategies”, denoting a “negotiated outcome of many 

interacting policy actors and processes” (ibid.). 

Besides the aforementioned key features, some authors also stress the importance of specific 

conditions to be met for strategic governance to be successfully implemented (see Mulgan, Potůček 

2004). These conditions are often understood as an overall national framework, including an 

adequate institutional and procedural setup (ibid.: 29-30). Also, Armstrong and Kamieniecki 

(2017) argue that strategic governance needs to account for the role of government and central 

authorities, as well as for interdependencies of affected parties (ibid.). An important reason 

therefor, then, can be seen in the overall aim of strategic governance to address fragmentation 

(Tewdwr-Jones et al. 2010: 252) and to establish direction, coordination but also empowerment of 

the actors involved (Kornakova et al. 2018: 123). 

With the emphasis upon strategic planning, strategic governance often entails an aspect of strategic 

management in policy making and implementation (see Mulgan, Potůček 2004; Ochrana et al. 

2016; Ylöstalo, Adkins 2021). This can comprise such elements as taking government as a 

corporate board, i.e. setting political antagonisms aside to reach common goals and transforming 

political problems into managerial ones (Ylöstalo, Adkins 2021); introducing an organisational 

change in public sector organisations (Raipa 2013); setting up concrete goals and clear division of 

responsibilities (Mulgan, Potůček 2004); or creating a risk management system (Zhikharevich et 

al. 2021). 

The managerial angle to strategic governance should not be, however, conflated with the focus on 

efficiency and the minimizing of government often connected therewith. De Vries and Nemec 

(2013) underline in this context a paradigm shift away from short term goal achievement and 

efficiency (understood also as input legitimacy) towards addressing a more long term effectiveness 

(understood as output legitimacy). This is then coupled with a related shift of focus from inputs to 

process thinking (ibid.)19. Effectiveness is stressed also by Ackoff (1990). Unlike efficiency, 

Ackoff points out that effectiveness is “a value-loaded concept” (ibid.:523) influencing policy 

choices. 

 

19 Note: The stress on effectiveness and processes does not necessarily mean that efficiency has lost entirely on its 

importance in general, as it is still needed “to help balance the so much imbalanced governmental finances today” (De 

Vries, Nemec 2013: 7). 
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The “need to develop strategic thinking at multiple scales (and) across various modes of action” 

(Kornakova et al. 2018: 120) stems from the necessity of the governments and agencies at all levels 

of public administration to deal with wicked and complex problems (see also Dale 2000). This 

entails not only the challenge of dealing with change but also establishing a desired direction and 

necessary coordination. Konrakova et al. (2018) point in this respect to a seeming paradox that new 

visions of the future are needed particularly in the present circumstances of complexity and 

uncertainty (ibid.: 120-123). In this perspective, strategic planning pushes further the notion of 

resilience in civil security from recovery to long-term prevention planning (ibid.: 121). 

The necessity to navigate the conditions of increasing complexity, wicked problems and fast-

changing environment, which entails a large degree of uncertainty, may also require a certain 

dualism which couples strategic governance with the approaches of innovation and 

experimentation at the policy level (see e.g. Kornakova et al. 2018; Ylöstalo 2020). As Ylöstalo 

(2020) shows for the case of Finland, a country which has actively fostered strategic governance 

since the 1990s, it was particularly the “attempt to govern a complex world through scientific 

knowledge” (ibid.: 261) that united strategic governance and the introduction of a culture of 

experimentation. While strategic governance was here linked rather to a managerial practice, 

experimentation involved more democratic and interactive approach with participatory forms of 

knowledge (co)production in place (ibid.: 264-272). 

In the literature, the anticipatory nature of strategic governance is often emphasized (Dror 2004; 

Potůček 2014; see also Ochrana et al. 2016), i.e. the ability to foresee long-term and potential future 

developments (Potůček 2014: 90) and to react adequately. An anticipatory approach influences 

adaptive institutions, as well as strategy formation and societal resilience (Boyd et al. 2015). In this 

regard, a number of authors emphasize the role of knowledge in strategic governance (see e.g. 

Potůček 2014; Pouw, Bruijne 2015). Pouw and Bruijne (2015) highlight the plurality of knowledge 

and the emphasis placed on inter- and transdisciplinarity. Potůček (2014) then emphasizes the 

importance of institutionalized learning capacity "applied to all actors operating in the field of 

strategic governance" (ibid.: 91). In this perspective, strategic governance shifts the focus in civil 

security from recovery to long-term planning and prevention (Kornakova et al. 2018: 121). 
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3.4. Windows of Opportunity and Focusing Events 

3.4.1. Windows of Opportunity 

Crises are often understood as situations providing a window of opportunity with the potential to 

trigger systemic change and system adaptation (Gare 2000; Grove 2018). Infrequently opening 

policy windows represent “opportunities for action on given initiatives” (Kingdon 1995: 166), 

influencing priorities on the policy agenda. At the same time, the duration of policy windows is 

limited as “really big steps are always taken very quickly or not at all” (ibid: 170) after the window 

is open and the windows then close relatively soon again.  

Zohlnhöfer and Rüb (2016) point out that a policy window “is only a necessary condition for 

agenda-change” (ibid: 5), not a sufficient one. Under the multiple-streams framework, coupling of 

streams is important as windows of opportunity close if solutions to a problem are not available or 

if there are no viable alternatives (see also Herweg et al. 2015). For this reason, Kingdon (1995) 

argues that policy entrepreneurs who propose problem solutions or a particular policy change “must 

develop their ideas, expertise, and proposals well in advance of the time the window opens” (ibid: 

181) and constantly push for their proposals, even before a window opens (ibid: 183). Herweg et 

al. (2015) then also refer to collective entrepreneurship where like-minded individuals from either 

inside or outside (with the support from the inside) the government work towards policy change. 

According to Kingdon (1995), windows of opportunity do not have to be purely accidental events: 

A window might open either upon a crisis (and thus uncontrollably and rather unpredictably); or it 

might open quite predictably, such as at a given phase of the budget cycle or upon the expiration 

or renewal of governmental programs. In the former case, however, O’Donovan (2017) argues that 

windows might not only be open by a one-off event but also by an aggregation of events over time. 

In the latter case, important reports and addresses (such as the president’s State of the Union 

Address in the U.S.) open such windows as well, boosting further consideration of those problems 

or proposals mentioned (Kingdon 1995).  

In his seminal work, Kingdon (1995) further distinguishes windows opening in the political stream 

(due to changes of administration or shifts in national mood); and windows opening in the problem 

stream. This difference might generate different policy-making processes: in the problem stream, 

search for solutions to a problem is dominant; while in the policy stream, administration change or 
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substantial changes in the national mood “tend to turn conditions into problems” (Hansén 2016: 

216). 

With respect to the problem stream, Herweg et al. (2015) note specifically for the parliamentary 

systems that there is only a weak link between the severity of a problem and the governmental 

attention to it. Rather, with the policy makers considering their re-election, the “core issues are 

those that voters regularly care about” (437). The public opinion is thus becoming increasingly 

important. So are coalition agreements which set specific issues that are likely to prevail on the 

agenda, although a suddenly urgent problem might still open the policy window and get into the 

problem stream despite the coalition agreement. Nevertheless, Herweg et al. (2015) suggest that a 

problem window opens only when the re-election of policy makers is at risk (ibid: 438-447). 

It is in the case of windows opening in the problem stream, where Kingdon (1995) introduces so-

called focusing events. These events, similarly as crises, can open a window of opportunity for 

policy change. They represent one of three means by which officials learn about conditions 

(defined as problems), together with indicators and both formal and informal feedback (ibid.). The 

concept of focusing events, as coined by Kingdon in 1984 is, however, criticised for being 

“imprecise, discursive, and inductive” (DeLeo et al. 2021)20 and the approach for missing out 

institutions (Zohlnhöfer, Rüb 2016: 7).  

A similar observation, associating crises with policy change, is made also within other theoretical 

approaches, although it is not as accentuated as it is under the multiple-streams framework. These 

approaches, also focusing on the explanation of policy changes, are notably the critical junctures 

(Hogan, Doyle 2007; Donnelly, Hogan 2012), Advocacy Coalition Framework (Jones, Jenkins-

Smith 2009; Jenkins-Smith et al., 2017) or Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (Baumgartner, Jones 

2010).  

The critical juncture framework couples a crisis with an ideational change and with a radical policy 

change. A crisis can take on a form of a natural or technological disaster, but also economic crises 

are worth studying (Hogan, Doyle 2007; Donnelly, Hogan 2012). The Advocacy Coalition 

Framework sometimes relates to external shocks which are associated with events as disasters, 

shifts in public opinion or deteriorating socioeconomic conditions, such as recession (Jones, 

Jenkins-Smith 2009; Jenkins-Smith et al. 2017). Finally, the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory 

 

20 Nevertheless, the concept of focusing events was fruitfully further elaborated by other authors, as it will be shown 

below. 
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mentions exogenous shocks in the form of disasters or important socio-political developments 

(DeLeo et al. 2021). 

3.4.2. Focusing Events 

In contrast with more protracted problems tracked by long-term statistics, such as crime or disease, 

focusing events gain sudden attention. They can also lead to a search for solutions to previously 

existing but dormant problems in the wake of policy failure (Birkland 1996; Birkland 2013). From 

slightly different angle, Baumgartner and Jones (2010) suggest that an increased (typically 

negative) attention to a problem can result in claiming policy failure and might thus lead to policy 

change. Kates et al. (2012) then note the importance of focusing events in initiating 

transformational adaptation in the field of climate change adaptation. 

In the field of civil security, the concept of focusing events was further employed and developed 

especially by Birkland (1996; 1998; 2013). While Kingdon stresses rather the symbolic meaning 

of a focusing event used by policy entrepreneurs as an avenue for policy change; Birkland pays 

attention to particular attributes of focusing events, such as the size or the scale of an event 

(Birkland, Warnement 2016: 96), thus overcoming some of the criticism that Kingdon’s approach 

faces for being “highly metaphorical” (see Zohlnhöfer, Rüb 2016: 6). For event-driven agenda 

setting, Birkland and Warnement (2016) propose three aspects to be taken into account: Firstly, the 

parameters of a policy domain which are relatively stable; secondly, the external (or system) 

events; and thirdly, the features of these events in terms of the value of damage caused by the event; 

the number of people killed and effected; etc. 21 (ibid: 101).  

Focusing events are seen as drivers of policy change also in the field of civil security (Birkland, 

Warnement 2016; O’Donovan 2017). They are defined as a “sudden, exceptional experience that, 

because of how it leads to harm or exposes the prospect for great devastation, is perceived as the 

impetus for policy change” (Michaels et al. 2006: 983). Similar observation was also made by 

Tierney (2012) in the field of disaster governance, namely that governance regimes tend to “be 

formulated in response to particular large-scale disaster events” (ibid: 341). Birkland (1998) then 

defines focusing events as follows:  

 

21 Note that these are also the features followed and registered by the international database on natural and technological 

disasters EM-DAT, maintained by the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters at the Université 

Catholique de Louvain, Belgium. 
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„A focusing event is an event that is sudden; relatively uncommon; can be reasonably defined as harmful or 

revealing the possibility of potentially greater future harms; has harms that are concentrated in a particular 

geographical area or community of interest; and that is known to policy makers and the public simultaneously” 

(ibid: 54).  

 

Birkland (1996) also distinguishes so-called potential focusing events given the unpredictability of 

their policy impact, pointing out that some disasters fail to trigger a change in the respective policy 

(see also Solecki and Michaels 1994; Bose and Brower 2018). In this regard, for the local 

policymaking and setting policy priorities in three U.S. Gulf Coast areas, Liu et al. (2010) show 

that budgetary considerations are more important than focusing events.  

Also seen the other way around, major shifts in attention are not always caused by focusing events. 

Such elements as elections, leadership changes and other factors come also into play (Van Assche 

2012). Also, Eckersley and Lakoma (2021) note for the English fire and rescue services that policy 

does not always change in response to focusing events and point out the role of policy entrepreneurs 

and their “pre-cooking” of problems ahead of time and in the absence of a clear focusing event 

(ibid: 14-17). 

Birkland (1997) further distinguishes two types of focusing events according to their “newness”: 

• The first type is represented by the so-called normal focusing events, expected to occur in 

complex systems, although difficult or impossible to predict. Most of natural and 

technological disasters (such as earthquakes, hurricanes, or oil spills) fall into this category 

(ibid. 145) together with economic crises or wars (Birkland and Warnement 2016: 97).  

• The second type is constituted by the so-called new focusing events, i.e. events which have 

never happened before, or they happened very long time ago and thus “have faded from 

memory” (Birkland 1997: 145). These are associated with changes in technology and in 

society. The Oklahoma City bombing of 1995 is given as an example of a new focusing 

event, increasing the attention to the issue of terrorism due to its then unprecedented scale 

on the U.S. territory and leading to the introduction of anti-terrorism legislation in the 

aftermath (ibid.). These focusing events create uncertainty; represent a departure from the 

pre-planned activities; and “force the public to react to them either with a new attitude, new 

standards of conduct, or new legislation” (Fishman 1999: 354). 

• Birkland and Warnement (2016) additionally distinguish a third type of focusing events, 

namely the “common event(s) under uncommon circumstances” (ibid: 98). These tend to 

be normal events which receive larger attention due to their unique or unusual features 
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which, in turn, makes them “worthy of greater government attention and potential policy 

change” (ibid.). 

Specifically, policy domains dealing with natural or technological disasters are often “fields of 

expertise with which the public and most elected officials are unfamiliar” (Birkland and 

Warnement 2016: 94) and where public attention is low (Yeo, Knox: 2019). Such policy fields tend 

to be dominated only by a small number of governmental agencies and by technical experts (May 

1991: 203). May (1991) terms these domains, which are typically concerned with public risks and 

issues like catastrophic natural and technological hazards, “policies without publics” (ibid: 192).  

Unlike “policies with publics”, such as crime, drugs, or health care policies, the formerly mentioned 

policy domains are usually confined to rather narrow technical and scientific communities, relying 

on the inside initiative in the agenda process. While in the “policies with publics”, issues arise 

based on outside initiatives and publics shape the definition of the problem; the “policies without 

publics” are seemingly apolitical and technocratic, policy problems (or solutions to them) are either 

put on the governmental agenda by the expert community or “forced on the agenda by a crisis” 

(ibid.). 

In such cases, focusing events might become “part of an internal mobilization strategy that relies 

on expert opinion, often employed by government agencies” (Birkland 1996: 65) and only 

consequently generate public support for policy change. Policies are here thus advanced by 

technical experts from both inside and outside the government, “acting on their sense of the public 

interest, not by interest groups or elected officials acting on behalf of public demands for improved 

policy” (Birkland and Warnement 2016: 67). In the case of expert policy domains, Birkland (1996) 

notes certain public indifference to preferred solutions (ibid. 65) and rather low public interest in 

the cases where the expansion of an issue “is largely left to professionals inside and outside 

government who seek to induce other actors to change policy” (Birkland 1996: 73).  

An expert domain then may or may not be lacking a coherent policy community, as Birkland (1996) 

shows on the case of hurricanes, earthquake, oil spills and nuclear accidents domains. Focusing 

events are used as part of an internal mobilization strategy in policy domains with only one 

advocacy coalition (i.e. the earthquake domain in Birkland’s analysis). In such case with an 

organized professional community, policy changes are driven by focusing events which are used 

to advance group positions of those already involved in policy making on how to improve existing 
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policy. Their role is to persuade the elected officials and the public to support the suggested policy 

improvements (ibid: 67-72).  

However, the effect of focusing events can be seen also in a domain without any coherent policy 

community (i.e. the case of hurricanes in Birkland’s analysis), where policy making is event-driven 

although “the ability to use events to improve policy is reduced” (ibid: 67). Birkland (1996) points 

out that in these domains, the policy making is characterized by event-driven “stop-gap measures 

and reflexive reactions to the immediate event” (ibid.). Yet, as there is no particular group to take 

advantage of a focusing event, the focus on post-event disaster relief often prevails (ibid: 72). 

Generally, in expert policy domains with little group competition, the issues on the agenda are 

considered to be of a lower status and, consequently, they gain attention of broader audience and 

non-expert policy makers only fleetingly in reaction to a crisis situation or event. The pre-disaster 

planning, which is considered rather a routine and mundane activity, is left to experts outside any 

larger political or public interest (Birkland 1996: 67). 

Finally, it is necessary to mention that the utilization of the concept of focusing events with respect 

to future predictions is problematic (Birkland and Warnement 2016: 95). Some authors have tried 

to overcome this by expanding the concept to encompass the so-called anticipatory-conjectural 

policy problems (DeLeo 2010), which are marked by certain probability based on previous events 

of a similar type but at the same time by a very high degree of uncertainty about their future timing 

and scale (ibid.). Eckersley and Lakoma (2021) then stress the role of proactive problem 

construction instead of reactive policymaking to focusing events. Nevertheless, as DeLeo (2010) 

notes for the American policymaking process, this is only rarely a proactive one. 

3.4.3. Learning as a Result of Focusing Events 

Policy learning is considered to be an important path to policy change, as new information is 

applied to policy decisions (May 1992). Disasters may, due to the losses they incur, stimulate 

efforts to improve policies for disaster preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery. They can 

also raise questions about the appropriate distribution of responsibilities across different levels of 

government (Birkland 2013: 365) and reveal deficiencies in existing policies (DeLeo et al. 2021). 

As focusing events, disasters attract institutional attention to an issue and can therefore be 

associated with policy learning (see e.g. Huber-Stearns et al. 2019). Importantly, they provide 

opportunities to review legislation and enact reforms in the given field (DeLeo et al. 2021: 9). 
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Focusing events are important since they can highlight a policy failure (Birkland 2004: 343). Three 

different kinds of learning may result from such failures: 1) instrumental learning, involving 

adjustments to policy instruments to better address the present threats; 2) social learning 

concentrating on the problem itself and the government action, potentially broadening the scope of 

what is considered a security threat; and 3) political learning concerning the change in rhetorical 

strategies or the actors (May 1992; Birkland 2006: 16-17). 

While focusing events (Birkland 1996) often generate intense, short-term attention, policy change 

does not necessarily follow directly from crisis. Instead, crises more commonly serve as catalysts, 

opening windows of opportunity (Kingdon 1995) or triggering institutional learning processes 

(Birkland 1998). From this perspective, events do not cause change in themselves but rather enable 

pre-existing proposals – often championed by advocacy coalitions – to gain momentum. If no such 

coalition emerges, the event may pass with only fleeting attention and limited effect (Birkland 

1998). 

Learning from disasters is also not necessarily straightforward. Birkland (2013) points out that not 

all policy changes made in the aftermath of disasters reflect genuine learning. Although it is 

common to speak of “lessons learned,” such references are often rhetorical or symbolic (ibid: 365). 

In some cases, invoking lessons is primarily a political strategy to demonstrate that “something” 

was done (Birkland 2009). Similarly, May (1992) notes that change in policy instruments or 

implementation design does not necessarily equate to true learning. Although policy failure 

provides a potential catalyst for learning, it does not guarantee it—outcomes may be constrained 

by institutional confusion, lack of clarity about what to change, or disagreement over desirable 

outcomes (May 1992: 351–352). 

Although the concept of focusing events is useful for explaining initial shifts in policy attention, it 

is increasingly recognized that these events seldom lead to sustained or transformative change on 

their own. Birkland (1997, 2006) emphasizes that they should be seen as triggers, not determinants, 

of reform. His conceptual model highlights the iterative and often cyclical nature of policy change, 

whereby focusing events create windows of opportunity but require subsequent mobilization, 

political framing, and institutional commitment to produce meaningful results. This is especially 

relevant in the field of civil security, where change is often constrained by technical expertise, 

hierarchical structures, and the marginal salience of the issue in everyday politics. 
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More recent literature elaborates on how learning conditions shape long-term crisis outcomes. 

DeLeo et al. (2021) distinguish between single-loop and double-loop learning, arguing that without 

the latter – where foundational beliefs and institutional arrangements are revisited – responses often 

remain short-term or symbolic. Nohrstedt and Parker (2024) echo this by pointing out that 

successful policy change is highly contingent on pre-existing institutional capacity, sustained 

policy entrepreneurship, and the ability to maintain issue salience over time. Crow et al. (2023), in 

their comparative study across six U.S. states, highlight how both shifting public health 

environments and evolving political contexts shaped divergent patterns of policy learning and 

change during COVID-19. In parallel, Zaki et al. (2023) analyse the Belgian case as a “creeping 

crisis” and show how learning evolved over time—moving between instrumental and 

transformative modes depending on leadership, institutional constraints, and epistemic uncertainty. 

In the context of policy learning, May (1991) notes that opportunities for learning vary depending 

on whether the policy in question has an active public. For “policies with publics”, ongoing debates 

facilitate broader learning; for “policies without publics”, learning tends to be limited and largely 

instrumental, with little room for reassessing core objectives (May 1991: 203). Similarly, Birkland 

(1996) finds that disasters are more likely to spur learning when advocacy coalitions actively 

engage with the issue. In case no coalition or group reacts, focusing events gain only passing 

attention and do not lead to learning (ibid.: 72). 

4. Methodology 

The aim of this chapter is to outline the scientific research approach, i.e. a set of steps and 

procedures which define the research subject, determine the research objectives, establish the 

research methodology and research methods (see Ochrana 2022: 72). This inherently involves 

choices about ontology (research subject represents a sub-set of reality), epistemology (choosing 

appropriate theoretical-conceptual framework and methodology) and research instruments, 

determining one another. As Ochrana (ibid.) points out, the choice of scientific research approach 

is based on the fact that reality exists independently of the subject of research. It is this 

independence which is “an ontological assumption of the objectivity of scientific knowledge” 

(ibid.). 

The aim of this section is to outline the methodology and methods applied in the thesis so as to 

assure internal consistence of methodology, research questions and methods. The chapter proceeds 
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following the procedural recommendation by Ochrana (2009), i.e. outlining the research goals, and 

discussing methodology, choosing of research methodology and research methods. In line with 

Haverland and Yanow (2012) and Ochrana (2009), methodology is here understood as ways of 

knowing (logics of inquiry) which further inform the methods employed. Research questions are 

formulated together with key assumptions related to these questions and the overview of methods 

is provided, reflecting the research goal and research questions. 

4.1. Methodology 

As it has been established earlier22, the research subject has the form of a system. It is therefore 

suggested to use a systemic approach to its analysis. Since the research subject is complex in its 

nature, an integrative approach seems most suitable for the purpose of scientific inquiry (see e.g. 

Fay 2002; Ochrana 2009). 

When applying systems perspective, there are two basic viewpoints that need to be distinguished 

for their ontological and epistemological implications:  

• Firstly, there is a ‘thinking about systems’ which presupposes the existence of the given 

system as a real world (ontological) entity (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 6; 17; see also Kugler 

2006). Given the topic discussed in this thesis, one might think of a security system – an 

official term applied in the strategic documents of some countries e.g. of the Czech 

Republic or Poland; or the Integrated Rescue System – a platform for rescue operation 

coordination in the former case.  

• Secondly, there is a ‘systems thinking’ using systems “as learning devices to inquire into 

real world entities” (ibid: 7). Taking this perspective, systems are utilised as conceptual 

(epistemological) constructs thus adhering ultimately to the constructivist tradition. The 

advantage of systems thinking is dealing with a bigger picture, on a higher level of 

abstraction. This accords with the argument of Fay (2002) that the program of social 

sciences needs to be based on the macroscopic level as theories explaining social 

phenomena are not reducible to theories about individuals (see also Ochrana 2009). By the 

words of Reynolds and Holwell (2010), systems as constructs or models are “used for 

engaging with and improving situations of real-world complexity” (ibid: 7).  

 

22 See Chapter 2. 
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In line with the methodological discussion in social sciences (Fay 2002), also in the history of 

systems thinking, two key transitions occurred, broadening and diversifying the methodological 

approach: From ‘hard’ systems (systems understood as real world entities) towards holism and 

‘soft’ systems (systems understood as epistemological constructs); and towards ‘critical’ systems, 

adding reflection of power relations (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 7-10).  

While the ‘hard’ system approach can be most associated with the (nomological) explanatory 

model of investigating social reality; the ‘soft’ system approach best corresponds with the narrative 

interpretive model. The two approaches are typically juxtaposed and present a basic dichotomy in 

the social sciences, which is further reflected in the epistemological aspects of social research 

(Ochrana 2009: 117). Nevertheless, an integrative approach is possible – and given the complexity 

of the subject under study here also desirable.  

The integrative approach allows us to examine social phenomena both from the point of view of 

their causes (under the explanatory model) and also from the point of view of understanding (under 

the interpretive model) through the interpretation of meaning of the given social phenomenon (ibid: 

122). The assumption is that the phenomena under study do objectively exist, which, however, 

does not mean there is a need of a single research procedure based on description (Ochrana 2009: 

122-124). 

The utilisation of an integrative approach has also implications for the normative foundations of 

the work. The descriptive and explanatory parts are based in a non-normative perspective with the 

conviction that the reality needs to be (and, in fact, can be) examined disinterestedly, without any 

evaluative judgments (see Ochrana 2022: 87-88). On the other hand, the parts of the thesis using 

the concepts of governance23 can be viewed as rather normative, as the concept of governance itself 

involves value-laden judgments e.g. on (the desirability of) participation. The current state is thus 

in these instances compared with an ideal one based on which inevitably normative statements 

about the difference are formulated (see Ochrana 2022: 58).  

Systems thinking in social systems tends rather to a holistic perspective as the main aim is “to 

understand a system on the basis of its constituent parts—but not on the basis of properties which 

these parts have independently of each other” (Esfeld 2015: 6). However, both atomism and holism 

presuppose an analysis of a complex system in terms of its parts. While the holistic perspective 

 

23 See chapter on theories. 
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looks for universal connections and focuses on general types instead of individual elements; 

atomism (or methodological individualism) assumes that “social units are reducible to individual 

units that act autonomously on the basis of their own individual interest” (Ochrana 2009: 118).  

For the study here, an integrative approach (see Fay 2002; Ochrana 2009) is suggested. This means 

viewing both perspectives as complementary (see Ochrana 2009: 20), i.e. taking on a holistic 

approach in line with the general system theory (Von Bertalanffy 1950), taking into account the 

macroscopic level (Fay 2002) of a (civil security) system; yet acknowledging also the autonomy 

of the elements constituting the civil security system and their not being dependent on the existence 

of the system itself (see Esfeld 2015). 

Finally, a certain relativism of the scientific knowledge gained through the study needs to be 

acknowledged: the statement about any researched subject is influenced by the time in which it 

occurs/in which the research takes place and thus relative (Ochrana 2009: 124). Furthermore, the 

relativity of the knowledge also stems from the choice of research methodology and methods which 

might differ from one researcher to another (ibid; see also Císař, Beneš 2009). In other words, the 

presupposition of an objective reality does not exclude individual influences of the researcher 

which consist in the choice of methods and particular aspects of reality analysed. 

4.2. Research Goals, Questions and Assumptions 

4.2.1. Research Aims and Goals 

The research subject is the so-called civil security system (understood here as a dynamic system24) 

and its evolution (regarded as adaptation to changing environment and foreseen or experienced 

stresses). The aim of the thesis is to examine composition and evolution of the so-called civil 

security systems in Central Europe and the influences of the outer environment upon them. The 

aim is to identify the main impetuses to change in the particular policy domain of civil security, 

which is typically understood as an expert / professional domain and characterized by both 

relatively low salience and low level of political interest.25 

Due to the complexity of the problem at hand, the issue of systems governing civil security will be 

examined from several angels, which translate into four separate research goals as outlined below. 

 

24 See section on Theory, part on Systems approaches 
25 See part on Research Goals further below 
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Proceeding from the systems perspective, both external and internal factors need to be taken into 

account as both of these dimensions affect how the system operates (see Kugler 2006: 218). The 

research goals serve to grasp the internal properties of the system and to proceed further with 

the analysis and assessment of the system setup based on theory (governance in civil security)26. 

Followingly, the role of the outer environment of the system is taken into account and its role in 

system changes (evolution/adaptation) is analysed. 

The research goals which the thesis addresses are thus four-fold:  

1. To define and delimitate the research subject, i.e. the civil security governance system and 

its boundaries. As utilized terms serve as signifiers (Haverland, Yanow 2012), the reason 

is to have a rich conceptualization as a starting point for further analysis of the security 

system (see Kugler 2006). 

2. To provide an analytical description of the civil security governance systems across 

Europe and their composition. Of interest here are key similarities and differences which 

the systems show and their geographical distribution. A descriptive typology is attempted 

to classify the studied reality (i.e. civil security governance systems) according to the 

theoretically pre-defined dimensions concerning key actors involved. 

3. To assess the role and scope of civic participation in the national civil security governance 

systems. This is appropriate for an interpretative approach, the aim of which is not a casual 

explanation, but the understanding of a given phenomenon (see Atkinson, Coffey 2004: 

47). 

4. To provide an explanation of the key drivers of systems evolution so as to adapt in a 

changing environment. Here, theoretical expectations will be compared with the data for 

civil security governance systems of selected countries. In contrast with the third goal 

above, here an explanatory model is used, building on a post-positivist tradition in the 

philosophy of science.  

4.2.2. Research Questions 

The research goals shall be achieved through answering three key research questions listed below. 

With respect to the integrative approach, the research questions differ in terms of their logics of 

 

26 See section on Theories, part on Civil Security Governance 
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inquiry. This is in line with Haverland and Yanow (2012) who point out that, “each research 

question demands its own methodology” (ibid: 14). 

Understanding the system setup (internal properties) 

Research question (RQ) 1: How do civil security governance systems in the European countries 

look like in terms of different types of actors involved? And how do these systems differ across 

Europe? 

RQ2: How does civic participation translate into the national legislation on civil protection in 

different European countries? 

RQ2.1: How systemic is the voluntary engagement – are civil society organisations (CSOs) and 

individual citizens an official part of the national civil security system according to the legal 

documents? 

RQ2.2: Does the legal approach correspond with the notion of participatory governance and 

shared responsibility, recognizing the value of volunteering? 

Analysing adaptation of the system (role of outer environment) 

RQ3: How do the systems adapt: What were the main drivers of policy change in the field of civil 

security and protection? What was the role of external environment (shocks, crises) upon the 

evolution of the system? 

4.3. Methods 

In terms of general technical methods, analysis and synthesis are applied in this work (see e.g. 

Ochrana 2009). The analysis is employed to delimitate and understand the subject, i.e. civil security 

system and its adaptation. It is related to all the research objectives outlined above. Consequently, 

synthesis is applied to the results of the analytical parts, based on which policy implications are 

formulated.  

Attaining all aforementioned research goals builds on somewhat different approaches so as to 

accordingly address the respective research questions. The choice of methods derives from the 

work of Biggs et al. (2021) on research methods for social-ecological systems: The first step in the 

dissertation research (correspondent with the first research goal) is a scoping exercise to define the 

boundaries of the system and its key components and actors within. For this purpose, literature 

review is used.  
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Followingly, two methods are principally used in the dissertation for analysing the civil security 

systems: a comparative case study analysis and qualitative content analysis (see Biggs et al. 2021). 

The former is best suited for analysing system components; the latter is convenient for discovering 

dominant discourses (ibid.) and thus also the system boundaries, including e.g. those wo are 

affected but not involved and thus supporting a reflective practice (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 234).  

In addressing all three key research questions, comparative approach is utilised so as to obtain 

more comprehensive and valid answers. Comparative studies are deemed more fruitful in 

comparison with single-case heuristics (Blaikie 2009: 195). Also, in the analysis of (specific parts 

of the) national security policies, comparative relation to other countries is recommended (Kugler 

2006: 383). Similarly, Drabek (1970) strongly argues for comparative research in disaster studies 

concerning both different types of disasters and different national approaches (ibid: 340-341). 

The comparative / multi-case approach was chosen for the following reasons: Firstly, it serves for 

an empirical richness of the analysis, enabling more units (countries and their civil security 

systems) to enter the analysis. Secondly, out of convenience reasons, the comparative / multi-case 

design enables here a fruitful utilisation of international cooperation (see section on Data below 

and list of publications). 

In particular, the research questions are addressed followingly: 

RQ 1: How do civil security governance systems in the European countries look like in terms of 

different types of actors involved? And how do these systems differ across Europe? 

• To answer the research question, the analysis follows an exploratory design.  

• The approach here is a systematic comparison (see Azarian 2011), mapping the existing 

patterns of stakeholder involvement in the national civil security governance systems 

(identified based on security governance as a framework for analysis) across the compared 

units, i.e. across different European countries. The comparative design is also well suited 

for working with and/or creating typologies (ibid.). 

• To systematize the similarities and differences and to reduce the complexity of the studied 

phenomenon (see Azarian 2011), a typology of the system setup is attempted. In order to 

do so, an agglomerative hierarchical cluster analysis is employed. The cases are grouped 

into categories with shared characteristics. Maximizing intra-cluster similarity and 

minimizing inter-cluster similarity, this method allows for grouping the countries with 
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similar characteristics across a set of variables, leading to homogeneous empirical types 

(Fenger 2007).  

Highlighting a particular perspective, “typologies can themselves be regarded as system 

models” (Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 9). Such an empirical assessment is a helpful tool in 

identifying different patterns in the civil security governance in Europe, as the current 

knowledge does not allow for determining ex-ante typical representatives of different types, 

nor a given number of clusters, which renders unsuitable a non-hierarchical approach. 

Hierarchical cluster analysis is suitable for a smaller number of cases; allows several 

variables to enter the analysis; and operates with all types of variables, including the 

nominal / binary ones (Mareš et al. 2015). 

There are, of course, limitations which need to be taken into account. Firstly, any typology 

serves a particular purpose and has to be seen therefore as incomplete and partisan 

(Reynolds, Holwell 2010: 9). On a more technical note, ensuring comparability of the cases 

and working with particular variables reduces the richness of the information while the 

limited number of cases does not allow for greater generalization beyond the analysed 

sample (Mareš et al. 2015). 

RQ2: How does civic participation translate into the national legislation on civil protection in 

different European countries? 

• To answer the research question, qualitative method of content analysis is utilised, 

looking for themes concerning the civic participation that emerge in the texts of legal and 

other official documents. The assumption behind this method is that the (analysed) texts 

are phenomena which have agency (Biggs et al. 2021: 270-272). In particular, thematic 

analysis of the documents is employed as the most suitable procedure for reviewing the 

legislation and other official documents while treating these as the so-called social facts 

(see e.g. Burns, 2012). This corresponds with the interpretative approach, the aim of which 

is not a casual explanation, but the understanding of a given phenomenon (Atkinson, Coffey 

2004: 47). However, a certain risk here is the subjective point of view in the interpretation 

by the analyst (see Jandourek 2008).  

• Under the thematic analysis, the themes can be stated explicitly in the data, or they can be 

present implicitly and identified by the researcher (Biggs et al. 2021: 274). In order to 

identify themes (or patterns) in the dataset, the analysis consisted of an iterative process of 
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skimming, reading and interpreting the documents through the lens of the participatory 

element highlighted in security governance. The work particularly with legal acts is crucial 

as the civil security systems, their functional setup, and key elements, are typically 

embedded in the national legislation. 

• Here, too, a systematic comparison is employed in that the theme of civic participation in 

the national civil security systems is sought in the documents (legal acts) across different 

European countries which here represent units of comparison. The choice of cases / 

countries constitutes a sub-set of the countries which were subject to analysis under RQ1. 

RQ3: How do the systems adapt: What were the main drivers of policy change in the field of civil 

security and protection? What was the role of external environment (shocks, crises) upon the 

evolution of the system? 

• To answer the research question, a qualitative multi-case analysis (see Yin 2009) is 

employed. The reason therefore is that the utilisation of studies containing more than a 

single case, i.e. multiple units of analysis, are best suited to “reveal common features of a 

phenomenon that persevere across different contexts (Fletcher et al. 2015: 2; Yin 2009). In 

contrast to classical comparative studies where the purpose is to study variation by 

comparing and contrasting the cases; with multi-case studies, patterns are sought after 

rather than variation (Fletcher et al. 2015). This convenes more the research question which 

seeks to analyse evolution of the civil security system especially through the lens of the 

concept of focusing events27. 

• In principle the multi-case analysis allows covering multiple cases and drawing a single set 

of cross-case conclusions upon them (Yin 2009: 20; 55). The approach, however, also has 

its limitations in that the number of cases reduces the depth of each study (ibid: 81). The 

advantage, on the other hand, is that the findings are more robust compared to a single case 

study design (ibid: 20). 

• The first part of the analysis on the role of the outer environment applies a qualitative 

content analysis as advanced by Mayring (2000; 2014) of the governmental program 

statements (PSs). In particular, its deductive application is utilised which “works with prior 

 

27 See Chapter 3. 
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formulated, theoretical derived aspects of analysis, bringing them in connection with the 

text” (Mayring 2004: 13; see also Elo & Kyngäs, 2008).  This application is deemed 

appropriate especially for analysing documents based on previous knowledge (Elo & 

Kyngäs, 2008: 108). In particular, the Directed Content Analysis (DQCA) is used, 

beginning with initial themes and categories based on previous research and knowledge 

being deductively applied to the data at hand and, at the same time, enabling editing or 

adding codes during analysis by an iterative process (Assarroudi et al. 2018, see also Delve, 

Limpaecher 2020). Finally, a comparative perspective was added to compare the content of 

PSs both in time and across the countries studied. 

• The second part of analysis, studying the role of disasters, takes on the form of a 

disciplined-configurative (multi-case) study (Verba 1967), i.e. seeks to explain a certain 

outcome (substantial changes in the policy/civil security systems) through available general 

hypotheses. The cases are thus analysed in terms of theoretically relevant general variables 

and interpreted in terms of general “laws” (Blaikie 2009: 195). 

• The choice of cases / countries constitutes a sub-set of the countries which were subject to 

analysis under RQ1. 

4.4. Data and Data Sources 

The overview of data and methods applied when addressing the respective research questions is 

provided in Table 4 below. The main body of the dissertation builds on the work and data gathered 

within the following collaborative projects which the author took part in: 

• Project "Civil security as part of the security system in the Czech Republic and Poland - 

theoretical conceptualization and evaluation of similarities and differences in the wider 

European context" (identification code 7AMB13PL018 - CZ-PL MOBILITY project). 

Carried out in 2013 and 2014, the project consisted in partnering with the Adam Mickiewicz 

University in Poland and its Institute for Western Affairs. The aim was to jointly elaborate 

on the delimitation of security systems of Poland and the Czech Republic as the strategic 



 

73 

 

documents of both countries explicitly refer to the notion of a “security system”.28 The work 

of this project was utilised especially in answering RQ3. 

• ANVIL (“Analysis of Civil Security Systems in Europe”) project, sponsored by the EU 

(FP7, Grant Agreement Number 284678), conducted in 2012-2014. The international 

project mapped the cultural, institutional, legal and operational diversity of 22 national civil 

security systems in Europe (20 EU Member States, Serbia and Switzerland), and explored 

the scope for European cooperation in the area of crisis and emergency management. The 

research included countries from all waves of post-2000 EU accessions. Within the project, 

coded datasheets were prepared and accompanied by detailed peer-reviewed country 

studies upon which the coded data were checked for accuracy. This ensured both 

comparability of the data collected under a unified methodology and comprehensive 

coverage of the field. The work of this project was utilised in answering RQ1 and partially 

also RQ3. 

• Project “Use of civil sector expert capacities to boost the capabilities of the Integrated 

Rescue System” (identification code VH20182020040) 2018-2020, funded by the Czech 

Ministry of Interior, aimed at designing the legal framework and policy for using the 

potential of civil sector subjects to boost the capabilities of the Integrated Rescue System 

(IRS), namely the Fire and Rescue Service of the Czech Republic29. The work of this project 

was utilised especially in answering RQ2. 

The aforementioned projects determined which countries (national civil security systems) entered 

the analysis. While the larger number of cases is certainly of advantage as indicated in the section 

above, the selection of countries was based on the availability of comparable data which narrowed 

down the scope of study in answering the research questions 2 and 3.  The type of data and their 

utilisation in answering the particular research questions was as follows: 

Data used in answering RQ1: The analysis utilizes data from the collaborative research project 

ANVIL30. This ensures both comparability of the data collected under a unified methodology and 

 

28 The main outcomes directly building on the joint discussions were papers “Effectiveness in Civil Security – Czech, 

Polish and Slovak perspectives” (Brazova et al. 2014); “Polish Civil Security in Regional Context” (Brazova 2014) 

and “System thinking in the Czech and Polish strategic documents” (Brazova, Wisniewski 2017). 
29 Note: the author’s role in the project was in mapping relevant foreign experience and good practices. 
30 See above 
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comprehensive coverage of the field, including countries from all waves of post-2000 EU 

accessions. Within the project, coded datasheets were prepared and accompanied by detailed peer-

reviewed country studies upon which the coded data were checked for accuracy. Prior to individual 

country study investigations, a unified mapping protocol was prepared and agreed upon which then 

guided data collection for the country studies, measuring the operationalised variables across the 

country-cases. The analysis in Chapter 5.1. of this thesis (addressing RQ1) makes use of these 22 

coded datasheets collected within the ANVIL project. Accepting a certain reduction in the richness 

of information, the original data categories were recoded into dichotomous variables where 

necessary to allow a hierarchical cluster analysis31. 

Data used in answering RQ2: The analysis relied on acts and decrees governing civil protection 

as well as acts governing volunteering (where in place). The choice to study legislation was made 

based on the assumption that “law and legal institutions also shape how people respond to and 

recover from disasters” (Birkland 2013: 367). To ensure basic comparability, the analysis focused 

exclusively on the EU countries. To cover different geographical parts of Europe, the states brought 

into analysis were France and Italy (Southern Europe); Finland and Sweden (Northern Europe); 

Germany and the Netherlands (Western Europe); Czech Republic and Slovakia (Central Europe); 

and Ireland32. In all cases the latest version was used as of August 2021. Upon these documents, 

interpretative analysis was conducted as outlined in the Section 4.3. above. 

Data used in answering RQ3: In order to assess the governmental attention to civil security, 

official program statements (PSs) of the respective governments in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, 

Hungary and Poland between the years 1990 and 2016 are studied. These were retrieved from the 

official governmental webpages and, for the case of Poland, used as collected by Marszałek-Kawa 

and Siemiątkowski (2020)33.  

In order to track the evolution of the civil security systems, an overview survey on the development 

of legislation and constitutive institutions was performed, based on the study of literature, official 

documents and key legal acts with their amendments. Principally, all changes in the respective 

legislation occurring between 1990 and 2013 were studied. Out of these, a large number was either 

rather insignificant - adjustment changes (Hermann 1990) or irrelevant for the system as such (e.g. 

 

31 For more detail see Chapter 5.1.3. 
32 The analysed legal acts are provided in Table 8 in the respective chapter below. 
33 For more detail incl. the coding procedure see Chapter 6.1.2. 
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a change in wording connected with a change in other field of legislation). The significant changes 

(ibid.) were then selected for further analysis of their causes. The potentially relevant natural and 

technological disasters were identified based on the OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database 

(EM-DAT: Guha-Sapir et al., online). 

This analysis relied on extant literature, official documents, and reports and on the so-called 

reasoning reports which accompany every legislation change to be approved by the Parliament. 

The findings from the textual (documents, reports, etc.) and legal analysis were triangulated 

(Denzin 1978) with the information obtained from interviews with experts and practitioners which 

were conducted between September 2012 and October 2013 as part of the ANVIL collaborative 

research project. These interviews comprised both semi-structured and informal conversations, as 

well as participation in several workshops for practitioners.  

 

Table 4: Overview of research questions and the respective methods and data 
Research Questions (RQ) Methods Data 

RQ1: How do civil security 

governance systems in the 

European countries look like in 

terms of different types of actors 

involved? 

Exploratory design 

Systematic comparison 

Typology of the system setup to 

systematize the similarities and 

differences based on 

agglomerative hierarchical 

cluster analysis 

22 coded datasheets based on a 

unified mapping protocol (further 

checked for accuracy with 

accompanying peer-reviewed 

country studies). 

Data collected within ANVIL 

project: Analysis of 22 national 

civil security systems in Europe 

(20 EU MS, Serbia and 

Switzerland). 

RQ2: How systemic and 

participatory is the civic 

participation in civil security 

systems? 

Interpretative approach 

Qalitative method of content 

analysis (thematic analysis of the 

legislation) 

Systematic comparison (choice of 

cases: sub-set of the countries 

analysed under RQ1) 

Legal acts and decrees regulating 

civil protection and volunteering 

(where in place) as of August 2021 

of 9 EU countries. 

RQ3: How do the systems adapt / 

what were the drivers of policy 

change? 

Governmental Attention 

Interpretative approach 

Qualitative method of content 

analysis (directed content 

analysis, DQCA) 

Systematic comparison (choice of 

cases: sub-set of the countries 

analysed under RQ1; so-called V4 

countries) 

 

Program statements (PSs) of the 

respektive governments in the V4 

countries) between the years 1990 

and 2016. 

Potentially relevant disasters: 

OFDA/cred International Disaster 

Database (EM-DAT: Guha-Sapir 

et al., online). 
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Role of Focusing Events 

Explanatory design 

Qualitative multi-case analysis 

(patterns are sought after rather 

than variation) 

Disciplined configurative (multi-

case) study (choice of cases: sub-

set of the countries analysed under 

RQ1; so-called V4 countries) 

Peer-reviewed country studies 

collected within ANVIL project; 

analysis of extant literature, official 

documents and official reasoning 

reports accompanying legislation 

proposals (triangulated with the 

infromation from national experts 

and workshops for practitioners). 

Focus on legislative changes 

between 1990 and 2013. 

Potentially relevant disasters: 

OFDA/cred International Disaster 

Database (EM-DAT: Guha-Sapir 

et al., online). 

Source: author 

5. Understanding the System Setup (internal properties) 

The aim of this chapter is to understand the composition of civil security systems and their 

variations (delineate key elements and compare systems and their composition across Europe) and 

assess the participatory aspect of the civil security system. While doing so, especially the concept 

of civil security governance is applied as an analytical framework. Structure of the system in terms 

of the different types of stakeholders involved can be seen as important in terms of a relative 

“openness” or “closeness” of the system. The premise behind the analysis is that “fostering this 

social inclusiveness is key to promoting resilience on the ground” (Krüger 2019: 62). 

This chapter will begin by defining civil security and outlining the key elements of a governance 

system. Of interest here are key similarities and differences which the systems show and their 

geographical distribution. In an attempt to address the RQ1 formulated above34, this chapter delves 

into the intricacies of civil security governance systems in Europe, focusing on two key research 

sub-questions: 1) How do civil security governance systems in the European countries look like in 

terms of different types of actors involved?; and 2) How do these systems differ across Europe? 

In the second part of the chapter, building on the insights from the previous one, the role and scope 

of civic participation in the national civil security governance systems will be assessed. With the 

intention to address the RQ235, also here the analysis will focus on two research sub-questions: 1) 

How systemic is the voluntary engagement – are civil society organisations (CSOs) and individual 

 

34 See Chapter 4 on Methodology. 
35 See Chapter 4 on Methodology. 
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citizens an official part of the national civil security system according to the legal documents?; and 

2) Does the legal approach correspond with the notion of participatory governance and shared 

responsibility, recognizing the value of volunteering? 

This chapter contributes to the existing literature on civil security governance by providing a 

detailed analysis of the actors involved and the variations observed across Europe with a special 

focus on institutionalised participation which might have implications for the system’s functioning 

and adaptability. 

5.1. Civil security governance system and its boundaries36 

5.1.1. Introduction 

Little is known about the patterns of stakeholder involvement in civil security across countries. 

Despite a growing number of case studies, comparative research is surprisingly scarce. Although 

several studies in the field concluded with a call for comparative research across a larger number 

of countries (Roberts 2010; Zurita et al. 2015), such approach remains under-explored. Some 

exception is here an OECD (2017) study on risk governance in Austria, France and Switzerland 

which pays only a brief attention to the participation of other actors than the state institutions; a 

study by Aldrich (2019) concentrating on frictions in cooperation after disasters across the globe; 

and a comparative work by Driessen et al. (2016) which focuses on a narrower issue of floods. An 

analysis which would systematically present and assess the differences and similarities across a 

larger number of countries is lacking. 

The chapter fills this gap by presenting systematic evidence on the official involvement of different 

types of stakeholders in the national civil security systems and exploring similarities and 

differences in the setup. The aim is thus to provide grounds for further theoretical and practical 

discussion on stakeholder involvement and co-implementation of civil security as a public good 

with potential implications also for regional collaboration and policy responses to future disasters 

(see Joyce, McCaffrey 2015). The chapter does so by providing cross-country comparison of a 

broad range of 22 European countries, encompassing all its geographical regions to gain an 

increased and deeper understanding of civil security governance. The advantage of this approach 

 

36 Note: This chapter was originally published as a paper “Stakeholder Involvement in the Civil Security Systems: 

How (Dis)Similar are the CEE Countries Compared to the Rest of Europe?” published in the The NISPAcee Journal 

of Public Administration and Policy. For reference see List of publications in the annex. 
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is the coverage of a large geographic area while ensuring basic comparability as all the countries 

in the study are either EU member states or states closely associated with the EU through a series 

of bilateral treaties, such as Switzerland.  

Especially the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) is under-researched in this respect with some 

exception of Poland (see Driessen et al. 2016; Schimak et al. 2020). There were noted cultural 

differences in the defence sector between the CEE and the Western Europe (Grant, Milenski, 2018; 

191) and the CEE countries often face similar threats due to regional dimension of disasters 

(Kešetović, Samardžija, 2014; 217).  

Utilizing civil security governance as a framework for analysis, the first part of the chapter 

identifies key dimensions of civil security governance based on literature review. In the next 

sections, research methodology is outlined, and cluster analysis is conducted. The association is 

tested between the different clusters of countries and broader cultural characteristics identified in 

the research of Inglehart and Welzel (2010) and Hofstede et al. (2010). The chapter further 

discusses the results of the cluster analysis and patterns of actors’ involvement.  

5.1.2. Stakeholder Involvement in Civil Security Systems 

Although no universal list of stakeholders exists, the literature dealing with civil security 

governance typically addresses the state at the national but also lower levels of administration 

(Wolensky, Wolensky 1990; Krahmann 2003; Field 2012; Zurita et al., 2015; Bae et al 2016; Lane, 

Hesselman 2017); civil society organizations (CSOs) (Coppola 2006; Roberts 2010; Joachim, 

Dembinski, 2011; Zurita et al., 2015); and private (for-profit) sector (Lethbridge 2009; Roberts 

2010; Tierney 2012; Zurita et al., 2015). Large body of the literature also stresses the active 

engagement of the military forces as a distinct actor (Wentz 2006; Coppola 2006; Roberts 2010; 

Tierney 2012; Zurita et al., 2015; Bae et al. 2016) and the role of individual citizens as active 

participants in disaster preparedness and mitigation (Zhang, Kumaraswamy 2012; Wehn et al. 

2015; Zurita et al., 2015; Aldrich 2019; OECD 2017; Lane, Hesselman 2017). Finally, at the 

international level, the role of transboundary assistance and coordinated international effort is 

stressed as an important element of the governance framework (Coppola 2006; Gopalakrishnan, 

Okada 2007; Roberts 2010; Ha 2015; Driessen et al. 2016; OECD 2017; Lane, Hesselman 2017). 

Over the last years, shifts in civil security governance structures have started to be debated 

especially within the disaster management sector (Zurita et al. 2015; Nowell et al. 2018). Zurita et 
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al. (ibid.) observed a trend towards partnership between the state and public and private actors in 

Australia: While the national and local governments remained legally the central governing actor, 

through strategic outsourcing other actors started sharing the responsibility. In their analysis in the 

US, Nowell et al. (ibid.) examined patterns of (de)centralized coordination of different responders. 

The authors observed neither highly integrated nor centralized structure yet expected the 

heterogeneity of actors to increase with increasing complexity of disasters (ibid., 711). 

Many case studies worldwide reflect the trend of an increasing involvement of different 

stakeholders in civil security over the last decade. This concerns both the state and its institutions 

in the form of a growing role of local governments (Field 2012; Bae et al. 2016); an upward trend 

in the use of military personnel and assets in disaster relief (Canyon et al. 2017); as well as 

enhancement of international (Gabrielle 2018) and cross-border cooperation in disaster 

preparedness and response (Brie 2017). On the side of civil society, the role of CSOs has shifted 

in some countries from supplemental to a more central one (Joachim, Dembinski, 2011; Zurita et 

al. 2015) while the incentive to engage the private sector in security provision has increased as well 

due to the limited resources available to the state (Tierney 2012). 

Comparative analyses dealing with stakeholders involved in the national civil security governance 

systems are still rare. Zurita et al. (2015) call for “studies across different geographical areas and 

with different disaster events” to appreciate the existing variations of the civil security governance 

setups (ibid., 395). Focusing on effectiveness, a comparative study among European national 

security systems undertaken by Kuipers et al. (2015) touched upon different analytical dimensions, 

such as perceptions of the role of government, procedures, and quality in terms of absence of 

controversies; yet the stakeholder involvement was not the focus of the study. Another large 

comparative study by Aldrich (2019) compared the level of governance in disaster responses in 

eighteen countries in the Americas, Asia, and East Africa and showed that democratic societies 

find collaboration of different stakeholders easier and value civil society and its voluntary 

organisations as active participants. 

In the CEE region, collaborative relations between state and non-state actors were analysed by 

Börzel and Buzogány (2010) for environmental policy. Their study showed a deficit in cooperative 

state–society relations (ibid.). According to a later study on new modes of governance (Börzel, 

Fagan 2015), NGOs in the CEE/ Western Balkans countries lack capacities to function as partners 
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of the state in public policymaking while private economic actors are more effective in this regard 

(ibid.). 

5.1.3. Details on Methodology 

To answer the above stated research questions, the chapter follows an exploratory design and 

employs an agglomerative hierarchical cluster analysis in order to group cases into categories with 

shared characteristics and thus to reduce the complexity of the studied phenomenon (Azarian 

2011). Maximising intra-cluster similarity and minimising inter-cluster similarity, this method 

allows for grouping the countries with similar characteristics across a set of variables, leading to 

homogenous empirical types (Fenger 2007). Such empirical assessment is a helpful tool in 

identifying different patterns in the civil security governance in Europe as the current knowledge 

does not allow for determining ex-ante typical representatives of different types, nor a given 

number of clusters which renders unsuitable a non-hierarchical approach. 

Hierarchical cluster analysis it is suitable for smaller number of cases; allows several variables to 

enter the analysis; and operates with all types of variables, including the nominal/binary ones 

(Mareš et al. 2015). There are also limitations which need to be considered. Ensuring comparability 

of the cases and working with particular variables reduces the richness of the information while the 

limited number of cases does not allow for greater generalization beyond the analysed sample. 

Finally, the clustering method needs to be considered carefully as different methods yield 

potentially different results and thus also caution in interpretation is needed (ibid.). 

The choice of variables entering the analysis reflects six dimensions of civil security governance 

as identified in the previous section of this chapter, reflecting different types of stakeholders 

besides the state at the national level. These are 1) the engagement of regional or local governments 

in policy formulation and/or executive responsibility; 2) the engagement of the CSOs and 3) formal 

engagement of individual citizens; 4) the engagement of for-profit organizations; 5) international 

ties; and 6) the engagement of the military. The overview of the dimensions and variables is 

provided in Table 5. The choice of the grouping method and measure is outlined below. 

The chapter utilizes data from a collaborative project ANVIL ("Analysis of Civil Security Systems 

in Europe") within which data on civil protection and disaster management systems in 22 European 

countries were collected (20 EU Member States, Serbia and Switzerland). This ensures both 

comparability of the data collected under a unified methodology and comprehensive coverage of 
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the field, including countries from all waves of post-2000 EU accessions. Within the project, coded 

datasheets were prepared and accompanied by detailed peer-reviewed country studies upon which 

the coded data were checked for accuracy.  

Accepting a certain reduction in the richness of the information for the purpose of this chapter, the 

original data categories were recoded where necessary into dichotomous variables to allow the 

hierarchical cluster analysis. For cardinal variables, the middle value (median) was computed, and 

the dataset was divided accordingly. For the coding and its explanation where necessary see Table 

5. Table 6 then shows the scores for individual countries in the sample. 
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Table 5: Variables for the cluster analysis 
Dimension Coding 

Engagement of regional or local governments:  

1a) Decentralization in executive responsibility for civil 

security 

Yes=1 (executive responsibility for civil security 

rests first and foremost at the regional or local levels) 

No=0 (executive responsibility rests first and 

foremost at the national level of government) 

1b) Decentralization in policy formulation for civil 

security 

Yes=1 (policy formulation first and foremost at the 

regional level) 

No=0 (policy formulation first and foremost at the 

national level) 

Involvement of CSOs: 

2a) Do societal/non-profit actors play an official/legally 

mandated role in the REGULAR provision of civil 

security? 

 

Yes=1(almost all areas) 

No =0 (no or some specialized areas only) 

2b) Do societal/non-profit actors play an official/legally 

mandated role in EXCEPTIONAL crises? 

 

Yes=1 

No =0 

Citizens' engagement: 

3a) Do citizens have a formal/legal obligation or 

responsibility in civil security? 

Yes=1(regular responsibilities);  

No=0 (not specified or temporary) 

3b) Is civil emergency training (not/except basic FIRST 

AID) part of the school curriculum? 

Yes=1 

No=0 

Private sector involvement: 

4a) Do for-profit/private actors play an official/legally 

mandated role in the REGULAR provision of civil 

security? 

Yes=1 (at least in some parts of civil security);  

No=0 

4b) Do for-profit/private actors play an official/legally 

mandated role in EXCEPTIONAL crises? 

Yes=1 

No=0 

International ties: 

5a) Higher than median number of signed bilateral 

agreements on civil security matters with other countries 

than neighbours. 

Yes=1 

No=0 

5b) Higher than median number of signed 

regional/multilateral agreements on response-oriented 

disaster management. 

Yes=1 

No=0 

Involvement of the military: 

6a) Is the crisis management approach primarily based on 

civilian operations (rather than military)? 

Yes=1 

No=0 

6b) Is the military used for support for crisis management 

operation? 

Yes=1 (regularly) 

No=0 (no or in exceptional situations only)  

Source: author based on ANVIL coded datasheets. 

 



 

83 

 

Table 6: Country scores 
Country 1a 1b 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b 

AT 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

HR 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

CZ 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

EE 0 1 - - 0 1 - - - - 1 0 

FI 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

FR 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 

DE 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 

HU 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 

IE 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

IT 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

LV 0 0 - - - 1 - - - - 1 0 

LT - - - - 0 1 - - 1 0 1 0 

MT 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

NL 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 

NO 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 

PL 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

RO 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

RS 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 

SK 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

SE 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 

CH 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 

UK 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Source: author based on the ANVIL coded datasheets and country reports. 

 

Considering the nature of the data (binary variables), the common Between Groups measure was 

used (see Finch 2005) and coupled with the Simple Linkage method37 (see Jardine, Sibson, 1971). 

No variables were highly correlated (i.e. with correlation coefficients > 0.90) and thus sufficiently 

unique to be included in the analysis.  

5.1.4 Cluster Analysis and its Results 

The sample was reduced to 19 countries as the SPSS does not include cases with one or more 

variables missing. Dendrogram representing the outcomes is shown in Figure 4. The vertical 

 

37 Alternatively, also the Centroid method was considered, yielding very similar results, but was not further utilized 

due to its propensity to create more similar clusters at early stages and more dissimilar at later stages (see Jardine, 

Sibson, 1971). 
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proximity of the linked countries suggests their similarity in their civil security systems in terms of 

different actors’ involvement. Table 7 then summarizes in its second column the cluster 

membership of the country cases. 

 

Figure 4: Country clusters based on stakeholder involvement in civil security governance 

 

 

                                 Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 

 

        C A S E         0         5        10        15        20        25 

  Label            Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 

 

  Czech Rep          3   -+-------+ 

  Poland            16   -+       +-----+ 

  United Kingdom    22   ---------+     +-----------------+ 

  Ireland            9   ---------------+                 +---+ 

  Malta             13   ---------------------------------+   +-----+ 

  Austria            1   ---------+-----------+               |     | 

  Germany            7   ---------+           +---------------+     | 

  Switzerland       21   ---------------------+                     | 

  Hungary            8   -----------------+---------+               +-----+ 

  Romania           17   -----------------+         +-----+         |     | 

  Italy             10   ---------------------------+     |         |     | 

  Netherlands       14   ---------+---+                   |         |     | 

  Serbia            18   ---------+   +-+                 +---------+     | 

  Croatia            2   -------------+ +-------+         |               | 

  Finland            5   ---------------+       +-------+ |               | 

  Slovakia          19   -----------------------+       +-+               | 

  France             6   -------------------------------+                 | 

  Norway            15   -----------------+-------------------------------+ 

  Sweden            20   -----------------+ 
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Table 7: Cluster membership and cultural scores 
Case Cluster* WVS 

traditional vs. 

Secular** 

WVS survival vs. 

self-expression** 

GH_ 

DPI 

*** 

GH_ 

MAS 

*** 

Austria         1 0.25 1.43 11 79 

Germany         1 1.4 0.6 35 66 

Switzerland     1 0.74 1.9 34 70 

Croatia         2 0.08 0.31 73 40 

Finland         2 0.82 1.12 33 26 

France          2 0.63 1.13 68 43 

Netherlands     2 0.71 1.39 38 14 

Serbia          2 0.35 -0.62 86 43 

Slovakia        2 0.67 -0.43 104 110 

Czech Rep       3 1.23 0.38 57 57 

Ireland         3 -0.91 1.18 28 68 

Malta           3 -1.53 -0.03 56 47 

Poland          3 -0.78 -0.14 68 64 

United Kingdom  3 0.06 1.68 35 66 

Hungary         4 0.4 -1.22 46 88 

Italy           4 0.13 0.6 50 70 

Romania         4 -0.39 -1.55 90 42 

Norway          5 1.39 2.17 31 8 

Sweden          5 1.86 2.35 31 5 

*Source: author based on own cluster analysis; **Source: World Value Survey 2010, Inglehart and 

Welzel 2010; ***Source: Hofstede et al. (2010) 

 

The first culturally and geographically homogenous cluster (comprised of Austria, Germany, and 

Switzerland) is characterized by the federal nature of governance which also translates into the 

countries’ civil security governance systems through decentralization in policy formulation (unlike 

the rest of the countries in the sample with the exception of Italy). While these countries can be 

internally characterized through official involvement of both civic and private organizations in civil 

security, their international engagement in terms of both bilateral and multilateral agreements on 

disaster response is rather moderate. 

The second cluster comprises both CEE as well as other European countries (Croatia, Finland, 

France, the Netherlands, Serbia, and Slovakia). The main characteristics consist in somewhat larger 

private sector involvement both during regular operations as well as during exceptional crisis 

situations in all the countries in the cluster together with relatively high international orientation in 
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disaster management issues both bilaterally and multilaterally. The civic involvement is somewhat 

less pronounced.  

The third cluster is also geographically heterogeneous (Czech Republic, Poland, Ireland, United 

Kingdom, and Malta as an outlier) and comes out as the most state-centric one. The official role of 

other than state actors is relatively small compared to other countries, CSOs are engaged during 

emergencies. A distinctive feature of this cluster is the low engagement of for-profit organizations 

in civil security, both in regular (in all cases) as well as in exceptional situations (except Malta). 

Civil security tasks are not outsourced38, neither does the international dimension play a large role 

in these countries.  

While also geographically rather heterogeneous cluster four (Hungary, Italy, and Romania) can be 

regarded as opposite to the previous one in many aspects. There are formal obligations of the 

citizens stipulated and the official role of the for-profit sector is rather important both in regular 

civil security provision as well as during exceptional crisis situations. Internationally, this cluster 

can be described in terms of a relatively high number of bilateral agreements in place covering civil 

security issues beyond their immediate neighbours.  

The most outlying yet geographically homogenous cluster five (Norway, Sweden) is characterized 

by common use of the military for support in disaster management operations39 which – coupled 

with policy formulation placed at the national level – might also suggest a relatively large state-

centrism in the countries’ civil security governance. For-profit organizations do not have here any 

large official role, while the CSOs play a role both in regular as well as in exceptional situations. 

The bilateral civil security cooperation is here somewhat lower (compared with clusters two and 

four), yet the countries largely engage in multilateral cooperation. 

5.1.4.1. Internal Cluster Validity 

To evaluate the results of the clustering algorithm, cluster validity deserves to be briefly discussed 

(see Theodoridis, Koutroubas, 1999; Halkidi et al. 2000). The results are further evaluated based 

 

38 Note: Poland stands somewhat out with the ambulance services being privatized. Overall, however, the reliance of 

the state on the for-profit sector is very small in Poland (Matczak, Abgarowicz 2013). 
39 Note: In the sample of the countries observed in this chapter, this generally seems to be a relatively less common 

feature with only Norway, Sweden and also Slovakia and Italy reporting regular use of the military in disaster 

management operations.  
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on internal criteria, checking for the clustering potential of the selected dimensions and their 

variables with respect to the identified clusters. 

Based on the data qualities (nominal for cluster membership and binary for the clustering 

variables), a chi-square test was conducted with the following results: Seven variables, covering 

five dimensions were able to differentiate among the clusters on a statistically significant level. 

These were Decentralization in policy formulation (Pearson Chi-Square, P-value: 0,005); 

Formal/legal obligation or responsibility of citizens in civil security (Pearson Chi-Square, P-value: 

0,045); For-profit/private actors’ engagement in both regular security provision and during 

exceptional crises (Pearson Chi-Square, P-value: 0,001/ 0,013, respectively); Higher number of 

both bilateral and multilateral agreements (Pearson Chi-Square, P-value: 0,014/ 0,012, 

respectively); Regular use of military for support in crisis management operations (Pearson Chi-

Square, P-value: 0,041)40.  

At the same time, the CSOs engagement during exceptional situations and the civilian basis of 

crisis management were features present in all the cases and can thus be described as more universal 

features common to the European countries. Out of all the above considered variables, only the 

Decentralization in executive responsibility; Societal/non-profit actors’ official engagement in 

regular disaster management and security provision; and Emergency training being part of the 

school curricula did not discriminate sufficiently among the clusters.  

Given these results, all dimensions considered in section 3 of this chapter, except for the 

involvement of CSOs, seem to be able to discriminate among the clusters and thus bear some 

interpretative value. The involvement of CSOs is relatively large in all countries under study (both 

in regular operations and especially during exceptional crisis situations) and differs thus only in its 

scope. 

5.1.4.2. External Validity 

Research suggests that cultural variables might impact upon national security and risk related 

issues, such as safety performance (Park 2011; Tsai, Chi 2012; Dückers et al. 2015; Kasdan 2016). 

Based on the cultural variables as provided by the research of Inglehart and Hofstede, the results 

of the cluster analysis are further examined to see whether national culture can be associated with 

 

40 Note: The magnitude of the P-values performed for each variable is an indication of how well the respective variable 

discriminates between clusters. 
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different civil security governance setups. The World Value Survey (WVS) wave 6 (2010-2014) 

was taken here as a basis, providing country scores for the traditional vs. secular and survival vs. 

self-expression dimensions. 

In the WVS, the traditional - secular dimension is related to the deference to authority (Inglehart 

2000). Societies with traditional values emphasize deference to authority, whereas those with 

secular-rational values place less emphasis on authority. Survival values then put emphasis on 

security. Societies with high survival values emphasize economic and physical security, while 

societies with high self-expression values put more emphasis on participation (ibid., 83-84). 

The country scores for these dimensions are provided in Table 6. The one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA)41 was statistically significant for both WVS Traditional vs. Secular (P-value 0,02142) 

and WVS Survival vs. Self-expression variables (P-value 0,01643). This suggests that the clusters 

differ on these dimensions. By a post-hoc multiple comparison44, where a Bonferroni test45 was 

utilised, clusters 1 and 5 differed significantly on the traditional vs. secular dimension and clusters 

3 and 5 on the survival vs. self-expression dimension.  

Worth consideration are also cultural dimensions from the Hofstede (2010) research. Especially 

the Power Distance (DPI) and Masculinity (MAS) have been associated with security and safety 

issues in disaster management (den Ouden, Russel 1997; Park 2011). Masculinity represents a 

preference in society for achievement and competitiveness. The opposite (femininity) stands for a 

preference for cooperation (Hofstede 2011, 12-13). Power Distance is then about power 

distribution. People in societies exhibiting a small degree of Power Distance expect more to be 

consulted and have preference for pluralism (ibid. 9-10). 

There are differences among the clusters in DPI (with clusters 3 and 4 scoring relatively high, 

especially in contrast with clusters 2 and 5), yet not on a statistically significant level. The one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA)46 was statistically significant for MAS (P-value 0,04547). By a post-

hoc multiple comparison, where a nonparametric Games-Howell test was utilised, clusters 1 and 2 

 

41 Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Levene statistic), conducted as a pre-condition for further analysis for both WVS 

indicators was not statistically significant, suggesting relative homogeneity of variances of the country clusters with 

respect to the WVS data. 
42 When tested by a robust Brown-Forsyth test, the P-value was 0,023. 
43 When tested by a robust Brown-Forsyth test, the P-value was 0,028. 
44 equal variances assumed – by Levene statistics 
45 Recommended with a relatively low number of comparisons (Field 2009) 
46 Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Levene statistic), for DPI and MAS indicators was not statistically significant. 
47 When tested by a robust Brown-Forsyth test, the P-value was 0,027. 
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differed significantly from cluster 5 with the first two clusters reaching relatively high scores on 

MAS and cluster 5 scoring low. The commonality of the first two clusters (in contrast to cluster 5) 

lies especially in the involvement of the for-profit sector in disaster management. 

5.1.5. Discussion 

The findings show that in all the cases, civil security is not provided solely by the state and its 

institutions, but wider modes of governance are in place. Despite substantial heterogeneity, certain 

features apply in all the countries, such as crisis management approach primarily based on civilian 

operations and an official role assigned to CSOs during exceptional crises. This is in line with 

Aldrich’s (2019) observation that in democratic societies, voluntary organisations are valued as 

active participants in disaster response. 

Although the involvement of different types of actors varies across the countries, interesting 

patterns emerge if we consider the balance between civic actors (i.e. the involvement of lower 

levels of administration, CSOs or the citizens; see variables 1a to 3b in Table 6) as opposed to other 

types of actors (i.e. for-profit organisations, other states, or the military; variables 4a to 5b and 6b 

in Table 6). In fact, the identified clusters can be defined along two lines: 1) the ratio between the 

civic and other types of stakeholders; and 2) the number of different types of actors involved, 

denoting the width of civil security governance. 

Following this logic, cluster 3 (Czech Republic, Poland, United Kingdom, Ireland, and Malta) 

stands out as the most concentrated with the lowest number of different types of actors involved 

and thus the largest role played by the state and its institutions. In all these countries, the civic 

domain prevails. Contrastingly, the broadest spectrum of stakeholders is characteristic of cluster 4 

(Hungary, Italy, and Romania) with both civic and non-civic domains relatively evenly covered. 

The obligations and basic training of citizens can be found in all these countries, as well as the 

reliance on the for-profit sector.  

While the central European countries are located at both ends of this continuum, two culturally and 

geographically homogenous clusters form part of the “middle ground” in terms of number of 

different stakeholders involved. Cluster 5 (Norway and Sweden) is similar to cluster 4 in that there 

is no strong overall inclination towards the civic or other stakeholders. Unlike in cluster 4, the 

countries do not rely on for-profit organizations but rather CSOs are involved combined with 

multilateral agreements and the use of military. Cluster 1 (Austria, Germany, Switzerland) is 
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characterized by greater emphasis on civic resources (and overall strong inclination towards the 

civic dimension), although for-profit sector is involved in all three countries. Relatively large role 

played by the civic sector in this cluster corresponds with the overall tendency of these countries 

to deliberate policy and delegate authority to interest associations both in decision-making as well 

as in policy implementation (Atkinson, Coleman 1992; Jochem, Vatter 2006). 

The engagement of private companies in civil security is less common than the reliance on CSOs 

(see e.g. Coppola 2006). This seems to hold also more broadly for the civic dimension. The only 

cluster with prevailing non-civic domain is cluster 2 (Croatia, Finland, France, Netherlands, Serbia, 

and Slovakia). This is the largest and most diverse cluster, yet in all its countries, the for-profit 

sector is involved in civil security and a high number of bilateral and/or multilateral agreements on 

disaster response are in place, while the role of the CSOs and citizens is somewhat less pronounced. 

Although the CEE countries often underwent a massive deregulation, outsourcing and privatization 

in their public policies at some point of their democratic transition (Kouzmin et al. 2011), the for-

profit sector does not seem to be equally important in their civil security. Some of the Central and 

all the South-eastern European countries in the sample count on for-profit actors, yet only Croatia, 

Serbia and Slovakia fall into cluster where the non-civic dimension prevails. On the other hand, 

Romania, and Hungary, while also involving private actors, developed a broader civil security 

system encompassing a larger array of actors and putting emphasis also on the responsibilities of 

individual citizens.  

Some of the differences can be associated with geographical proximity and thus similar geographic 

conditions and historical factors. Within the clusters, geographical proximity is more pronounced 

with the non-CEE countries as reflected by clusters 1 and 5. Some geographical and cultural factors 

seem to play a role in CEE (similar patterns in the Czech Republic and Poland; or Hungary and 

Romania), yet overall, this role is rather limited (e.g. similar patterns in Serbia and the 

Netherlands). This indicates that even neighbouring countries can develop different civil security 

structures due to separate political and cultural developments as Joyce and McCaffrey (2015) 

showed on Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. This seems to hold especially for the CEE 

region and suggests an influence of other factors such as selective experience transfers and 

learning. 

The heterogeneity of civil security governance in many neighbouring countries might have 

potential implications for interoperability which is being increasingly stressed as desirable (see for 
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example Hamilton et al. 2005). Cultural variables shed some additional light on understanding the 

differences as they appear to have some (albeit limited) impact upon the civil security governance 

setup. Using the WVS data, both traditional – secular; and survival – self-expression dimensions 

differentiate between some of the clusters. The difference along the former dimension could be 

explained by geographical and cultural proximity of countries in clusters 1 and 5. The difference 

between clusters 3 and 5 along the latter dimension could be coupled with larger participation of 

CSOs in regular civil security provision and broader multilateral engagement of the cluster 5 

countries. 

Caution is however needed in interpretation, as the countries with heterogeneous scores on the 

survival – self-expression dimension of WVS also form clusters together (such as in cluster 2). 

Thus, while security systems in some countries may include more different types of stakeholders 

due to the values placed on participation; others might reach the same solution primarily due to 

insufficient resources (see Tierney 2012) and driven by the survival values instead. This has been 

witnessed e.g. in Italy, where volunteering was a reaction to state insufficiency after the l'Aquila 

earthquake (Di Camillo et al. 2013).  

According to Hofstede’s country scores, clusters 1 and 2 differ significantly from cluster 5 with 

the first two reaching relatively high scores on the Masculinity scale and cluster 5 scoring low. 

This difference could be coupled with the countries’ readiness to rely on the for-profit sector in the 

civil security provision. Although other factors might be intervening here, a hypothesis could be 

formulated that a higher reliance on the for-profit sector in the form of privatisation or outsourcing 

is seen as desirable in more masculine cultures emphasising competitiveness and performance. 

Testing this hypothesis is suggested for further research. 

There are also differences among the clusters in Power Distance (with Clusters 3 and 4 scoring 

relatively high, especially in contrast with clusters 2 and 5), yet not on a statistically significant 

level. This corresponds with other research (see Hermansson 2016) and suggests that in the current 

European context, the power distribution does not strongly impact upon the composition of the 

civil security systems. 
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5.2. Systemic Approach to Volunteering in Civil Security48 

5.2.1. Introduction 

Shared responsibility is considered a means by which all actors can contribute to disaster resilience, 

especially when the limits of emergency services and national governments are often stretched 

(Lukasiewicz et al., 2017). In this respect, the involvement of citizens and engaging in systemized 

relationships with public officials is seen as an effective approach to co-production of the public 

good of civil protection (McLennan, 2020). 

As it was shown in the previous part of this chapter, national governments recognise the value of 

non-governmental stakeholder involvement as part of the civil security system as evidenced by 

sharing responsibilities with these actors. Also, the academic literature points to a growing stress 

put on participation within the civil security governance (e.g. Gable, 2012; Tierney, 2012) although 

the state institutions continue to play a key role in this domain (Gable, 2012).  

In many countries, the role of civil society organizations (CSOs) in civil security has shifted from 

a supplemental to a central one. Especially their inclusion in the national disaster management 

structures concerns not only preparedness but also response and recovery operations. The voluntary 

provision of fire-fighting services can be seen as indicative in this respect (Lethbridge, 2009) as 

well as the roles assumed by the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (Coppola, 2006).  

The need for a broader involvement of stakeholders in disaster management is also stressed within 

the concept of resilience as promoted by the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction and 

its guiding principles (UNDRR, 2015). Although the primary responsibility of the states is re-stated 

in the Framework, the notion of shared responsibility with non-state stakeholders is emphasized as 

well as the requirement for their commitment, experience, and resources (UNDRR, 2015: art. 35).  

The growing emphasis put on participation within the civil security governance, however, is not 

limited to the organized forms of volunteering. Instead, also the individual citizens need to be 

considered as well (Fung, 2006; Wehn et al., 2015). In this way, the direct involvement of 

individuals and a whole-of-society approach in disaster management have recently started to be 

accentuated as enhancing accountability and providing a remedy for the democratic deficit often 

 

48 Note: The chapter was originally presented at the Crisis Management Days conference at the University of Applied 

Sciences Velika Gorica. As a paper “Systemic approach to volunteering as a reflection of participatory governance in 

civil security – comparative analysis of nine EU countries”, it is currently being considered for publication. 
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associated with the decision-making in the field of security (Zhang and Kumaraswamy, 2012; 

Dembinski and Joachim, 2014; OECD, 2017).  

On a practical level, shared responsibility means that governments and their agencies need to 

clearly articulate the expectations and obligations in civil security of each segment of the society 

(Atkinson and Curnin, 2020: 1), including both individual citizens and CSOs. Despite a 

considerable degree of convergence among the European countries in security and disaster 

management issues (Hamilton et al., 2005), the extent to which the authorities expect security 

outcomes from the citizens varies from one country to another (Wehn et al. 2015), including 

different legal obligations (Ponce et al., 2015).  

On a theoretical level, within the shared responsibility discourse, community-based and individual 

(neoliberal) approaches seem to appear as two sides of the spectrum. Nollkaemper (2018) posits 

shared responsibility as an antidote to the individual responsibility. From this perspective, shared 

responsibility can be associated with the need to recognize and actively support community 

empowerment (see e.g. Lukasiewicz et al., 2017), coupled with adequate rights of the citizens 

(McLennan et al., 2014). Clear and articulated expectations play an important role here for the 

community to be properly prepared and able to react when a disaster occurs (Atkinson and Curnin, 

2020: 2). 

Similarly, Grove (2013) recognizes two juxtaposed forms of community-based disaster resilience, 

in this case a neoliberal one and a subversive one. While the neoliberal resilience boils down to the 

responsibility of each individual, stressing self-sufficiency and individual responsibility for the 

provision of immediate disaster response needs (Grove, 2013: 374-376); the other form underlines 

empowerment, community-based programming and a wider sense of responsibility based on 

empathy and care (Grove, 2013: 378).  

While presented as antidotes, the community-based and individual approaches are not necessarily 

mutually exclusive and can co-exist within one policy framework (Grove, 2013). The analysis 

further will focus on these dimensions, i.e. individual responsibilities; community-based 

approaches; and systemized cooperation with CSOs. 

Despite the discussion as presented above, the attention to the ways of how citizens and CSOs are 

involved through the legislation in civil protection is scarce (see McLennan et al., 2019). The aim 

of this chapter is thus to add to this knowledge and to analyse and compare the role of citizens and 

CSOs in the national civil security systems of nine EU countries. In particular, key legal acts are 
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analysed to assess whether and how the participatory element in civil security governance and thus 

also shared responsibility is reflected in the national legislation. 

5.2.2. Details on Methodology 

To answer the research questions as posited above, legal acts and decrees governing civil protection 

are studied as well as acts governing volunteering (where in place). Qualitative document analysis 

is employed as the most suitable procedure for reviewing the legislation and other official 

documents while treating these as the so-called social facts (see e.g. Burns, 2012). 

To ensure basic comparability, the article focuses exclusively on the EU countries. To cover 

different geographical parts of Europe, the states brought into analysis are France and Italy 

(Southern Europe); Finland and Sweden (Northern Europe); Germany and the Netherlands 

(Western Europe); Czech Republic and Slovakia (Central Europe); and Ireland. The analysed legal 

acts are provided in Table 8. In all cases the latest version was used as of August 2021. 

Table 8: Analysed documents - civic participation in civil security 

Country Key legislation governing civil protection Legislation on volunteering 

Finland Emergency Powers Act 1080/1991; Rescue Act 379/2011 - 

The 

Netherlands 

Security Regions Act of 11 February 2010 - 

Sweden Act on Community Safety and Preparedness 

2001/02:158; Civil protection act 778/2003; Act on 

strengthened crisis preparedness 2007/08:92 

- 

Germany Act on the Federal Technical Assistance Agency (THW) 

of 1990; Civil Protection and Disaster Relief Act of 1997; 

Federal Voluntary Service Act of 2011 

Federal Voluntary Service Act of 2011; 

Act on the Federal Technical Assistance 

Agency of 1990 

Italy Legislative Decree n.1 of January 2, 2018: Civil 

Protection Code 

Framework Law on volunteering 

(266/1991) 

Slovakia Act on Civil Protection of the Population 42/1994; Act on 

Integrated Rescue System 129/2002 

Act on Volunteering (406/2011); Act on 

the Slovak Red Cross (460/2007); Act 

on Voluntary Fire Protection (37/2014) 

France The Civil Security Modernization Act 811/2004 Law Defining Civilian Volunteering 

(242/2000); Law relating to voluntary 

service and educational commitment 

(586/2006); Law on the employment of 

volunteer firefighters (851/2011) 

Czech 

Republic 

Constitutional Act on Security 110/1998; Act on Crisis 

Management 240/2000; Act on Integrated Rescue System 

239/2000 

Act on Voluntary Service (198/2002) 

Ireland Civil Defence Act 51/2012 

Civil security is anchored in two key official documents 

(not legal acts): the Strategic Emergency Management 

(SEM) National Structures and Framework (approved by 

Government on 26 July 2017); and the Framework for 

Major Emergency Management of 2015. 

Red Cross Act (28/1954) 

Source: author 
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5.2.3. Analysis 

In all the countries under study, citizens are actively volunteering in the domain of community 

resilience (see United Nations Volunteers Programme, 2018). In this section, an overview is 

provided of the content of the relevant legal acts for every country, paying attention to the roles of 

the citizens and the CSOs. The results are summarized in Table 9 below. 

5.2.3.1. Finland 

There is no distinct legislation on volunteering in Finland (Visuri and Hellenberg, 2013). The 

Rescue Act (379/2011) stipulates the responsibility of individual actors, including the obligations 

of individuals to prevent fires and other accidents, to prepare for them and limit their consequences 

(Sections 2-4). Direct duties of the citizens also include the duty to participate in rescue operations 

(Section 37). The act also states a possibility for the voluntary fire brigades to assist the regional 

rescue services (Section 25) and for voluntary organizations and persons to assist in rescue 

operations (Section 51). Voluntary organizations’ activities should be promoted by authorities 

(Section 52).  

The Emergency Powers Act (1080/1991) then only mentions the need of municipal emergency 

committee (when established) to coordinate with CSOs (Section 28). Also, potential obligation of 

the residents to perform work necessary for civil defence is introduced (Section 22a).  

5.2.3.2. The Netherlands 

There is no distinct legislation on volunteering in the Netherlands, although municipalities have 

the legal task of supporting volunteers (Kuipers and Boin, 2014). The Security Regions Act does 

not specifically regulate the role of CSOs. Duties of citizens or other voluntary participation are 

not mentioned by the Act, except for the duty to provide relevant information (Sections 48 and 50), 

consulting the population when drawing up a crisis plan (Section 17) and the right of the 

population to information (Section 46). 

In an accompanying official document, the Red Cross is explicitly mentioned with the possibility 

of concluding agreements with health care providers in security regions. The document introduces 

the term crisis partners, including also non-profit sector organizations (Ministry of Justice and 

Security, 2013). 
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5.2.3.3. Sweden 

There is no distinct legislation on volunteering in Sweden (Bakken and Rhinard, 2013). In the Civil 

Protection Act (778/2003), obligations of individuals are stated, namely, to warn and call for help 

when aware of danger (Chapter 2, Section 1) and to participate in the rescue at a request of a 

rescue leader (Chapter 6) upon which follows an entitlement to compensation (Chapter 7). The Act 

also states the right of the public to information (Chapter 1, Section 7).  

The Act on Community Safety and Preparedness (2001/02:158) mentions the opportunities of the 

population to take preventive measures themselves and to act appropriately in the event of a serious 

accident (Section 14.2). In terms of CSOs, voluntary defense organizations are seen by the Act as 

an expression of popular commitment and an important element in preparedness which should be 

encouraged (Section 8.2).  

In the Act on strengthened crisis preparedness 2007/08:92, the individual responsibility to protect 

own life and property by taking preventive measures is strongly re-stated (Sections 3.1 and 6.1). 

Voluntary commitment by both groups and individuals is introduced as desirable and important, 

yet with its role still to be clarified (Section 4.5). 

5.2.3.4. Germany 

At the federal level, volunteering is regulated by the Law on the Federal Voluntary Service of 2011 

and, in fact, also by the Act on the Federal Technical Assistance Agency (THW) of 1990 which is 

mostly constituted of volunteers. The Federal Voluntary Service Act explicitly states civil 

protection as one of the key domains for voluntary engagement for the good of the community (§1; 

§3; §6). 

The Civil Protection and Disaster Relief Act mentions self-protection as part of the civil protection 

which should be supported and guided by local communities (Sections 1-2) and accompanied by 

relevant education in first aid and self-help supported by the federal government (Section 7). 

Citizens might be obliged to help during emergencies when the forces available are not sufficient 

and be assigned as helpers to the helping organizations (Section 9). The Act also posits voluntary 

work as the basis for civil protection (Section 6) and recognizes a special role played by the German 

Red Cross (Section 1). It also identifies other CSOs as suitable for cooperation in the field (Section 

9). 
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5.2.3.5. Italy 

The cooperation with CSOs is regulated by the Framework Law on Volunteering (266/1991) which 

recognizes the social value of volunteering (Article 1). The Law impacts on the participation of 

CSOs in civil protection, yet no specific domain is mentioned in the document. 

The Civil Protection Code of 2018 introduces the principle of citizen participation aimed at 

increasing the resilience of communities (Art. 2; Art. 37). Attention is paid both to actively 

participating individual citizens as well as to organized volunteering (Section 5). Citizens have the 

right to information to adopt self-protection measures; they also can participate in carrying out 

civil protection activities, once they have acquired the necessary knowledge and adhering to the 

organized volunteering operating in the sector (Art. 31). 

Registered CSOs, the Italian Red Cross and the National Alpine and Speleological Rescue Corps 

are recognized as official part of the operational structures of the National Civil Protection Service 

(Art. 13). In the Code, ways and forms of voluntary participation in civil protection activities are 

defined (Art. 33-36). Supporting the use of civil protection volunteering is expected at both regional 

and municipal levels (Art. 11). 

5.2.3.6. Slovakia 

Civil protection is mentioned as one out of seven relevant domains in the Act on Volunteering 

(406/2011). There are also specific laws in place on the key voluntary organizations in civil 

protection, such as the Act on the Slovak Red Cross (460/2007); and the Act on Voluntary Fire 

Protection of the Slovak Republic (37/2014) providing these CSOs with a recognized position 

within the national civil security system. The Act on Integrated Rescue System (129/2002) then 

posits the Slovak Red Cross units as official part of the System. 

The Act on Civil Protection of the Population (42/1994) stresses self-protection and the use of 

one’s own resources for personal protection and the protection of the immediate surroundings 

(Section 3) and the responsibility of the individuals (Section 7). The rights of individuals are then 

to receive early warning and have access to civil protection training and knowledge (Section 17). 

The Act also defines citizens’ obligations, such as to cooperate, to provide material means upon 

compensation or to take part in civil protection through personal actions (Sections 20-23). CSOs 

are mentioned in the Act only marginally, as cooperating with the Ministry of Interior (Section 11). 
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5.2.3.7. France 

The Law relating to voluntary service and educational commitment (586/2006) regulates the 

relations between volunteers and the organizations yet does not mention any specific domain of 

the voluntary activity. In contrast, the Law Defining Civilian Volunteering (242/2000) posits the 

topic of prevention, security, and civil defense as one of three areas foreseen for civilian 

volunteering. The Law on the employment of volunteer firefighters and its legal framework 

(851/2011) is then specifically devoted to this CSO. 

The Civil Security Modernization Act (811/2004) emphasizes solidarity and shared culture of 

safety as key principles (Art. 3). In its preamble, the Act encourages solidarity and recognizes 

diversity of stakeholders as key to face the plurality of risks. It affirms the place of the citizen at 

the heart of civil security while imposing coordination beyond the traditional institutional borders. 

The involvement of citizens in the trainings and their capability to integrate into collective 

organizations at the response stage are mentioned (Sections 1-2). The voluntary firefighters are re-

stated as key part of rescue services, while the possibility is also given to municipalities to create 

civil protection reserves involving volunteering citizens (Section 3).  

5.2.3.8. Czech Republic 

The Act on Voluntary Service (198/2002) states help by natural, ecological or humanitarian 

catastrophes as one of three broad areas of voluntary activity (§2) and regulates the relations 

between the volunteer and the receiving and sending organizations. The framework Constitutional 

Act on Security (110/1998) posits general duty of natural and legal persons to participate in 

security provision.  

The Act on Crisis Management (240/2000) stipulates the rights and obligations of natural and 

legal persons in preparation for crisis situations. Hereby, citizens have right to necessary 

information on prepared measures and might be obliged to help during emergencies (§31). No other 

citizen’s obligations or involvement are stated. The CSOs are then explicitly mentioned in the Act 

on Integrated Rescue System (239/2000) as auxiliary part of the national integrated rescue system 

(§4). The right of population to information on civil protection measures is stated also here as well 

as the right to instructions for crisis situations. On the obligations side, citizens should provide help 

and relevant information upon request (§25). 
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5.2.3.9. Ireland 

In Ireland, no general legislation on volunteering exists, but a specific Red Cross Act (28/1954) is 

in place. The Civil Defence Act (51/2012) does not mention volunteering nor particular 

responsibilities of the citizens. The Strategic Emergency Management National Structures and 

Framework (Department of Defence, 2017) which is the key official document governing civil 

security is then more specific in this respect. It states the responsibility of every citizen to prepare 

for emergencies and mentions community resilience as a positive feature (ibid. 18). CSOs are not 

explicitly mentioned in the body of the document but have some rather limited roles ascribed to in 

the annex, namely humanitarian assistance and emergencies abroad with mass population 

displacement (ibid. 39; 42). 

The Framework for Major Emergency Management (Department of Defence, 2015) then highlights 

the value of both community spirit and self-protection (ibid. 15). The term of resilient communities 

is introduced yet somewhat reduced to the importance to educate and inform the public on possible 

emergencies (ibid. 29). CSOs are addressed as additional resources to assist the principal response 

agencies (ibid. 74-76). 

 

Table 9: Acts governing civil security - reflection on the content 

Source: author 

5.2.4. Discussion 

Based on the analysis, the national legislation regulating volunteering and citizens’ involvement in 

civil security varies in terms of the accent and role ascribed to both individual citizens and CSOs. 

The most systemic approach seems to be developed towards the CSOs which are a recognized 

auxiliary resource in all the countries under study. In four out of nine cases, the CSOs are 

Country CSOs as part of the official 

civil security system 

Citizens self-help 

(individual 

approach) 

Recognition of community-

based approach 

Finland moderate moderate nil 

The Netherlands moderate nil nil 

Sweden moderate strong moderate 

Germany strong moderate strong 

Italy strong moderate moderate 

Slovakia strong strong nil 

France strong moderate strong 

Czech Republic moderate nil nil 

Ireland moderate moderate moderate 
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recognized by law as one of the official key elements upon which the national civil security 

provision relies. In all these cases (and in five out of nine countries in the sample) also general 

frameworks on volunteering are in place, typically regulating the relation between the volunteer 

and the given organization; as well as the relation between the voluntary organization and the 

state/public authorities. Except for Italy, civil protection is explicitly noted as one of the relevant 

domains of voluntary participation in the respective general acts on volunteering. 

The analysis also investigated the role of the individual. In the legislation of two countries in the 

study – Slovakia and Sweden – the approach of individual self-help is relatively strongly expressed. 

In the former case, strong self-reliance is coupled with a reliance on CSOs; while in the latter case 

the official involvement of CSOs is less pronounced yet coupled with the recognition of the role of 

community in the respective legal acts. This is in line with the proposition presented in the 

introduction to this chapter, namely that community-based and an individual approaches can appear 

simultaneously and are not necessarily mutually exclusive. At the same time, the legislation of 

other two countries – Czech Republic and the Netherlands – does not make explicit reference to 

citizens’ self-help while not being strong in stressing the role of CSOs nor community either. This 

could potentially refer to a lesser systemic role of citizens within the national security systems in 

these countries. 

The least common so far are references to the community-based approach in the national civil 

protection legislation, resonating the most in the German and French documents while being absent 

in four out of nine cases. This feature can be regarded the newest one, possibly still having to 

“catch-up” in the national legislation. It can be thus concluded that in the systemic approach to 

volunteering in the EU countries studied here, an individual approach somewhat prevails over the 

participatory and co-creative involvement of the whole community. 

5.3. Discussion 

Although the aim of this analysis on civic involvement was not to corroborate the afore-discussed 

country clusters, the findings nevertheless roughly correspond with the clustering results. In this 

way, the Czech Republic and Ireland (both belonging to a cluster marked by higher reliance on 

state services and professional bodies) did not have a strong role ascribed to CSOs, nor to the 

citizens in their legislation. Contrastingly, in Italy (belonging to a cluster marked by openness to a 

larger array of actors) the role of CSOs was strong in the legislation. This holds also for Germany 
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where civic engagement and decentralization were more pronounced in the respective cluster. In 

Sweden (finding itself in a cluster with a relatively state centred civil security relying also on 

military support), conversely, the role of individual citizens (in terms of their own responsibilities) 

was accentuated in the legislation while the role of CSOs was only moderate.  

From the remaining four countries (forming together the largest and most diverse cluster), in the 

Netherlands and Finland, neither the role of the CSOs nor of the citizens was very strong in the 

respective documents. The opposite was the case in France (relatively strong role of CSOs in the 

legislation) and Slovakia (relatively strong role/responsibilities of both CSOs and the citizens). It 

needs to be noted that this cluster was marked especially by a relatively large role of for-profit 

sector involvement which, in turn, does not say much about the civic sector involvement differing 

across these countries. 

If we take the perspective of the central European countries which will be here studied further in 

terms of their civil security systems’ evolution and its triggers, we can say that the Czech and Polish 

civil security systems can be considered somewhat less open while the Slovak and Hungarian 

systems seem to be more open, based on the analysed data. However, although different types of 

stakeholders are involved, the analysis in the second part of this chapter revealed persisting 

deficiencies in terms of direct involvement of individuals and the related shared responsibility. 

6. Analysing Adaptation of the System (role of outer environment) 

In this chapter, the role of the outer environment of the system is considered and its role in the 

system changes (i.e. evolution/adaptation) is analysed. The chapter looks into the civil security 

systems in Central Europe and the influences of the outer environment upon them. The aim of this 

chapter is to explain the main triggers of adaptation by identifying the key drivers of change that 

lead to system adaptation (understood here as substantial changes in the structure and/or 

functioning of the system) in the particular policy domain of civil security. In particular, the chapter 

seeks to assess the role of 1) domestic policymaking and proactive shaping in line with the premises 

of the concept of strategic governance49; and 2) the relative explanatory value of the concept of 

focusing events50. 

 

49 See chapter on theories above. 
50 See chapter on theories above. 
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The following parts of this chapter address the RQ3: How do the systems adapt: What were the 

main drivers of policy change in the field of civil security and protection? What was the role of 

external environment (shocks, crises) upon the evolution of the system?  

The chapter begins (6.1.) by assessing the governmental attention to civil security, including 

insights into what civil security topics are brought up, if any. In doing so, the analysis here also 

focuses on whether the topic of civil security is indeed marginal as proposed by other research (see 

Tierney 2007; Birkland 2016) in the Central European countries and whether the observation holds 

that the governmental policy is short-sighted in this area (see e.g. Healy, Malhotra 2009). In line 

with the premisses of strategic governance, this part assesses the existence of political visions and 

political leadership in this area. 

The following parts of the chapter (6.2. and 6.3.) aim to understand the role of the main drivers of 

the changes leading to adaptation of the civil security systems. The sub-chapter 6.2. provides a 

comprehensive overview of the evolution of the civil security systems in the Central European 

countries. Specifically, the impact of so-called focusing events51 is investigated. In line with the 

premisses of this concept, main crises are identified, as well as major reforms, and confronted with 

the actual evolution of the civil security systems. Finally, the role of the economic crisis is studied 

as a focusing event sui generis in sub-chapter 6.3. 

6.1. Governmental attention to civil security 

6.1.1. Introduction 

Civil security is typically understood as an expert/professional domain characterized by a relatively 

low degree of political interest (Birkland 2016). Quarantelli (2000) points out that disaster planning 

is not very much at the forefront of citizens' minds, even though the majority of the population in 

modern societies consider civil protection to be a government responsibility. This expectation also 

holds for most political ideologies, whether left-wing or right-wing (ibid.: 14).  

Likewise, Tierney (2007) draws attention to the relative marginality of the topic of civil security, 

while other authors highlight the "short-sightedness" of policies in this area, when more attention is 

usually paid to post-disaster relief, instead of disaster preparedness (Healy, Malhotra 2009; Buckle 

et al., undated). Research conducted in the USA suggests that “voters reward the incumbent 

 

51 See chapter on theories above. 
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presidential party for delivering disaster relief spending, but not for investing in disaster 

preparedness spending” (Healy & Malhotra, 2009). In such manner, the governments are less 

motivated to actively promote prevention and focus on reaction and disaster relief instead (ibid.; see 

also Birkland 2016: 412). 

At the same time, resilience studies emphasise the role of leadership which consists in introducing 

new visions and meanings (Grove 2018). In broader sense, under the role of leadership can be also 

subsumed planning and managing “social change in the absence of an eventful (…) catastrophe” 

(Grove 2018: 259). Long-term planning and political visions of the future are deemed essential in 

the present circumstances of complexity and uncertainty (Konrakova et al. 2018: 120-123). As Kettl 

(2006) notes, “structure matters but not as much as leadership” (ibid.: 283) and thus “substantial 

investment of political capital” is needed (ibid.). 

We may thus make use of the perspective of strategic governance.52 This is understood as 

governance with a "value-added" whereby this added value is, by most authors, seen in: 1) a 

systematic orientation of the governance in a particular direction and long-term effectiveness (see 

e.g. Ackoff 1990; Potůček 2007; Loorbach 2010; De Vries, Nemec 2013); 2) futuristic vision and 

anticipatory approach (see e.g. Hall and Löfgren 2004; Potůček 2014; Ochrana et al. 2016; 

Kornakova et al. 2018); and 3) plurality of actors and their empowerment (see e.g. Knill and 

Lehmkuhl 2002; Ball 2009; Kornakova et al. 2018). 

Another important aspect is the one of policy learning. For Birkland (2016) “disasters should 

provide an opportunity for learning53 and for improving both the topics contemplated in legislation 

and governmental performance in the implementation of laws” (ibid.: 402). Birkland then associates 

learning particularly with those aspects of disaster policy which highlight prevention measures and 

are aimed at reducing the losses caused by future disasters (ibid.). 

The aim of this sub-chapter is to assess the governmental approach to civil security and to obtain 

insights into what civil security topics are brought up, if any. In doing so, the analysis also focuses 

on whether the topic of civil security is indeed marginal in the Central European countries and 

whether the observation holds that the governmental policy is short-sighted in this area.  

For this purpose, political program statements (PSs) of consecutive governments between the years 

1990 and 2016 in the V4 countries are studied. The overview of several consecutive governmental 

 

52 See chapter on Strategic Governance above 
53 Stress in original 
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terms of office is important. It was shown by Mortensen et al. (2011), “government policy agendas 

are relatively stable on a year-to-year basis. But when looking in the long-term, government policy 

agendas show significant patterns of change” (ibid.: 973). By analysing PSs from this longer time 

period, we shall be able to identify any trends as promoted by the government in the civil security 

policy area. 

6.1.2. Details on Methodology 

For the purposes of this research, a qualitative content analysis was carried out, as advanced by 

Mayring (2000; 2014). In particular, its deductive application was utilised which “works with prior 

formulated, theoretical derived aspects of analysis, bringing them in connection with the text” 

(Mayring 2004: 13; see also Elo & Kyngäs, 2008).  This application is deemed appropriate 

especially for analysing documents based on previous knowledge (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008: 108). The 

process of assigning categories to the text is then conceptualized “as a qualitative-interpretive act” 

(Mayring 2014: 10; see also Mayring 2004: 26). The most appropriate method was deemed here 

the Directed Content Analysis (DQCA) as it begins with initial themes and categories based on 

previous research and knowledge being deductively applied to the data at hand and, at the same 

time, enables editing or adding codes during analysis by an iterative process (Assarroudi et al. 

2018, see also Delve, Limpaecher 2020). Finally, a comparative perspective was added to compare 

the content of PSs both in time and across the countries studied. 

The analysis of the PSs was carried out based on the following procedure:  

Data selection: The object of analysis were all PSs of the respective governments in the Czech 

Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Poland between the years 1990 and 2016. This period was chosen 

so as to allow for trend observation over a longer period of time (see e.g. Krippendorff 1989: 404). 

PSs are documents that set out the main political priorities and goals of the Government for the 

given term of office. It is an important document that allows the assessment of the Government's 

political program and its policy. In particular, the main reasons for choosing PSs for analysis are as 

follows:  

1) PS contains commitments and aspirations of the newly elected Government upon which 

it will be held accountable by the coalition partners, opposition as well as by the voters 

(Marszałek-Kawa & Siemiątkowski, 2020: 5).  
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2) PS is a program covering the whole election period, i.e. formulating priorities and policy 

interests of the government in something that could be considered a medium-term horizon, 

commonly for the election period of four years.  

3) PS is of importance for the newly elected Government to gain approval from the Parliament, 

ensuring consensus of the parliamentarian majority on the priorities contained in the PS.  

Data sources: For the Czech Republic and Slovakia, PSs were retrieved from the official 

governmental webpages (www.vlada.cz and www.vlada.sk). For the case of Poland, statements 

(so-called exposé) of the Prime Minister were analysed as they play the same role as PSs in the 

other countries (see Marszałek-Kawa & Siemiątkowski, 2020). In this case, the analysis is based 

on exposé texts from 1989-2019 delivered in the Sejm of the Republic of Poland in the procedures 

of forming a new cabinet which were compiled by Marszałek-Kawa & Siemiątkowski (ibid.). For 

Hungary, complete PSs for the given period are not available (see also Sicakova-Beblava & 

Beblavy 2016). The only PS retrievable online in a full-text version was the PS of 2010 which was 

for the sake of analysis translated into English using Google Translate application.  

Additionally, key disasters for identification of their potential reflection in the PSs were taken from 

the Emergency Events Database (EM-DAT). The database covers all four countries over the 

studied period. Thus, anecdotal references to critical events can be avoided (see Birkland 2016: 

95). 

Coding: The goal of coding was to divide the text into smaller units, which were then marked with 

a relevant code (see e.g. Mayring 2000; Mayring 2004). Coding was done using manual coding 

and was based on the following procedure: 

• First, all security topics were identified in the texts of PSs: this category included all 

security-related topics that were mentioned in the PS. 

• Subsequently, within an iterative process, civil security54 categories and topics were 

identified within this set.  

• For a better contextual understanding, other security topics were identified, which did not 

fall into the category of civil security (as defined above) nor into the categories of defense 

or crime/law and order, and which were directly associated with security in the PSs. 

 

54 as defined in this thesis in the chapter above 
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• The topics were defined as complex conceptual units that include more than one word or 

sentence and were organized into a coding scheme developed by the researcher. 

Analysis: After coding, analysis was performed based on the following questions: 

• Do civil security topics appear on the governmental agenda (i.e., in the form being included 

in the PS) in reaction to (a particular) disaster or does civil security represent a stable topic 

on the agenda of the government? 

• What aspects are addressed – reaction to disasters, such as disaster relief, or preventive 

measures? 

• What civil security topics (if any) are brought up by the government? Do these topics 

change over longer periods of time? 

The chosen approach has certain limitations. Firstly, the study is limited by the quality of the data 

and their availability which negatively influenced the possibility to analyse consecutive 

governmental priorities/PSs in Hungary. Also, the PSs are political documents which are designed 

to be persuasive. As such, they may not always provide a complete representation of the 

government's policy priorities (see e.g. Mortensen et al. 2011: 23-24). Finally, the study is limited 

by the interpretation of the researcher. The researcher’s own biases and assumptions may have 

influenced the way in which the data was interpreted (see e.g. Shanghvi, 2015). 

6.1.3. Analysis 

6.1.3.1. Poland 

In the case of Poland, civil security topics (as defined in this thesis) appear in 5 out of 19 analysed 

PSs.55 A civil security topic emerges for the first time in 1997: There is an explicit reference to the 

preceding large floods and stress is put on liquidation of the consequences of these floods. 

Simultaneously, the need to ensure operation and coordination of services during natural disasters 

is mentioned for the first time. Further PS which seems to be directly influenced by the preceding 

disaster events is the one of 2014. Here, the aim is stated to introduce a population warning system 

against threats and natural disasters via mobile phones. The aim to improve flood protection and 

establish civil protection system is presented in the PS of 2007 where a direct reference is made to 

 

55 The overview is provided in Table 10 below. 
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drawing of the EU funds especially with the flood protection. More general aid provision after 

disasters is then mentioned it the PS of 2015 and is related in the text to the issue of refugees during 

the then migration crisis in Europe.  

Not all disasters from the followed period lead automatically to mentioning the topic of civil 

security in the PS. The floods of 1998 (sudden, yet less devastating), mine explosion of 2006, 

presidential plane crash of 2010 or floods of 2010 did not find their explicit reflection in the 

subsequent PS. In the case of 1998 floods, this might also be due to a larger time lag between the 

event and the election/forming new governmental programme.  

It is worth mentioning that not only domestic disasters, but also international ones found their 

reflection in the PSs. Most notably this is the case of the terrorist attacks in the USA in 2001 and 

of the so-called migration crisis in Europe of 2015. Some civil security issues, on the other hand, 

were raised without any relevant preceding disaster event. This was the case of medical rescue 

which was raised in 2005 in connection with the issue of financing or in 2015 in connection with 

the need to ensure effective functioning of the civil protection services. 

Disasters referred to in the PSs were floods (PS 1997, PS 2007) and natural catastrophes in general 

(PS 2014, PS 2015). On the side of services, particular mention was made of health emergency as 

a civil protection service (PS 2005; 2015); services coordination and civil protection system 

including coordination and information exchange among services (PS 1997, PS 2007); and 

population warning (PS 2014). The only explicitly reactive stance towards disasters (floods) 

appeared in the PS 1997. The remaining mentions were rather related to preventive measures56. 

Based on the analysis of the PSs, civil security is not a stable topic on the governmental agenda in 

Poland. Civil security issues were raised in PSs after large natural disasters but also after significant 

international crises (such as the so-called migration crisis) or even in the absence of a disaster. In 

the latter case, the connotation was typically made to finances and effectiveness (emergency 

service) or to drawing the EU funds (flood protection). 

No trend can be observed in Poland, as civil security topics appeared only in 5 out of 19 PSs. The 

topic of coordination was raised after the first significant disaster, which was flood of 1997. Unlike 

the following two cases, the intention to build a civil protection system was put forward later, only 

 

56 Note: In some cases the mention of preventive measures was nevertheless influenced by a preceding disaster. 
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in 2007. There is a slight indication of broadening with the health emergency service being directly 

perceived as part of civil security (mentioned explicitly as civil protection service) in 2015. 

 

Table 10: Civil security in the PSs in Poland 
Program 

Statement of the 

Government (PS) 

Civil Security 

categories and topics 

Security categories and topics 

(excluding defense and crime/law 

and order) 

Key Disasters prior to 

PS 

1989 - GENERAL ISSUE: 

Citizens' feeling of safety  

 

1991 (January)    

1991 (December)  

(19 pages) 

- INTERNATIONAL SECURITY: 

Participation in UN peacekeeping 

missions 

 

1992 (July 1, 1992) 

(15 pages) 

- ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY: 

Dangerous effects of deepening 

drought and depletion of food 

resources 

 

1992 (July 10) 

(11 pages) 

- INTERNATIONAL SECURITY: 

Building a multilateral system of 

international ties (context of 

European security) 

 

1993 

(21 pages) 

- FOOD SECURITY: Food security 

mentioned 

 

 

1995 

(14 pages) 

- -  

1996 

(21 pages) 

- SAFETY: Citizens’ safety (in 

general) one of the 4 basic priorities 

of the government; 

Road transport safety 

 

1997 

(17 pages) 

HELP: Liquidation of 

the consequences of 

floods; 

ORGANISATION: 

Operation and 

coordination of 

services during 

natural disasters 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL 

SECURITY: Economic and social 

dimension of national security (only 

mentioned) 

1997 floods 

2001 

(14 pages) 

- GENERAL: Security in general as a 

public good; 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism; 

INTERNATIONAL: Partnership 

with the V4 and the Baltic Sea 

region: a shared concern for security. 

1998 floods (smaller, less 

devastating) 

2001 terrorist attacks in 

the USA 

2004 

(8 pages) 

- HEALTH: Health Security (act 

proposal), no direct link made to civil 

security 

 

2005 

(19 pages) 

ORGANISATION: 

Medical rescue service 

- efficiency and 

financing, amendment 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

SAFETY: Traffic safety; 
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of the law on medical 

rescue service 

Environmental safety; food safety. 

2006 

(20 pages) 

- GENERAL: Need for a National 

Security Act; 

ECONOMIC: Economic security; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism;  

coordination of state services, 

securing against possible terrorist 

actions; 

HEALTH: Health security 

(unspecified project); 

INTERNATIONAL: EU 

enlargement to include Ukraine as an 

EU security issue. 

 

2007 

(53 pages) 

PREVENTION: Water 

management – flood 

protection (EU 

funds); 

ORGANISATION: 

Building a system of 

civil protection and 

crisis management - 

coordination and 

exchange of 

information 

ECONOMIC: Economic security; 

ENERGY: energy security (part of 

economic security); 

SAFETY: Feeling safe (in general); 

Road safety; 

HEALTH: Public health protection 

(in poor state); 

TERRORISM: Terrorism (at home) 

2006 mine explosion 

2011 

(17 pages) 

- GENERAL: Security of citizens (in 

general + context of public finances); 

ECONOMIC: Financial crisis (as a 

security threat). 

2009/10 H1N1 

2010 floods (smaller, less 

devastating)  

2010 presidential plane 

crash 

2014 

(14 pages) 

PREVENTION: 

Introduction of a 

population warning 

system against threats 

and natural disasters 

via mobile phone 

GENERAL: Broadly understood 

security (goal); Citizens' feeling of 

safety; 

ECONOMIC: A healthy economy 

(as a precondition for the security of 

Poland and Poles); 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

DEMOGRAPHIC SECURITY: 

Demographic crisis. 

2012 storm 

2013 floods 

2015 

(19 pages) 

ORGANISATION: 

Medical rescue service 

as a civil protection 

service; 

HELP: Providing aid 

after disasters (linked 

to the issue of 

refugees) 

TERRORISM: Terrorism; 

ECONOMIC/ENERGY: Economic 

security, mainly in the field of energy 

and IT; 

Energy security. 

2015 migration crisis 

2017 

(22 pages) 

- ENERGY: Energy security 

mentioned; 

CYBER SECURITY: Cyber security 

mentioned; 

GENERAL: Safety in general as a 

public good. 
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2019 

(23 pages) 

- SAFETY: Traffic Safety; 

CYBER: Cyber security; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

TERRORISM: Global terrorism and 

waves of immigration (as new 

threats) 

 

Source: author based on own analysis 

 

6.1.3.2. Hungary 

For the case of Hungary, it has to be noted that the data is very much incomplete. The overview 

(see Table 11 below) thus provides an anecdotal illustration only. From the available data, it can 

be inferred that civil security does not represent an important stable topic on the governmental 

agenda in terms of PSs.  

The only explicit relation to a disaster was made in PS 2010 (referring to a large storm of 2006 

which caused several deaths and injuries). Interestingly, this is the only example among the four 

countries studied of using a disaster as a political argument, blaming the previous government of 

norm avoidance (i.e., not being a direct reaction to disaster due to the several years’ time lag; nor 

making any connotation to prevention).  

Similarly, as in the case of Poland, medical rescue is highlighted in PS 2010 without any direct 

connection to a potentially relevant disaster event. Rather, the context is of ensuring finances for 

operation and developing equipment which was in the text of PS deemed outdated and insufficient. 
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Table 11: Civil security in the PSs in Hungary (based on available data only) 
Program Statement of 

the Government (PS) 

Civil Security 

categories and topics 

Security categories and 

topics (excluding 

defense and crime/law 

and order) 

Key Disasters prior to 

PS 

2004 (based on 

summary) 

- TERRORISM: Fighting 

terrorism (part of foreign 

policy) 

1999 floods 

2000 floods 

2000 Baia Mare accident 

2001 Terrorist attacks in 

the USA 

2009 (based on 

summary), so-called 

crisis program 

- ECONOMIC 

SECURITY: Economic 

crisis (its potential to 

develop into a social 

crisis, intensification of 

extreme phenomena) 

2008 economic crisis  

2006 storm 

2010 (85 pages) ORGANISATION: 

Medical rescue 

assistance - equipment, 

functioning; 

Development of 

emergency medical care; 

POLITICAL: A specific 

event mentioned: 2006 

storm - as an example of 

norm avoidance by the 

previous government 

SAFETY: Consumer 

protection; 

ENERGY: Energy 

independence (not 

directly as a security 

concern); 

 

2009/10 H1N1 

2014 (10 points, 1 page) - ENERGY: New energy 

system (as a service) 

 

Source: author based on own analysis 

 

6.1.3.3. Slovakia 

In the case of Slovakia, civil security topics appear in 7 out of 8 analysed PSs.57 At first, this was 

only oriented outwards in the form of expressing commitment to participate in rescue operations 

abroad (PS 1994 Dec.). Since 1998, however, domestic dimension of civil security has prevailed 

in all PSs. In 1998, devastating floods took place claiming dozens of lives. Although no immediate 

reactive response was mentioned in the subsequent PS (PS 1998), the need for effectiveness of 

international cooperation in dealing with extraordinary events was accentuated as well as the 

intention to pass a law on Integrated Rescue System (IRS) and introduce expert education. 

None of the PSs studied here made any direct reference to any particular disaster event or 

catastrophe. The only exception was a direct mention of migration crisis in the text of PS 2016 

 

57 The overview is provided in Table 12 below. 
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which, however, was not related to civil security. It can be inferred, however, that the repetitively 

stressed need to (re-)build the Integrated Rescue System (IRS) and to ensure flood protection 

measures was at least partially influenced by the recurring large floods (of 1999, 2004, 2010). Also, 

the only mention of epidemic and pandemic is found in PS 2010 which followed the 2009/2010 

H1N1 pandemic as declared by the WHO. The mention was made while stressing the need to ensure 

response ability to health emergencies with mass impact. 

Like in the case of Poland, also in Slovakia some important international disasters found their 

reflection in the PSs. After the terrorist attacks in the USA in 2001 and in London in 2005, terrorism 

was temporarily framed also as an explicit issue of civil protection in PSs 2002 and 2006. Prior to 

this, it was present in the PS text, framed as a foreign policy matter in PS 1998 and this connection 

to international security was kept also throughout the PSs 2002, 2006, 2010 and 201658.  

The aforementioned topics of epidemics and terrorism as a civil security issue can be regarded as 

temporary as they appear only in one or two consecutive PSs. In like manner, industrial accidents 

are mentioned only in PS 2002 where the aim is presented to pass a law on Prevention of Major 

Industrial Accidents59. Although there were some severe industrial accidents in Europe preceding 

this PS60, this topic needs to be seen rather in the perspective of EU regulation (Seveso II 

Directive61) and the need to gradually transpose the EU legislation after Slovakia's official 

application for EU membership in 1996. 

The analysis shows that especially structural/organizational elements of civil security are addressed 

in the PSs. A civil security topic continuously appearing in the PSs since 1998 is the notion of IRS 

(PS 1998, 2006, 2010, 2012, 2016) and/or system of civil protection used in the same context (PS 

2002, 2010). Here, an evolutionary, yet somewhat cyclical, trend can be observed: From 

establishing the IRS by a law (PS 1998), through its “rebuilding” (PS 2002), “finalizing” (PS 2006), 

“reorganizing” again (PS 2010) and “finalizing” (PS 2012) to the issue of effectiveness and 

cooperation of the once established system (PS 2016).  

 

58 Note: In PS 2016 a new additional context of terrorism appears, this time linked to terrorism at home and related to 

the work of police and intelligence services. 
59 Note: the law was passed indeed in the same year as the PS was presented. 
60 Baia Mare 2000; Enschede 2000; Touluse 2001 
61 Seveso II Directive entered into force in 1997. In itself, it was a reaction to large industrial accidents in Bhopal, 

Toulouse or Enschede (EUR-Lex - l21215 - EN - EUR-Lex (europa.eu)) 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/EN/legal-content/summary/major-accidents-involving-dangerous-chemicals.html
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The issue of cooperation in crisis situations as such appears also quite stably in the PSs. At first 

this was directed outwards as the need for better international cooperation (PS 1998) and 

coordination was stressed (PS 2002). Later on, the focus was on the internal dimension of 

coordination (PS 2006, 2012, 2016), finally accompanied by the international dimension of an 

active support to the UN/Sendai Framework62 (PS 2016).  

This goes in hand with a broadening of the array of stakeholders involved in civil security: A new 

assistance role was assigned to the army in PS 2006 and was reiterated in every subsequent PS 

(2010, 2012, 2016). The involvement of voluntary firefighters with the stress on improving their 

equipment and increasing their ability to act (especially) during floods has been on the agenda since 

2010 (PS 2010, 2012, 2016). In PS 2012, ensuring the ability to act of the mountain rescue service 

was added, as well as the role of emergency medicine as an important element of the IRS. The 

subsequent PS 2016 then further added cooperation with voluntary organizations such as dog 

rescue. 

Apart from the structural/organizational elements shown above, the measures which were 

announced to be taken were all concerning flood protection (PS 2002, 2010, 2012) or flood warning 

system (PS 2002, 2006). The context here was not only the prevention of recurring floods and the 

related damages, but also the use of EU funds (PS 2010, 2012). Interestingly, flood protection 

measures were on the agenda – in relation with the intention to draw EU funds – also when there 

were no significant floods in the given period (PS 2012).  

The analysis reveals that, unlike in Poland or Hungary, civil security has been a stable topic on the 

governmental agenda since 1998. Although the primary impetus may have been the devastating 

floods of 1998, also other factors then disasters were later contributing to the preservation of the 

topic on the agenda, such as the EU and the possibility to draw EU funds.  

In Slovakia, the first significant disaster in the followed time period (1998 floods) gave rise to the 

topic of cooperation and to the announced intention to adopt a law on IRS in the PS 1998. Since 

then, the topic of IRS has been present on the agenda in all PSs. Also, the topic of flood measures 

was relatively constant. Apart from these constantly present topics, a trend can be observed in 

broadening the spectrum of actors involved in civil security provision which in the Slovak case 

comprise not only state agencies and services but also voluntary services and other voluntary 

 

62 The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 
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organisations. In this way, the involvement of the army (since 2006), volunteer firefighters (2010), 

mountain rescue (2012), urgent medicine (2012), and other voluntary organisations such as dog 

rescue (2016) was gradually introduced. 

Somewhat striking in the findings is the continuity of the civil security topics covered and aspects 

which are highlighted. Although there were different governments in power between 1994 and 

2016, this does not find virtually any reflection in the approach to civil security in the PSs. As an 

example can be given the PS 2002 (presented by the second government of Mikuláš Dzurinda) and 

PS 2006 (presented by the first government of Robert Fico), both formed by a different party 

coalition. Both PSs include a call for an introduction of a flood warning system or frame terrorism 

as a matter of civil security, even using a similar wording. Another example may be the PS 2010 

(presented by the government of Iveta Radičová) and PS 2012 (presented by the second 

government of Robert Fico), the former being in opposition to the latter. Both PSs stress the need 

of flood protection measures (and their financing from the EU funds), equipping and renewing the 

equipment of the fire and rescue service or cooperation of the IRS with the armed forces. 

 

Table 12: Civil security in the PSs in Slovakia 
Program 

Statement of 

the 

Government 

(PS) 

Civil Security categories and 

topics 

Security categories and topics 

(excluding defence and 

crime/law and order) 

Key Disasters 

prior to PS 

1994 April  

(24 pages) 

- SAFETY: Consumer safety  

1994 December 

(74 pages) 

HELP: Participation in humanitarian 

and rescue operations abroad 

SAFETY: Consumer safety; 

access of the population to safe 

medicines; 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

SECURITY: global 

environmental security. 

 

1998-2002  

(43 pages) 

ORGANISATION: More effective 

international cooperation in 

dealing with extraordinary events; 

Adoption of the Law on IRS; 

Establishment of an institute for the 

training of experts in the field of 

security, defence and crisis 

management 

ENERGY SECURITY: 

Securing the country with 

electricity; reliability of energy 

production; 

ENVRITONMENTAL: 

environmental security 

mentioned; environmental risks; 

SAFETY: safety and health 

protection during work; 

TERRORISM: international 

terrorism (foreign policy issue); 

INTERNATIONAL: active 

participation in international 

peace operations. 

1998 floods 
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2002–2006  

(45 pages) 

PREVENTION: Implementation of 

a flood warning system; 

Flood protection measures; 

Prevention of Major Industrial 

Accidents Act; 

ORGANISATION: Reconstruction 

of the civil protection system: 

international coordination, 

extraordinary events, 

terrorism (as a civil protection issue) 

SAFETY: Food safety; 

TERRORISM: Combating 

terrorism (at home); 

International terrorism; 

ENVIRONMENTAL: 

Environmental risks; 

INTERNATIONAL: Active 

participation in international 

peacekeeping operations. 

 

1999 floods; 

2001 terrorist 

attacks in the 

USA 

 

2006–2010  

(56 pages) 

PREVENTION: Protective function 

of environmental policy against 

natural disasters and accidents; 

Introduction of a flood warning 

system, ensuring the protection of 

people's lives and property from 

floods; 

Measures to foresee and deflect 

terrorism (as a domestic threat);  

ORGANISATION: State ownership 

of medical facilities performing 

tasks in emergency situations; 

Inadequate state preparedness to 

respond to disasters; 

A new assistance role of the 

military in civil protection; 

Completion of the IRS construction 

– communication and information 

infrastructure; 

State coordination in solving crisis 

situations (link to the abolition of 

regional offices); 

HELP: Humanitarian aid to 

countries affected by natural or 

industrial disasters. 

ENERGY: Energy security;  

SAFETY: Consumer safety; 

Traffic safety; Enhancing the 

safety of air traffic; Nuclear and 

biological safety; 

Safety and health protection 

during work; 

Patient safety (quality of health 

care); 

FOOD SECURITY: National 

food security mentioned; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism and 

weapons of mass destruction 

proliferation (WMD) 

2004 storm; 

2004 floods; 

2005 terrorist 

attack in 

London 

2010–2012  

(54 pages) 

PREVENTION: flood protection of 

residents (context of RES; context of 

land registration; context of forest 

management); 

Flood measures (strategy 

development, use of EU funds); 

ORGANISATION: 

The system of emergency health 

care – the ability to respond to 

events with mass impact, epidemics 

and pandemics; 

development of the civil protection 

system; 

IRS – new concept of organization 

and development, new law; 

Equipment of the fire brigade and 

increasing the ability to act of the 

municipal firefighters during floods 

– EU funding; 

Involvement of the army - 

ENERGY: Energy security 

mentioned; 

SAFETY: Nuclear safety; Safety 

of products and services; traffic 

safety; safety of civil aviation; 

safety of inland waterway 

transport; food safety; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism and 

proliferation of WMD; 

CYBER SECURITY: Cyber-

attacks (NATO); 

INFORMATION SECURITY: 

Information security mentioned. 

2007 explosion 

2009 explosion 

2010 floods 

2009/10 H1N1 
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supporting the IRS; 

HELP: Assistance to residents after 

emergencies. 

2012 – 2016  

(65 pages) 

PREVENTION: Flood prevention 

(territorial plans) and flood 

protection measures (EU funding); 

ORGANISATION: Renewal of fire 

brigades‘ equipment (EU funing); 

Completion of a functional IRS – 

drafting legal and organizational 

regulation; 

Emergency medicine as an 

important element of the IRS; 

Increasing the Mountain Rescue 

Service’s ability to act; 

Strengthening the participation of 

the armed forces in natural disasters; 

Cooperation and joint preparation 

with the IRS: armed forces and 

voluntary firefighters. 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

INTERNATIONAL: Crisis 

management (internat.); 

Humanitarian aid; assistance to 

Slovak citizens abroad in crisis 

situations; 

SAFETY: Food safety; transport 

safety; road safety; passenger 

train operation safety; safety of 

civil aviation; consumer 

protection; Safety and health 

protection during work; 

CYBER: Cyber security in the 

EU. 

 

2016 – 2018  

(70 pages) 

PREVENTION: Risk reduction and 

adaptation to climate change, incl. 

flood measures, preparation for 

water shortage; 

HELP: Active support of 

UN/Sendai Framework goals in 

disaster prevention; 

ORGANISATION: Cooperation 

with partners in R&D in civil 

protection; 

IRS – efficiency, cooperation: 

volunteer firefighters, voluntary 

organizations (dog rescue), armed 

forces. 

SAFETY: Food Safety; 

consumer protection; 

safe transportation; safety of 

civil aviation; protection of 

safety and health at work; 

MIGRATION: Migration crisis; 

INTERNATIONAL: Providing 

civilian capacities in 

international crisis management 

operations; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism 

(international); terrorism (at 

home); 

ECONOMY: Economic security 

of the state; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

CYBER: Cyber security. 

2015/16 

migration crisis 

Source: author based on own analysis 

 

6.1.3.4. Czech Republic 

In the Czech PSs, civil security topics appeared in 10 out of 14 analysed PSs63. For the first time, 

a civil security topic was raised in the PS of 1998 in direct reference to the preceding devastating 

floods of 1997. In this PS, the reactive approach in the form of ensuring assistance to the affected 

somewhat dominates, although the intention to introduce preventive measures is also stated. 

Another direct reference to a specific disaster was made again in relation to floods in the PS of 

 

63 The overview is provided in Table 13 below. 
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caretaker government in 2013. In this case, the priority to ensure liquidation of damages was stated 

as well as the restoration of the areas affected by floods. Although the reactive attitude clearly 

dominates in this PS, some preventive measures were stated as well, namely supporting resilience 

of the territory against natural threats through the creation of territorial plans and increasing the 

number of fire brigade members for better internal security in general. 

Similar to the Slovak case, civil security has been a stable topic on the governmental agenda since 

1998. The only exception was the PS 2009, which made no direct mention of civil security issues. 

This PS, however, was presented by a caretaker government (in place from May 2009 till July 

2010) amidst an economic crisis. It was, accordingly, shorter than other “regular” PSs and 

emphasizing especially issues related to the economy.  

A direct reference to a specific disaster is made in two PSs from the analysed period (PS 1998, PS 

2013), both of them being floods. In these PSs, also the stress on reactive measures, damages 

liquidation and territory restoration dominates. Also, some of the other disasters registered in the 

EM-DAT Database seem to correspond with the issues raised in the PSs, although no direct 

reference is made to them. This holds for the topic of damage compensation rules after natural 

disasters appearing in the PSs of 2006 and 2007 which were both preceded by floods (2006) and a 

devastating storm (2007), respectively.  

Like in the case of Poland and Slovakia, also in the Czech Republic, major terrorist attacks abroad 

found their reflection in the PSs. After the terrorist attacks in the USA in 2001, terrorism got on 

the agenda for the first time in the PS 2002. The framing, however, was not civil security but 

international security matters, connected with proliferation of WMD. Since then, the topic of 

terrorism has remained on the agenda continuously in all following PSs. The framing thereof 

varied, nevertheless. Terrorism was temporarily framed as an explicit issue of civil protection in 

the PSs 2005 and 2007, after the terrorist attacks in London in 2005. Otherwise, in all PSs starting 

with the PS 2002, the reference was made either to international terrorism or to domestic terrorism 

as a matter of police and/or intelligence services. The civil security framing was, thus, only a 

passing one. 

Of all potential disasters, the PSs mentioned explicitly terrorism (see above), floods, industrial 

accidents and infections and mass diseases. A reference to floods/protective flood measures has 

been made in all PSs since 1998 (except for the PS 2009). Industrial accidents, on the other hand, 

were mentioned only in the PS 1998. Rather than in connection with a specific event, the industrial 
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accidents were included with the prospect of transposing the so-called Seveso II Directive into the 

Czech legislation. Similarly, prevention of spreading infectious and mass-occurring diseases was 

noted only in the PS 2002 as one of the foundations in protecting and promoting public health and 

without relation to any particular event. 

Although floods were the most recurring type of disaster (1998, 2002, 2006, 2010, 2013), flood 

protection was mentioned also in periods when they did not occur. This was typically put forward 

as part of the land use and national water management policy (PS 1998, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2013, 

2014). In the PS 2010, only the (general) intention to implement flood measures was stated, 

together with the need for greater citizens’ involvement in flood plans and their co-responsibility 

for property protection. The PSs 2006 and 2007 then explicitly mention commitments to the EU in 

improving the quality of flood measures. 

All PSs since 1998 have mentioned not only preventive measures but also strengthening response 

ability through the development of the IRS. Specifically, preparedness and action ability of the IRS 

were generally addressed in PS 1998, 2002, 2005, 2007 and 2014. In some PSs, this also included 

more specific aspects, such as ensuring financing (PS 2002), effectiveness (PS 2006), or the need 

to materially secure operation of the system (PS 2006, 2010, 2014). Another major theme, besides 

ensuring action ability, was a commitment to develop the components of the system (PS 2004, 

2007, 2013, 2014). Finally, the theme of cooperation was brought up in the PSs 1998, 2005, 2006, 

2007 and 2010. At first, this was in a form of an intention to establish a coordination centre (PS 

1998). Later on, cooperation with different services was highlighted instead: the army (PS 2005, 

2010), the role of medical rescue services (PS 2006, 2007), and cooperation of the IRS components 

in general (PS 2010). The institutional dimension was touched by the PS 2004 where the 

establishment of an office for extraordinary events was considered. 

Civil security got on the agenda in the Czech PSs for the first time in reaction to the devastating 

floods of 1998. Since then, the topic has stayed on the agenda, regardless of whether there was a 

preceding disaster event or not. The analysis shows that the topic of civil security was quite stable 

throughout the whole followed period, highlighting especially measures related to floods (flood 

protection measures, flood plans) and the IRS. The former was mostly linked either to a specific 

flood event or to the commitments to the EU and EU funding. The latter was steadily present on 

the agenda in the form of recurrent intention to ensure or support the action ability of the IRS, to 
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develop its components and to strengthen cooperation among the components and related services 

such as the army. 

Like in the Slovak case, the topics showed continuity across the PSs, regardless of the government 

in power. Thus, e.g. improving the flood protection measures or the development of the IRS and 

securing operation of the system materially was brought up by both centre-left and centre-right 

governments. 

Concerning long-term trends, the first significant disaster (1997 floods) gave rise to the topic of 

flood measures in the PSs. The proclaimed need to ensure flood protection has become a stable 

topic in the PSs since then. Another stable topic is the action-ability of the IRS, including sub-

topics such as effectiveness, equipment, and the need to develop the core components. Both these 

themes can be viewed as constant with no major observable shifts in contents. Although not as 

pronounced as in Slovakia, a trend of certain broadening of the range of actors involved in civil 

security and protection can be observed, concerning the cooperation of IRS with the army (PS 

2005), defining the role of medical rescue within the IRS (PS 2006), involvement of voluntary 

firefighters and improving their equipment (PS 2006), or introducing individual responsibility of 

the citizens (PS 2010) and resilience of the territory (PS 2013) linked to the land use planning. 

 

Table 13: Civil security in the PSs in the Czech Republic 
Program Statement of 

the Government (PS) 

Civil Security categories and 

topics 

Security categories and topics 

(excluding defense and crime/law 

and order) 

Key Disasters prior 

to PS 

1990 (19 pages) - -  

1992 (17 pages) - SAFTY: Safety of nuclear energy  

1996  

(12 pages) 

- MIGRATION: Illegal migration 

of foreigners to the territory of the 

Czech Republic 

1995 Railway 

accident 

1998 - January  

(5 pages) 

HELP: Response to floods: 

assistance to the affected; 

PREVENTION: preventive 

measures against floods. 

- 1997 floods 

1998 - August  

(27 pages) 

PREVENTION: Tightening of 

land use incl. floodplains (new 

water act); 

Prevention of industrial 

accidents; 

HELP: Principles of providing 

financial assistance during 

natural disasters; 

ORGANISATION: Ensuring 

the readiness of the IRS to 

handle industrial accidents and 

SAFETY: Traffic safety; 

GENERAL: R&D – support of 

fields developing, among other 

things, security of the citizens (in 

general); 

INTERNATIONAL: Readiness to 

participate in UN peacekeeping 

operations; strengthening the 

national humanitarian assistance 

program. 
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natural disasters; 

Establishing the IRS 

coordination center. 

2002  

(32 pages) 

ORGANISATION: IRS as a 

separate chapter – action 

capability of components, 

information and 

communication system, 

unification of crisis plans’ 

procedures with physical and 

legal persons, warning, 

financing; 

Conception of Public Health 

protection as including 

activities and measures against 

spreading of infectious and 

mass-occurring diseases. 

PREVENTION: Flood 

protection (water 

management). 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism, incl. proliferation of 

WMD; 

INTERNATIONAL: 

Humanitarian missions and 

humanitarian aid (under the UN); 

SAFETY: Transport safety; 

safety and health protection during 

work. 

2002 floods 

2001 terrorist 

attacks in the USA 

2004  

(25 pages) 

ORGANISATION: 

Development of IRS 

components, considering 

creation of an office for 

extraordinary events; 

PREVENTION: Ensuring 

flood protection (water 

management policy). 

SAFETY: Traffic Safety; safety 

and health protection during work; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism (at 

home); international terrorism; 

proliferation of WMD; 

MIGRATION: Elimination of 

illegal migration (as security 

issue). 

2003 bus crash 

2005  

(30 pages) 

ORGANISATION: Army – 

cooperation with IRS; IRS 

readiness, intensification of all 

forms of population protection;  

PREVENTION: Flood 

protection (water management 

policy); 

Preventive measures against 

the threat of terrorism (directly 

linked to civil security). 

SAFETY: Traffic Safety; safety 

and health protection during work; 

food safety; 

INFORMATION SECURITY: 

Information security (strategy 

preparation); 

TERRORISM: Terrorism (at 

home); 

INTERNATIONAL: 

Humanitarian aid (foreign policy). 

2005 terrorist 

attack in London 

2006  

(16 pages) 

ORGANISATION: 

Effectiveness of IRS activities, 

material provision for 

professional and volunteer 

firefighters; 

Medical emergency service - 

clarification of the role in the 

IRS by law, funding; 

PREVENTION: Flood 

measures - improvement, 

commitments to the EU; 

HELP: Rules for 

compensation for damage 

caused by natural disasters. 

INTERNATIONAL: Effective 

system of humanitarian aid 

organization (abroad); supporting 

involvement in peacekeeping and 

other missions; 

GENERAL: Update of strategic 

security documents; 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism, proliferation of WMD; 

SAFETY: Traffic safety; road 

transport safety; food safety. 

2006 floods 

2007  

(21 pages) 

ORGANISATION: Funding of 

the medical emergency service 

and specifying its role in the 

SAFETY: Road transport safety; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism (at 

home) and threats to critical 

2007 storm 



 

121 

 

IRS by law; Development of 

IRS – preparedness to face 

natural disasters, technological 

accidents and other 

extraordinary situations; 

PREVENTION: Flood 

measures - implementation and 

improvement, commitments to 

the EU; Ensuring protection of 

the population against the risk 

of terrorist attacks; 

HELP: Rules for providing 

compensation for damage 

caused by natural disasters. 

infrastructure; international 

terrorism; 

GENERAL: Update of strategic 

security documents; 

INTERNATIONAL: Effective 

system of humanitarian aid 

organization (abroad); civilian 

involvement in peacekeeping, 

stabilization, and other missions. 

2009  

(7 pages) 

- INTERNATIONAL: 

Humanitarian Aid – Bill proposal; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism (at 

home); 

SAFETY: Traffic Safety. 

2008 Railway 

accident 

Economic crisis 

2010  

(42 pages) 

ORGANISATION: 

Introduction of a centrally 

coordinated Medical Rescue 

Service defined by a separate 

law; 

Cooperation of the IRS with 

the army during natural or 

technological disasters; 

IRS - cooperation and 

equipment of components; 

Equipment for volunteer 

firefighters, greater 

involvement in dealing with 

emergencies; 

Flood plans – greater citizen 

involvement, co-responsibility 

for property protection; 

PREVENTION: Adaptation to 

climate change: preparedness 

of the population for sudden 

natural phenomena (floods, 

heat waves); 

PREVENTION: Flood 

measures - implementation. 

GENERAL: Ensuring security for 

the citizens (in general); Security 

strategy updating; regulation of the 

activities of non-state security 

services; 

ENERGY: Energy security; 

TERRORISM: Terrorism 

(homeland security), terrorism-

related cyber threats; 

SAFETY: Traffic safety; transport 

safety. 

2009/10 H1N1 

2010 floods 

Economic crisis 

2013  

(11 pages) 

HELP: removal of flood 

damage and restoration of 

the territory, incl. financing 

thereof; 

PREVENTION: Resilience of 

the territory against natural 

threats - territorial plans; 

ORGANISATION: Increasing 

the number of fire brigade 

members for better internal 

security. 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism; 

terrorism (at home) – threat 

monitoring. 

2013 floods 
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2014  

(51 pages/ 18 pages + 

coalition agreement) 

PREVENTION: Protection of 

citizens from floods – 

implementation of flood 

measures, water management; 

ORGANISATION: IRS 

development - personnel, 

material, readiness of 

components; 

Improving the conditions of 

volunteer firefighters; 

CA: Functioning and 

development of IRS; creation 

of shared capacities of main 

components of the IRS – 

maximum effectiveness in 

preventing and eliminating the 

consequences of catastrophes 

and natural disasters. 

TERRORISM: International 

terrorism and cyber terrorism; 

terrorism (at home); 

INTERNATIONAL: 

Humanitarian aid; civilian 

missions. 

 

Source: author based on own analysis 

 

6.1.4. Discussion 

The aim of the above analysis was to get a better understanding of the governmental approach to 

civil security and to obtain insights into what civil security topics are brought up in the PSs. Such 

understanding also allows an informed assessment of the political attention, strategic governance 

and learning in this area. The analysis shows that civil security does appear on the governmental 

agenda of all three countries64 studied here (i.e. Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic). Civil 

security is thus a recognized topic by the government, important enough to be included in the PSs. 

The analysis assessed the following questions: 

6.1.4.1. Do civil security topics appear on the governmental agenda in reaction to disasters or 

does civil security represent a stable topic? 

In all three cases the issue of civil security (on the own territory) was brought up for the first time 

in connection with damaging floods in late 1990s. Here, the disaster clearly was the major driver 

of agenda attention in the policy domain of civil security (see Birkland 2016: 411). Another clearly 

reactive response appeared later only once in the Czech case after the floods of 2013. Also, the 

topic of terrorism started to appear in all four countries after the 2001 terrorist attacks in the USA, 

although framed differently (i.e., not always as a civil security issue). 

 

64 For the case of Hungary, comprehensive data were not available.  
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However, civil security got political attention in the form of being included in the PSs even in times 

without any major disaster or without any disaster at all (compare with Birkland 2016). On the one 

hand, civil security topics resonated especially after large floods (1997 and 2013 in Poland; 1998, 

1999, 2004, 2010 in Slovakia; and 1997, 2002, 2006, 2013 in the Czech Republic). On the other 

hand, in all three cases, the topic was reflected in the PSs also in periods where no serious disaster 

occurred. Typically, this was related to the intention to draw the EU funds (at some point mentioned 

in the PSs of all three countries), financing and efficiency of functioning (e.g., concerning medical 

rescue as part of civil protection services). 

For the Czech and Slovak cases, it can be maintained that civil security has become a stable topic 

on the agenda. Civil security issues have been brought up by all consecutive governments in 

Slovakia and all but one in the Czech Republic (which was due to specific character and brevity of 

the respective PS presented by a caretaker government). In Poland, the occurrence of civil security 

on the governmental agenda was rather sparse over the followed period and cannot be regarded a 

stable topic on the agenda.  

This might also reflect the way in which PSs are created and presented in the former two countries, 

i.e. that the main agendas of all ministers are put together in the PS. In this way, also the 

bureaucratic apparatus intervenes in that it prepares the topics to be put forward by the respective 

minister65. This approach could help explain why civil security, especially in the Czech Republic 

and in Slovakia gets attention in the PSs, although the subject can be considered an expert and 

professional domain (see Birkland 2016). 

6.1.4.2. What aspects are addressed – reaction to disasters, or preventive measures? 

Although in late 1990s, the approach was openly reactive to the damage and the need to respond 

to the damaging floods in Poland and in the Czech Republic, in both countries (as well as in 

Slovakia) improvement/preventive measures were also mentioned. Other disaster events mostly 

led to stressing the need for pro-active measures typically in a form of flood prevention, population 

warning systems, as well as building and strengthening civil protection system and cooperation in 

all three countries.  

 

65 Note: Assumption made based on personal insider observation by the author. 
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Over the followed period of time, both reactive and preventive measures were present in the PSs. 

Besides these two categories, however, also organisational aspects of ensuring civil security were 

frequently addressed as a specific category. The aspects of civil security brought up in the PSs can 

thus be divided into three main categories covering statements and announced measures related to 

the 1) help and assistance after disaster strikes; 2) prevention; and 3) organisation.  

The findings here can be contrasted with the observation made for the USA by Healy and Malhotra 

(2009) and Birkland (2016) that post-disaster relief typically gets more attention than disaster 

preparedness in the political arena and governments focus rather on reaction than on an actively 

promoting prevention. Not only was prevention more common than disaster relief in all three 

countries, but also more general organisational aspects including cooperation and institutional 

setup represented an important theme in the parts of PSs which dealt with civil security.  

Typically, when more civil security aspects were brought up in a PS, there was a mix of 

organisational and/or preventive and assistance (including help provision abroad) measures and 

statements. Organisational aspects, i.e., development and functioning of relevant services, 

cooperation of actors, and coordination were put forward somewhat more often in all three 

countries over the other two categories. Also, announced legislation to be created or reviewed 

concerned organisation or prevention with organisation being more frequent, especially in the 

Czech and Slovak cases.  

6.1.4.3. What civil security topics (if any) are brought up by the government? Do these topics 

change or develop over longer periods of time?  

In all three countries, all three above-identified categories (i.e., relief; prevention; organisation) 

were present in the PSs over the followed period. Concerning long-term trends, civil security in the 

analysed PSs can be characterized by continuity of particular topics within the organisation and 

prevention categories such as coordination and cooperation, flood prevention measures, and in the 

Czech and Slovak cases, the IRS.  

Otherwise, there were raised ad-hoc topics related to particular circumstances in both the security 

and policy environments. These ranged from reaction to floods in the Polish and Czech cases, 

through civil protection against terrorism, to determination to use the EU funds for improving 

particular aspects of civil security (e.g., improving flood protection or investing in the equipment 

of relevant bodies and agencies).  
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The only observable change concerned gradual broadening of the range of actors involved in civil 

security provision, which was quite pronounced in Slovakia, less pronounced in the Czech 

Republic and slightly in Poland. Otherwise, there was a relative stability of some of the topics 

related to organisation and prevention. This partially contrasts with Birkland (2016) who notes a 

trend of disaster preparedness and mitigation becoming “more common (if small) aspects of the 

[political] agenda” (ibid: 403). On the one hand, these topics got attention relatively late. On the 

other hand, though, preparedness was mentioned in the PSs throughout the followed period and 

thus can be regarded as constant rather than an increasing trend. 

It can be summarized that, contrary to the observation of Mortensen et al. (2011), the civil security 

policy agenda (as reflected in the PSs) can be perceived as overall relatively stable in the studied 

countries, even in the long-term perspective. Especially in the Czech and Slovak cases, there was 

continuity in the form of re-stating the intention to support the action capability of the IRS, ensure 

flood protection and further develop the IRS even by consecutive governments being from different 

parts of the political spectrum.  

This observation can be linked to the one of Quarantelli (2002) that civil security is considered a 

government responsibility by most political ideologies. For political leaders, including civil 

security topics into the PSs “can send citizens signals about what the leaders value – and that they 

are taking action on those values” (Kettl 2003: 259). This might also reflect the attitudes of the 

citizens, who, in the followed period, tended to worry about their security, in particular about the 

natural disasters and terrorism (Brazova 2014). 

6.1.4.4. Reflection of policy learning and strategic governance concerning civil security in the 

PSs 

The aim of policy open to learning is especially the reduction of future damage “by building better 

protective systems” (Birkland 2016: 402). Based on the analysis of PSs, seen as a precursor for 

future legislation changes, preventive measures, together with organisational changes, were on the 

agenda after major disasters in all three countries. In this respect, disasters indeed provided an 

opportunity for learning.  

The data here show that, in the Czech and Slovak cases, where civil security is quite stably on the 

agenda in the PSs, preparedness (or “action-ability”) was the dominating topic when civil security 

is concerned. In Poland, where civil security gets into the PS only occasionally, this topic was less 
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pronounced66. Overall, preparedness was a relatively constant topic mentioned in the PSs, with no 

clear (increasing) trend. Mentioning the topic of preparedness in the PSs thus does not necessarily 

indicate policy learning. It might well be understood also as a value statement (see Kettl 2003: 259) 

especially when it is only generally reiterated in the PS.  

Looking at the PSs from the perspective of strategic governance (i.e. taking into account 1) systemic 

orientation; 2) vision and anticipatory approach; and 3) plurality of actors and their empowerment) 

shows the following: 

Provided that civil security topics in general and preventive measures in particular were on the 

agenda also in times without a crisis, prevention planning in all three countries can be thought of as 

long-term one, in line with the premises of strategic planning. Similarly, stress on effectiveness can 

be observed. Especially in the Czech and Slovak cases, we see in a long-term a stable and continuous 

orientation in the PSs towards ensuring and maintaining “action-ability” of the national rescue 

systems (compare e.g. with Buckle et al., undated). 

The observation that civil security got to the governmental agenda only after a large disaster in all 

three countries and that the topics (especially concerning prevention) tend to be quite repetitive, 

suggests a lesser role of anticipation. Also, the topics concentrating on ensuring action ability and 

cooperation cannot be regarded as providing new visions. New impetuses were brought up typically 

after a “significant” crisis (Birkland 2016) or in connection with the EU and its legislation (e.g., 

determination to pass regulation on industrial disasters in the Czech and Slovak cases).  

According to Bown and Sumsion (2016), visionary thinking is best translated to practice through 

visionary policy. The authors provide a literature-based explanation of the meaning of ‘visionary 

policy’ as desiring something better than the status quo while clearly articulating new possibilities 

(ibid.: 194; see also Hall and Löfgren 2004). While in all countries better provision of civil security 

(especially in terms of a more effective functioning of the civil security system) is envisaged in the 

PSs, these statements remain quite general. Compared to other policies (see e.g. Magnússon and 

Magnúsdóttir 2024), civil security seems to be a field where there is no need for creating and/or 

communicating a clear (and ambitious) vision and thus (re-)stating the value of security and the 

aim to ensure it suffices. 

 

66 Compare with Birkland (2016) who notes a trend of disaster preparedness and mitigation becoming “more common 

(if small) aspects of the [political] agenda” (ibid: 403). 
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Finally, if we look at the third key element of strategic governance, i.e., plurality of actors and their 

empowerment, we see differences among the three countries. The trend of a broadening array of 

stakeholders is the least pronounced in Poland. Here, only the integration of medical rescue into 

the civil security system was brought up in the PS 2015 (being previously touched upon in the PS 

2005) in the followed period. In Slovakia, on the contrary, a trend can be seen in broadening the 

range of cooperation not only among the services but also with different CSOs. The Czech case is 

then somewhere in the middle between the two, focusing on strengthening the system components 

(including the voluntary firefighters) and their cooperation while not being so outwards oriented as 

in Slovakia. 

In sum, the perspective of strategic governance provides a mixed picture. On the one hand, we see 

long-term and stable orientation with emphasis on preparedness and effectiveness, especially in the 

Czech and Slovak cases. This couples with the themes of prevention and organisation which were 

dominating in the PSs (as opposed to rather short-term help). On the other hand, the element of 

vision seems to be missing in all three cases. The lack of (communicated) vision might suggest that 

learning happens primarily due to external triggers/focusing events.  

The PSs do not reflect all elements of strategic governance, although civil security is a topic which 

gets governmental attention in the PSs also in times without a significant crisis (especially in 

Czechia and Slovakia, to a lesser extent in Poland). To better understand the drivers of policy 

change and learning in this field, legislation will be further analysed in the following section. The 

next sub-chapter will look into the triggers of main legislative changes. 

6.2. The Role of Disasters as Focusing Events67 

6.2.1. Introduction  

Adaptive policymaking emphasizes the adaptation of policies in response to a changing 

environment over time (Nair 2022). The changing nature of risk (Lagadec 2009) also makes the 

adjustment of civil security systems necessary. Hermann (1990) then argues that failure is “one of 

the most basic explanations” to what triggers new learning and thus also a policy change (ibid. 10-

 

67 Note: This sub-chapter was originally published as a paper “Evolution of civil security systems: the case of three 

Central European countries” published in the Journal of Risk Research (Brazova et al. 2013). For reference see List of 

Publications in the Annex. The paper was co-authored by two other authors, responsible for the inputs on Poland and 

on Hungary. The rest of the paper was written by the author of this dissertation as a lead author within the mentioned 

publication. 
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13). In this respect, focusing events are important since they can highlight a policy failure (Birkland 

2004: 343), thereby drawing attention to the need for hazards prevention and mitigation to both 

politicians and the public (Solecki and Michaels 1994). While risk regulation is often described as 

evolving through incremental changes (Boholm et al. 2012: 8), significant policy developments 

have taken place in the field of civil security in all four Central European countries in the two 

decades following the democratic transition.  

In Western European countries, an important adaptive shift in the field of civil security occurred 

already in the last quarter of the 20th century, although the first pivot towards broader civil 

emergency approach can be traced back to 1960s. In West Germany, officials reframed civil 

defence in mid-1960s as also preparing for non-military disasters (Molitor 2022). In the last quarter 

of the twentieth century, most Western developed countries changed the principles of building a 

civil protection system, which until then had served exclusively for protection during wartime. In 

the UK, e.g., a Civil Protection in Peacetime Act was enacted in 1986, allowing local authorities 

to utilize their civil defense resources for emergencies and disasters not related to a foreign power's 

hostile attack (Gledhill 2024). For marking this change at the supra- and international level, 

especially the European Union ministerial meeting in 1986 and the adoption of the so-called Treaty 

of Rome by the NATO countries in 1991were important (Bártíková 2002; see also Alexander 2002; 

Quarantelli 2000).  

At the same time, Bynander (2008) and Stern and Hansén (2004) observed a tendency to „over-

learn” in countries after democratic transition, when e.g. Estonia in early 1990s experienced a 

„hyper-learning” with respect to its reforms of the civil security system (Stern, Hansén 2004). 

Significant changes were introduced after virtually every crisis because the stabilizing effect of the 

general political and bureaucratic inertia was still lacking to temper the catalytic function of crises 

(ibid.: 19). 

In Central Europe, and particularly within the V4 countries, the evolution of civil security 

frameworks unfolded within a significantly compressed time frame during the 1990s68. Following 

the collapse of communist regimes, the concept of civil protection underwent a fundamental 

transformation—from a militarised, state-centric function to a non-military public safety domain 

increasingly embedded in democratic governance structures. As the subsequent analysis 

 

68 For the evolution of the Czech and Polish security systems see Brázová, Wiśniewski (2017). 
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demonstrates, this re-conceptualisation marked a crucial normative shift; however, the full 

institutional configuration of national civil security systems did not materialise until the early 

2000s, when legal frameworks, administrative arrangements, and inter-agency mechanisms were 

formalised. 

The chapter aims to understand the main drivers of these changes leading to adaptation of the civil 

security systems. While recognizing that adaptation is finally a result of a broader constellation of 

factors, the specific role played by the so-called focusing events69 (Birkland 1998) is studied here.  

The analysis focuses on the Central European countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and 

Slovakia) so as to gain a comparative picture of how the civil security systems in the post-

communist countries in the region have developed. Common history and geographical proximity 

provide sufficient similarity for the cases to be compared so as to highlight the similarities, potential 

common trends, and differences. 

When discussing adaptation and policy change in relation to focusing events, Birkland (2004; 

2006) distinguishes three different kinds of learning which may result:  

1. Instrumental policy learning concerning adjustments to fit the extant risks more 

appropriately. What is changed are the policy tools to address the present threats.  

2. Social policy learning concentrating on the problem itself and the government action. The 

respective policy design is touched, possibly broadening the scope of threats to national 

security. 

3. Political learning concerning new approaches, changes in the actors and their involvement 

(Birkland 2006: 16-17).  

This is in line also with other authors such as Hermann (1990) who distinguishes four levels of 

change: 1) “adjustment changes” usually only of a quantitative nature; 2) qualitative “program 

changes” involving e.g. new instruments; 3) “problem/goal changes”; and 4) “orientation changes” 

involving a basic shift where not one policy but many are changed (ibid., 5-6).70 Similarly, Hall’s 

(1993) three-order approach concerns 1) routine adjustments, fine-tuning and calibration in relation 

to the implementation practise (1st order changes); 2) changes in policy instruments already on a 

 

69 See the respective chapter above. 
70 Originally, with the co-authors of this analysis, we based our analysis on Hermann’s (1990) four-stage distinction. 

However, as the differences between program and problem/goal changes are often blurred, a three-stage model is 

deemed more appropriate which conflates the two aforementioned types into a change of 2nd order while preserving 

the distinction of differentiated learning.  
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larger scale (2nd order changes); and 3) shifts in goals, new policy problems as priorities (3rd order 

changes) (Hall 1993, see also Baumgartner 2012, Howlett, Cashore 2009). 

The expectation here is that after a large and sudden crisis, the reaction in the civil security system 

will be a major organizational and/or legislative change. At the same time, the systems are expected 

to be rather sensitive to all, even minor crises as the stabilizing effect of well-established 

bureaucracy (Stern, Hansén 2004) in this region was lacking in the area of civil security.  

6.2.2. Note on Methodology 

This chapter seeks to find out what were the main drivers of policy change in the field of civil 

security and protection and what was the role of external environment (shocks, crises) upon the 

evolution of the system71. For this purpose, a disciplined-configurative (multi-case) study was 

conducted, relating the outcome of analysis to the theory of focusing events72. 

In this chapter, two main drivers of change are considered. (A) The chapter builds on Birkland’s 

(2006) model of “event-related policy change”73. Using the International Disaster Database (Guha-

Sapir et al., online), key “focusing events” i.e. natural and other disasters in the three countries are 

identified. (B) Alternatively, also other factors are considered: specifically, the role firstly of 

democratization and the approximation to the Western European standards, secondly of the 

legislation adopted together with accession to the EU. In line with the concept of Europeanization 

i.e. “domestic change caused by an EU-generated influence” (Major 2005, 176), significant 

changes triggered especially by the EU law74 are identified.  

The analysis is based on review of literature, official documents and key legal acts with their 

amendments and reasoning reports in the four countries75. Moreover, data collected, and peer-

reviewed reports produced within the ANVIL project were utilised. Principally, all changes in the 

respective legislation were studied which occurred between 1990 and 2012. Out of these, a large 

 

71 RQ3, see above. 
72 See the chapter on methodology above. 
73 See chapter on theory above. 
74 These might be well observable even before the actual accession to the EU, in 2004 - be it for meeting the accession 

requirements or by a voluntary orientation (Major 2005; 178-186). 
75 By studying the outputs of institutions (such as new laws and regulations) an insight can be gained “on whether and 

to what extent the key participants in these institutions have learned” (Birkland 2004: 344). Especially immediate 

changes are understood to be an outcome of learning as with slow changes the identification of a particular event as a 

catalyst becomes difficult if not impossible (ibid.). 



 

131 

 

number was either rather insignificant (adjustment changes) or irrelevant for the CSS as such (e.g. 

a change in wording connected with a change in other field of legislation). 

In the analysis, the actual changes in civil security systems over the period between 1990 and 2012 

were followed. This is in line with Birkland (1998: 58) who argues that focusing events should be 

studied over longer periods of time. As incremental (or adjustment, 1st order) changes are 

commonplace in regular policymaking (Hermann 1993, Howlett, Cashore 2009, Baumgartner 

2012), the analysis focuses on the major changes in means, ends and overall orientation (i.e. 2nd 

and 3rd order changes). 

6.2.3. Main Crises 1990-2016 in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia 

6.2.3.1. Significant disasters in the Czech Republic 

The most significant disasters in the Czech Republic were floods. The largest flood of 2002 affected 

approximately 200 thousand people. The flood of 1997 affected more than 100 thousand. Although 

there are more floods recorded, only three of them (in 2006, 2009 and 2010) affected more than 

one thousand people (Guha-Sapir et al., online). 

 

Table 14: Czech Republic (10.6 million inhabitants in 2017): disasters 1993-2016 

Disaster Type Year 
People 

Killed 

People 

Injured 
People Affected 

Total Damage 

(in thousands 

USD) 76 

Transport Accident 1995 18 4 0 0 

Flood 1996 1 0 60 36000 

Flood 1997 29 2409 87725 1850000 

Flood 1998 6 0 0 52000 

Flood 2000 0 0 0 80000 

Flood 2002 18 0 200000 2400000 

Storm 2002 2 0 0 20000 

Transport Accident 2003 19 35 0 0 

Flood 2005 1 0 0 0 (NA) 

Storm 2005 0 3 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2006 6 0 4315 0 (NA) 

Storm 2007 4 0 0 150000 

 

76 Methodological note: The EM-DAT database relies on reports from various sources, especially from the UN 

agencies, NGOs, research institutes, press agencies, etc. (Guha-Sapir et al., online). Hence, the information on damage 

is not always included as it is hard to estimate. As a rule, transport accidents did not cause significant material damage 

but their death toll was comparatively high to other disasters. In the case of storms and floods, the zeros in the right 

column of the table should be read as "not reported" or "missing data". Typically, these incurred multi-million damage, 

especially to private and municipal property. E.g. in the Czech case, the total damage after the 2006 flood was estimated 

to be 5 billion CZK (approx. 200 million USD) by the government, including also damage to construction and 

infrastructure. 



 

132 

 

Storm 2008 2 0 0 50000 

Transport accident 2008 10 100 0 0 

Flood 2009 13 0 14450 150000 

Storm 2009 2 12 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2010 11 0 1400 347560 

Flood 2013 7 0 1300000 1083887 

Source: EM-DAT (Guha-Sapir et al., online) 

 

The country has also witnessed five industrial accidents. These include two explosions – a methane 

explosion in a coal mine in 1990 (killing 30 miners) and an ammunition explosion in the Soviet 

army barracks in early 1991 (killing 21 soldiers); two large railway accidents in 1995 and 2008 and 

a bus crash in 2003 (Guha-Sapir et al., online). Although not included in the EM-DAT database, 

several other large-scale crises can also be considered such was the case of swine flu in 2009/2010 

which resulted in 102 deaths (Ministry of Health 2010), ranking the country among the EU 

countries with the highest mortality rate77 (Lidovky.cz 2010, online). 

If we consider only economic damage, the largest losses were caused by the 2002 flood, followed 

by the flood of 1997. Four other events resulted in damage exceeding 100 million USD, among 

them a storm of 2007 (ibid.). In four cases, a state of emergency was called by the government: 

during the floods in 2002, 2006 and 2013; and after the storm in 2007. Yet, caution is required 

when interpreting this as an indicator of the importance of a crisis as prior to 1998 the institution 

of a state of emergency did not exist in the legislation. 

6.2.3.2. Significant disasters in Hungary 

In Hungary, over 50 % of the territory is endangered by floods (Vari 2002, Linerooth–Bayer and 

Vari 2004). Despite relatively well-developed flood protection facilities, floods are frequent and 

represent the most typical risk among natural disasters. Storms are also frequent, although the 

number of people affected is generally lower than in the case of other disasters. The most severe 

and significant event for our purposes was recorded on August 20th, 2006, when a sudden storm hit 

a crowd of 300 people celebrating a national holiday in Budapest. 

 

 

77 Together with Slovakia, Hungary, Malta and Portugal (Lidovky.cz 2010, online). 
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Table 15: Hungary (9.8 million inhabitants in 2017): disasters 1990-2016 
Disaster Type Year People 

Killed 

People 

Injured 

People 

Affected 

Total Damage (in 

thousands USD) 78 

Transport Accident 1992 16 0 0 0 

Transport Accident 1994 31 59 0 0 

Industrial Accident 1995 0 0 0 60 000 

Flood 1996 0 0 0 0 (NA) 

Transport Accident 1996 11 20 0 0 

Flood 1997 0 0 0 10 000 

Flood 1999 8 0 131 441 293 400 

Storm 1999 40 0 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2000 1 0 2 000 55 000 

Industrial Accident 2000 0 0 0 0 

Flood 2001 0 0 10 000 5 000 

Flood 2002 0 0 1 430 30 000 

Transport Accident 2002 19 32 0 0 

Storm 2003 7 0 0 0 (NA) 

Transport Accident 2003 33 5 0 0 

Flood 2004 0 0 384 0 

Flood 2005 0 0 0 48 000 

Storm 2005 4 0 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2006 0 0 32 000 0 (NA) 

Storm 2006 5 300 0 10 000 

Transport Accident 2006 42 0 0 0 

Flood 2010 1 0 2 000 440 000 

Industrial Accident 2010 9 150 0 103 000 

Transport accident 2011 14 2 0 0 

Earthquake (seismic 

activity) 2013 0 0 1 800 0 (NA) 

Flood 2013 0 0 48 565 0 (NA) 

Storm 2013 0 0 14 000 0 

Flood 2014 0 0 6 500 0 

Flood 2016 0 0 2 282 0 

Source: EM-DAT (Guha-Sapir et al., online) 

 

Recent floods (in 1999, 2000, 2006, 2010 and 2013) were specific due to the large numbers of 

inhabitants affected. There were 9 floods affecting more than one thousand people. In terms of 

material damage, the floods of 1999 and 2010 were the most severe ones, causing the largest 

damage (Guha-Sapir et al., online).  

The most devastating industrial disaster was caused by a caustic waste reservoir collapse at an 

alumina plant in Ajka, Western Hungary on October 4th, 2010. The alumina plant reservoir 

destabilized and released approximately one million cubic meters of liquid red mud. This disaster 

 

78 Methodological note from Table 14 also applies here. 
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resulted in serious losses: 9 people died, 122 were injured, and 7270 people were affected as 

roughly 40 square kilometres of land was contaminated.  

6.2.3.3. Significant disasters in Poland 

In Poland, the predominant risks are natural: floods, storms, and wildfires. The main anthropogenic 

dangers are construction disasters, chemical contamination, and transportation accidents. The most 

significant disaster in Poland in the last decades was the devastating flood of 1997 (mainly along 

the river Odra) which resulted in 55 casualties, more than 200 thousand people affected and about 

4 billion USD in material damages. The 1997 flood was followed by a smaller (yet still significant) 

flood in 2001, along the upper Vistula River. Another devastating flood occurred in May-June 

2010, affecting other central European countries as well. The losses reached several billions USD.  

 

Table 16: Poland (38.4 million inhabitants in 2017): disasters 1990-2016 
Disaster Type Year People 

Killed 

People 

Injured 

People 

Affected 

Total Damage (in 

thousands USD) 79 

Storm 1990 0 0 0 50 000 

Transport Accident 1990 16 39 0 0 

Transport Accident 1991 10 0 0 0 

Wildfire 1992 35 0 0 0 

Miscellaneous accident 1994 3 210 0 0 

Storm 1994 1 0 0 1 000 

Transport Accident 1994 31 45 0 0 

Miscellaneous accident 1995 21 0 0 0 

Flood 1997 55 0 162 500 3 500 000 

Transport Accident 1997 10 12 0 0 

Flood 1998 9 0 1 200 0 (NA) 

Storm 1999 3 0 0 10 000 

Flood 2001 27 0 15 000 700 000 

Industrial Accident 2002 10 1 0 0 

Storm 2002 9 0 0 150 

Flood 2004 0 0 600 0 (NA) 

Flood 2005 2 0 3 600 0 (NA) 

Storm 2005 0 0 0 0 (NA) 

Transport Accident 2005 12 40 0 0 

Flood 2006 0 0 500 0 (NA) 

Industrial Accident 2006 23 0 0 0 

Miscellaneous accident 2006 65 170 0 0 

Storm 2007 19 0 0 100 000 

Storm 2008 2 10 1 050 50 000 

Transport accident 2008 20 0 0 0  

Flood 2009 1 0 150 100 000 

Industrial Accident 2009 20 22 0 0 

 

79 The methodological note from Table 14 also applies here. 
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Miscellaneous accident 2009 22 20 0 0 

Storm 2009 8 82 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2010 19 0 100 700 3 080 000 

Transport accident 2010 17 1 0 0 

Storm 2012 1 10 300 5 900 

Transport accident 2012 16 60 0 0 

Storm 2013 4 53 0 0 

Transport accident 2014 11 1 0 0 

Storm 2015 1 17 1 200 0 

Flood 2016 1 3 0 0 

Source: EM-DAT (Guha-Sapir et al., online) 

 

Apart from floods, there were several other significant natural disasters. In July 2007 strong wind 

in the Mazurian Lake District (a traditional sailing region) sank many yachts. Twelve people died 

and several were injured. In addition, the Swine Flu (AH1N1) epidemic in 2009/10 resulted in 180 

deaths.  

Regarding industrial catastrophes, the most serious ones happened in 2006. In January, snow on an 

exhibition building roof caused the collapse of the building and killed 65 people and injured 170. 

In November, a methane explosion in a coal mine in South Poland killed 23 miners. 

Concerning transportation accidents, the most tragic was the presidential plane crash in Smolensk 

(April 2010) when 96 top ranked politicians (the President among them) and public figures died. 

In January 2008, a smaller airplane crash led to the death of 20 high ranked air force officers.  

6.2.3.4. Significant disasters in Slovakia 

The most significant disasters over the followed period in Slovakia were floods. They were also 

the most common disaster, counting for the majority of all disasters and accidents, according to the 

EM-DAT database (Guha-Sapir et al., online). Although technological disasters did occur in 

Slovakia (such as a coal mine explosion in 2009 or an explosion at military repair facilities in 

2007), they were comparatively less important than natural disasters in terms of the number of 

people affected (ibid.). 
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Table 17: Slovakia (5.4 million inhabitants in 2017): disasters 1993-2016 
Disaster Type Year People 

Killed 

People 

Injured 

People 

Affected 

Total Damage (in 

thousands USD) 80 

Industrial Accident 1995 11 200 0 0 

Flood 1997 0 0 0 60 000 

Flood 1998 54 61 10 850 45 000 

Flood 1999 2 0 35 207 113 300 

Wildfire 2000 6 0 0 0 

Flood 2001 1 0 0 6 000 

Flood 2002 0 0 0 3 000 

Transport Accident 2003 11 24 0 0 

Flood 2004 1 0 230 0 (NA) 

Storm 2004 2 24 10 300 383 300 

Flood 2005 1 0 0 0 (NA) 

Flood 2006 1 0 100 0 (NA) 

Miscellaneous accidents 2007 11 0 0 0 

Industrial Accident 2009 20 0 0 0 

Transport accident 2009 12 20 0 0 

Flood 2010 4 0 850 25 000 

Flood 2013 1 0 0 0 (NA) 

Source: EM-DAT (Guha-Sapir et al., online) 

 

Of the natural disasters, the floods of 1998 cost the most lives. Other natural disasters that took 

human lives were a wildfire in 2000; floods in 1999, in 2010, and in 2004; a flash flood in 2001; 

and a storm in November 2004 which devastated large forest areas. As significant can be regarded 

the flood of 2010 due to its scale as well as damage (Guha-Sapir et al., online). The flood caused a 

catastrophic landslide in Nižná Myšla and was ranked among the largest floods in over forty years 

by the government (Úrad vlády Slovenskej republiky, online). 

6.2.4. Evolution of Civil Security Systems and their Drivers 

In the sections below, the post-1989 evolution of the civil security systems in the Czech Republic, 

Hungary, Poland and Slovakia is outlined.  

6.2.4.1. Czech Republic 

The Cold War legacy left civil security (called “civil defence” at that time) in the Czech Republic 

under the authority of the Ministry of Defence to which it was - following the doctrinal theory of 

the Warsaw pact - transferred from the Ministry of Interior in 1976 (Martínek and Linhart 2006, 

13). After the break from the communist past, the policy became more civilian-centred with the 

 

80 The methodological note from Table 14 also applies here. 
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Civil Defense Main Office established as a public administration body subordinated to the Ministry 

of Defense. The term “civil protection” was introduced instead of “civil defence”, reflecting thus 

the humanitarian nature of the law. Yet, the overall responsibility still rested with the Ministry of 

Defense (Blažková 2011).  

Between 1990 and 1997, little attention was paid to civil security and even though drafting a single 

act on civil defence was considered it never materialized (Šilhánek and Dvořák 2003). After 1993 

(the split of the former Czechoslovakia), legislative activity on security stagnated (Rašek 2004, 

119) and issues of security and civil protection were pushed to the margin of political as well as 

public interest (Šilhánek and Dvořák 2003; Krobath and Stejskal 2004). No crisis event during the 

first half of the 1990s had an effect on the civil security system. The coal mine and military facility 

explosions of early 1990s were treated as disasters inherent to the specific areas and thus not 

threatening the general public. 

Taking 1997 as a starting point (after the 1997 flood), changes began to take place. Most of them 

were prefigured by the Governmental Resolution from November 1997 (Nr. 710/1997). By this 

resolution, the continuity of the responsibility for civil protection in both peacetime and during 

crises was stressed and responsibility was transferred to the Ministry of Interior (Martínek and 

Linhart 2006, 13), starting from January 2000 (Blažková 2011). Since 2001, the MoI has been the 

main guarantor and coordinator of civil protection (Act Nr. 240/2000 Coll.). 

This was truly an orientation change for the Czech civil security system. After the Constitutional 

Act on Security was enacted in 1998, a large set of legislation followed as a direct result. In 2000, 

the backbone of the country’s crisis management system was created via the implementation of the 

Act on the Integrated Rescue System (IRS), the Crisis Act, the Act on Economic Measures for the 

State of Crisis as well as the Act on Public Health Protection. Related program changes occurred 

such as the establishment of the General Directorate of Fire Rescue Brigades under the MoI. 

One year later, a completely new Water Act (Nr. 254/2001 Coll.) was adopted, which devoted 

specific attention to the issue of flood protection. Furthermore, the Act on State Aid Following 

Natural Disasters replaced the Relief Act for natural disasters which dated back to 1950. Although 

in the new Water Act of 2001, the “socio-economic changes after 1989” were reflected, the main 

driving force was future accession to the EU (Explanatory Memorandum 2001).  

The 1997 flood was, thus, a focusing event and was crucial as it sped up long postponed changes. 

Although the basic principles of the Integrated Rescue System were laid down in 1993 (Šilhánek, 
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Dvořák 2003), it took seven years until the corresponding legislation was adopted. Most notably, 

the Act on the IRS and the Crisis Act were enacted so as to "react to the (...) need to deal with large 

scale crises" (Explanatory Memorandum). Specifically, the experience from the floods was stressed 

and based on this experience, central management and coordination became the main focal points81. 

The Act on State Aid also referred to the 1997 flood. This demonstrated the need for legal provision 

regulating the implementation and financing of reconstruction (Explanatory Memorandum).  

The changes resulting from the 1997 flood suggest that the immediate amendment of the Water 

Act was rather the result of an urge to do “something” as it was changed again completely in 2001. 

Yet, even in this case pre-existing solutions were at hand. The amendment was suggested as early 

as in 1996, yet it was rejected by the Senate and thereafter by the President. Due to the flood, the 

former changes were brought up anew and this time passed (Explanatory Memorandum). 

Sped up by the floods, the Constitutional Act on Security (Nr. 110/1998) reflected a general shift 

towards human security, the aim now being the “nurturing of human life, (…) protection of 

property and livelihoods and maintaining the functions of the state as a security providing 

institution” (Explanatory Memorandum). Explicitly, the recommendations of NATO’s Civil 

Emergency Planning Committee of August 1996 on crisis legislation were mentioned (ibid.). 

Hence, the actual need for a comprehensive security system was in this case combined with the 

political need to adjust to the western civil security standards.  

After the large policy-making wave beginning in 1998 and culminating in 2000, no further acts 

concerning civil security were enacted in the followed period. An exception was a new Act on 

Prevention of Major Accidents Involving Chemicals replacing an older one of a similar name in 

2006. Here, the main goal was to comply with the EU legislation82 which reflected several major 

accidents abroad such as the incidents in Baia Mare (affecting the Tisza River Basin in Hungary) 

or Toulouse. In 2003, a program change occurred when prevention was stressed, and civil security 

education was introduced into schools’ curricula. This signified an important return to the civil 

education practice abandoned in 1990 (Krobath, Stejskal 2004, 162-164). Although the obligation 

 

81 With no EC legislation at hand, some parts of the new legislation drew their inspiration from the French, German 

and Canadian practice as well as from the recommendations provided by Stockholm Principles of 1996 on legislation-

making for the states of emergency. 
82 Directive 2003/105/ES 
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of educating the public existed as early as in 2000, the terrorist attacks in the USA in 2001 together 

with the flood of 2002 led to its implementation (ibid.). 

Looking at larger changes to civil security, a few program changes can be identified: in 2004, both 

the Act on IRS and the Water Act were modified and the amendment to the Act on Public Health 

was discussed and subsequently passed in 2005, thus introducing epidemiological vigilance. These 

amendments were, however, solely a reflection of the EU legislation83 (Explanatory 

Memorandum). 

The 2002 flood (being the largest and the costliest) thus cannot be regarded as a major focusing 

event as it did not involve any major policy change. It generally served as an example of a well-

managed crisis after which nothing (important) had to be changed (Špidla 2012; Fire Rescue 

Brigade 2012). 

Interestingly, no event other than natural disasters has had the effect of a focusing event and 

resulted in changes in the provision of civil security. The Swine Flu epidemic in 2009/2010 did not 

bring about any controversies related to the functioning of the security system and thus also any 

significant changes. Similarly, the gas crisis in 2009 was understood as well-managed with no 

resulting legal provisions required. The consequent definition of critical infrastructure and the 

inclusion thereof into the Czech legislation in 2011 was again related to the EU law (Explanatory 

Memorandum).  

Figure 5: Timeline of changes to civil security, Czech Republic 

 

Source: author 

 

83 Decision 2119/98/EC and the reform of the 2000/96/EC 
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6.2.4.2. Hungary  

After the collapse of communism, the regime change in Hungary brought up the need to shift from 

"civil defence" towards "civil protection" as the activities connected to natural disasters became 

progressively more important. As a result, two important legal acts were enacted in 1996. The Civil 

Protection Law (Nr. 37/1996 Coll.) defined the main tasks of civil protection in accordance with 

the Geneva protocols. Disaster management and civil protection systems in general were separated 

from the army84. The Act on the protection against fire, the technical rescue, and the fire protection 

system (Nr. 31/1996 Coll.) then established a new fire protection system tasked also with technical 

rescue operations (Lindmayer 2010: 303). 

The next important reform took place in 1999 when a completely new integrated disaster 

management system was established, setting up a new structure, comprising fire protection, civil 

protection and disaster management elements (Lindmayer 2010: 302-304). The Act on the 

Direction and Organization of Disaster Protection (Nr. 74/1999) highlighted prevention of natural 

and civilization disasters and defined the Civil Protection Directorate and State Fire Protection 

headquarters as a part of the Disaster Management Authority with departments of fire protection, 

civil protection, critical infrastructures and hazardous industry (Hoffmann and Nemeth 2010). 

Also, a central organ with national authority, the General Directorate of National Disaster 

Protection, was established as a disaster management organization of the Ministry of Interior, 

together with a network of regional organs under the NDGDM (Act Nr. 74/1999 Coll.). In this way, 

for the first time in the Hungarian history, a centralised disaster management authority appeared 

(Lindmayer 2010: 302-304).  

Following the EU Accession in 2004, some legislative changes appeared, connected with the 

harmonization with the EU law. They concerned fire prevention and the supervision of dangerous 

material road transportation. They did not change the orientation of the system, however.  

In 2011, a New Fundamental Law85 was adopted with several elements relevant to civil security, 

such as the definition of crisis and emergency stages and the stipulation of civil protection 

obligations. In the same year, a New Disaster Management Act was issued. It created a more 

centralized system of disaster management giving more powers and responsibilities to the state 

 

84 However, the army still can be involved in disaster response (National Defence Act Nr. 105/2004 Coll.) 
85 Note: an equivalent of a Constitution. 
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disaster management authorities, especially the NDGDM (Petkov, Tagarev 2015: 14-17). A new 

organizational structure of the NDGDM was introduced86. The responsibilities of mayors in 

disaster prevention and response remained the same but disaster management referees were 

employed to help them. Municipal fire-fighters were subordinated to the disaster management 

authorities while new firefighting units were established, and voluntary firefighters were put under 

stricter control with their competences restricted (Galantai and Újhegyi 2012; Petkov, Tagarev 

2015). The management and flood protection became separated from water quality systems 

(subordinated to different ministries). The organisational structure of industrial security, including 

dangerous industry, dangerous transportation, critical infrastructure and nuclear safety was 

redesigned and moved under the control of the disaster management authorities (Galantai 2012; 

Petkov, Tagarev 2015).  

This orientation change impacted also changes in education, following from the Disaster 

Management Act in 2011. It included a complex educational and information spreading schemes 

for all levels of education, comprising disaster management involvement in the schools' curricula, 

curricula for teachers' training and adult education (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 

In Hungary, recent and relatively large-scale disaster events (large scale floods in the years 1999, 

2000, 2006, 2010, a storm in 2006 and the red sludge disaster in Ajka of 2010) unleashed changes 

in the civil security system. Some severe floods, especially the 1999 flood, can be treated as 

focusing events. Due to significant damages, these cases were investigated which resulted in 

recommendations of changes aimed at making the system more efficient. An important event for 

public memory was the storm in 2006 on the national holiday when a storm hit a celebrating crowd. 

The event was not cancelled, there was no alarm, nor evacuation. The investigation revealed a lack 

of clear task division and responsibilities and also the lack of education – emergency exercises and 

planning (Szabo 2012). 

A truly focusing event was the red sludge disaster in 2010, the most significant accident in terms 

of its impact on the shape of the civil security system. It was the triggering event for the substantial 

reshaping of the civil security system. The weaknesses of the previous system in terms of planning 

industrial storages, privatization conditions, daily operations and supervision were indicated 

 

86 Resting on three pillars: civil protection, fire protection and industrial safety (Petkov, Tagarev 2015). 
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(Parliamentary Investigation Committee 2011). The consequent Disaster Management Act 

clarified organisation, supervision, and responsibility rules for industrial safety. 

 

Figure 6: Timeline of changes to civil security, Hungary 

 

Source: author 

 

6.2.4.3. Poland 

The Polish civil security system was centralized and integrated into the military system during 

communist times. However, in the 1970s, certain elements of peace time operations were 

introduced. After the collapse of Communism, the responsibility for the system was shifted to the 

Ministry of Defence from the Prime Minister’s office. At the same time, the civil security system 

was not transformed but separate systems of rescue services and crisis management were 

developed. In 1992, protocol 1 of the Geneva Convention was signed by Poland. In the same year, 

the State Fire Service was created and in 1995, the National Fire Fighting and Rescue System was 

established. Also in 1995, new legislation on civil security was prepared but was not passed due to 

conflict with other laws.  

In 1997, civil protection responsibility was moved from the Ministry of Defence to the Ministry of 

Interior. The next year, the Civil Protection Office was replaced by the Office for Crisis 

Management and Civil Protection. While the previous office focused on civil protection, the new 

one had broader responsibilities, including crisis management. In 1998, The Committee of the 

Council of Ministries on Crisis Management was established (Decree of the Prime minister 

27/1998). It was the first time that crisis management appeared in a high-ranking document. The 

Committee was replaced by the Crisis Issues Group in 2002. The Crisis Management Centre has 

been present at the regional level within the regional administration since the beginning of 1999. 

This was the beginning of the establishment of the crisis management system.  
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In 1999, a major reform of the administration87 was introduced. In 2000, the tasks of civil protection 

were assigned to the State Fire Service. In 2001, the Act on Civil Readiness and Crisis Management 

and the Act on Citizens’ Security, Crisis Management and National Rescue System were drafted. 

Also, the Water Act came into being, attributing the responsibility for flood protection to 

administrative bodies. In 2002, the Act on Disasters came into being, defining basic terms: natural 

catastrophe and technical failure, as well as measures and support from specialized institutions 

(Bac 2011). The aim was primarily the clarification of responsibilities for action in case of an 

emergency as the 1997 flood showed ambiguities in the interpretation of the regulations 

(Wojnowska-Ciodyk 1997). 

In 2007, the Act on Crisis Management finalized the system establishment, defining crisis, crisis 

infrastructure, crisis management and specifying responsibilities and operations. This act defined 

the basis for the integrated system of crisis management in Poland (Górski 2007). It was 

supplemented by the Act on National Emergency Medical Services and by the law on fire 

protection.  

The evolution of the civil security system in Poland after 1990 left civil defence aside. There were 

a few attempts to supplement the existing regulations by adding a citizen protection system. In 

2006, work began at the Ministry of Interior to draft a law on citizen protection and rescue services. 

However, the drafts conflicted with other legislation and were criticized by the Ministry of Defence 

and by the National Security Bureau and, subsequently, abandoned. Two drafts of the Act on 

Citizen Protection were later prepared – in 2009 and 2011/12. They failed for similar reasons.  

Altogether, the main changes to the civil security system after 1990 include establishment of the 

National Fire Fighting and Rescue System (1991-95), moving the responsibility for civil protection 

to the State Fire Service (2000) and the establishment of the crisis management system which 

started in 1997 and was finalized in 2007. These reforms were “driven by the disasters revealing 

weaknesses of the system” (Matczak, Abgarowicz 2013: 31). After the catastrophic flood of 2010, 

no large changes followed as the system was positively assessed by the Supreme Audit Office 

(ibid.). 

In Poland, the flood of 1997 had the largest impact on the shape of the civil security system. The 

flood brought tremendous losses but also showed weaknesses in the flood management system and 

 

87 The county level of local government was established, and the number of regions decreased from 49 to 16. 
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in the civil security system more generally. Decision making and coordination was revealed to be 

ambiguous and inefficient. The changes introduced after 1997, establishing the crisis management 

system and relocating responsibility, were tested during the flood of 2001. This was considered to 

be a success and the system was further developed. There was little (or – no) influence of European 

legislation since it was well before the accession and this area was not regulated by the EU. The 

impact of the EU was, however, clearly visible in the Water Act of 2001. In this respect, the very 

important reference issue was the implementation of the Water Framework Directive and the 

Floods directive.  

The most spectacular non-natural catastrophe of the presidential airplane in 2010 can be considered 

as having had little impact on the system as it was highly politicized and ended with a stalemate. 

Similarly, the issue related to Swine Flu was debated but did not result in any changes to the civil 

security system. 

 

Figure 7: Timeline of changes to civil security, Poland 

 

Source: author 

 

6.2.4.4. Slovakia 

The legislation on civil protection was enacted very soon after the country’s independence in 1993. 

The previous legislation was deemed insufficient and a new Act on Civil Protection (Nr. 42/1994) 

was adopted in 1994, much like the Austrian example (Explanatory Memorandum 1994), placing 



 

145 

 

the responsibility for civil protection under the Ministry of Interior. The aim was to anchor the 

previously non-existent topic of civil protection into the legislation thus marking an orientation 

change in the Slovak civil security provision. This regulation has been subject to several88 changes, 

adjusting the legislation to changes in other areas and to experience gained during implementation 

(Explanatory Memorandum 1998).  

Program change took place in 2001, delimitating activity of different bodies, regulating the status 

and activity of military rescue units of civil protection. By the 2001 change, the irreplaceable role 

of the Ministry of Interior was stated also in the implementation of practical activities in the 

information system of civil protection (Explanatory Memorandum 2001). The proposed changes 

reflected both learning and results of a whole-country seminar preceding the law submission (ibid.). 

The most current legal framework governing the civil security system was established in 2002 

when the Acts on Security, on Integrated Rescue System, the so-called Crisis Act and some other 

related acts were approved. Although civil protection was legally anchored before, we can speak 

here of orientation change, since the whole civil security system (also actively referred to as a 

system) was established. Unlike in the other countries, the mix of influences varied here, 

comprising the joining the NATO, EU, as well as learning with no clear focusing event. 

The main act regulating security is the Constitutional Act on National Security of the State in War, 

the State of War, State of Exception and State of Emergency (Nr. 227/2002 Coll.) which replaced 

the Constitutional Act on the State Defence Council from 1969 (Nr. 10/1969). The country adopted 

this legislation (foreseen already in the governmental program statement) for the first time in 2002 

with entering the NATO as the main motivation (Reasoning report 2002). The Act broadly defined 

the state of emergency to cover all possible events threatening lives, health, environment, property 

values and key supplies such as food, drinking water, energy or fuels. Since then, this act has been 

changed89 with a program change taking place in 2006 (agreed upon in November 2005), 

introducing pandemic as another civil security threat - especially a flu pandemic but also any other 

pandemic caused e.g. by a terrorist attack with biological weapons (Explanatory Memorandum 

2005).  

Another crucial regulation is the Act on Management of State in Crisis Situations Other Than War 

and State of War (Nr. 387/2002 Coll.), specifying authority of different bodies of public 

 

88 Between 1994 and 2012 the Act 42/1994 Coll. was subject to change fourteen times. 
89 Three times in the period until 2012. 



 

146 

 

administration when dealing with crisis situations. Prior to the adoption of this act in 2002, no 

complex regulation existed. Competencies were stipulated by different provisions concerning 

particular types of crises, e.g. Act on Protection against Fires. By this law, legal prerequisites for 

the operation of the civil security system were established (Explanatory Memorandum 2002). 

When drafting, the need was stressed to react to a new global security environment after the terrorist 

attacks in the USA in 2001 (Explanatory Memorandum 2002). It was through this legislation that 

the current version of the civil security system was established. Since its adoption, the act 

underwent only several adjustment changes90. 

The Act on Integrated Rescue System (Nr. 129/2002 Coll.) reacted to the need to coordinate various 

rescue services as the number of incidents was growing, where not only one but more different 

rescue agencies were needed simultaneously. A direct reference was made to the EU as the draft 

legislation was designated a priority area of legal approximation contained in the Article 70 of the 

European Association Agreement. The practical inspiration for such system and for its coordination 

centres was taken from Austria, Germany, and the Czech Republic (Explanatory Memorandum 

2002). 

This act was also subject to several changes91. Most changes were adjustments related to other 

legislation changes, most importantly with the new Act on Emergency Medical Service (Nr. 

579/2004) and addition of the mountain rescue to the services of the IRS in 2005 (amendment to 

the Act on Mountain Rescue Service). Direct change of the Act in 2006 then concerned adjustment 

to larger set of other regulations and anchored the role of the Ministry of Health in coordination of 

the preparation of trauma plans (Explanatory Memorandum 2006).  

Following the adoption of the Act on IRS, also the Act on Mountain Rescue Service (Nr. 544/2002 

Coll.) was adopted with the need to establish a unified professional mountain service which would 

be part of the IRS and subordinate to the Ministry of the Interior. The law meant a conceptual 

change in the organization and activities of the rescue service in defined mountain areas. The only 

direct adjustment92 occurred in 2005 when the Mountain Rescue Service was categorised as a basic 

component of the IRS (Explanatory Memorandum 2005). 

 

90 Four changes in the period until 2012. These were done with respect to the establishment and abolition of regional 

offices (2003 and 2007) and concerned coordination of the activities of local self-government bodies with crisis 

management bodies (Explanatory Memorandum 2011). 
91 It changed seven times in the period between its original adoption and 2012. 
92 Until 2012, the Act underwent six changes, all of them being only adjustments with respect to other legal changes.  
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Another act of 2002 was the Act on the Prevention of Serious Industrial Accidents (Nr. 261/2002). 

The enaction reacted directly to serious industrial accidents abroad, namely Seveso, Bhopal and 

Mexico) and, perhaps more importantly, to the respective EU Directives93 (Explanatory 

Memorandum 2002). The act underwent adjustment changes in the 2002-2012 period, being again 

based on disasters abroad as reflected in the European Seveso II Directive and the need to transpose 

this into the national legislation (Explanatory Memorandum 2005)94. 

Another minor series of new legislation concerning civil security occurred in 2004. The Act on 

Flood Protection (Nr. 666/2004 Coll.) specified crisis management during floods, civil protection 

during floods, obligations and responsibilities. The main aim of its adoption was the transposition 

of the so-called Water Framework Directive95. The enaction of the successive Act (Nr. 7/2010 

Coll.) was also based on the duty to transpose the EU legislation96 (Explanatory Memorandum 

2010). It needs to be noted, however, that the flood protection legislation of 2004 and further 

replaced older regulations on flood protection from the 1970s97 which was deemed functional yet 

outdated. Originally, this 1970s legislation was based on the experience of the catastrophic flood 

on the Danube in 1965 (Explanatory Memorandum 2004) which was then the focusing event 

resulting in legislative coverage of this area. 

In 2004, also the Act on Emergency Medical Service (Nr. 579/2004) was enacted based on the need 

to regulate the emergency medical service and its organization. By this act, also eight emergency 

medical service operational centres were established (Explanatory Memorandum 2004). Although 

directly related to civil security, the adoption of this act was part of a long-prepared large-scale 

healthcare reform addressing the vastly failing healthcare financing (Karaš, Havlíková 2015). 

Another large reform of civil security started to be discussed and prepared after the 2010 floods. 

The Slovak system largely failed during the floods of 2010 and was subject to substantial revisions 

in the following years which were to be implemented by the end of 2017 (Government Office 2016: 

22). In reaction to the 2010 floods, the government approved a new conception of the Integrated 

 

93 Seveso and Seveso II 
94 Note: In 2015, a completely new Act on Prevention of Serious Industrial Accidents was enacted (Nr. 128/2015), 

again based on the EU legislation. In 2015, similar act was also enacted in the Czech Republic, also transposing the 

EU law. 
95 2000/60/ES 
96 Directive 2007/60/EC 
97 Act Nr. 135/1974 Coll. on state administration in water management and Regulation of the government of the Slovak 

Republic Nr. 32/1975 Coll. on flood protection. 
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Rescue System and its operation in January 2011 (MoI SK 2011; Filip undated).98 The Conception 

envisaged new delimitation of competencies and organizational changes at all levels of 

management (Conception 2011) and thus also further changes in the respective legislation were 

expected99.  

Program changes in 2011 the concerned the Act 42/1994 on Civil Protection. These were a result 

of an audit of generally binding regulations which was mandated to the Ministry of Interior in 2008 

(Explanatory Memorandum 2011) and prompted by the 2010 floods (Government Resolution Nr. 

847/2010). The authority of the MoI was broadened so as to include professional education on civil 

protection. Also, the competencies of self-governing regions were broadened regarding the 

establishment of a crisis fund from which reparation costs after an extraordinary event can be 

covered (ibid.).  

 

Figure 8: Timeline of changes to civil security, Slovakia 

 

Source: author 

 

 

98 Note: Among the population, however, the floods did not arouse serious controversies, as can be judged from a very 

low number of related petitions and complaints addressed to the state administration at all levels (Slovak Governmental 

Office 2011).  
99 Respective Amendment to the Act on IRS was adopted in 2017, although originally new act was expected. 
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6.2.5. Discussion 

Policymaking in the field of civil security has undergone significant changes in all Central 

European countries over the last decades. These countries experienced at the beginning of 1990s 

what Howlet and Ramesh (1998) called an overall “paradigmatic policy change” with a significant 

(yet not necessarily total) break from the past (ibid.: 475). The evolution and its respective triggers 

in the V4 countries are summarised in the Table 18 below. 

 

Table 18: Summary - changes in the CSSs and their triggers 
Country Period Changes to the civil security 

system (CSS) 

Main trigger 

Czech Republic 1990–1997 1st order, minimal changes Democratization 

1997–2000 3rd order, large reform, CSS 

established (new institutions, new 

legal acts) 

Flood 1997 

2001–2003 2nd order, consolidation of the CSS Mixed: Flood 2002, 

terrorist attacks on the US 

2001 and the EU legislation 

2004– onwards (2012) 1st order, CSS viewed as well-

functioning, new acts on floods and 

industrial accidents 

EU legislation 

Hungary 1990-1998 2nd order, focus on „civil protection“ 

and fire protection system (new 

acts), smaller changes 

Democratization 

1999-2003 3rd order, centralization, new 

institutions 

Flood 1999, 2000 

2004-2010 1st order, incremental changes EU legislation 

2011- onwards (2012) 3rd order, large reform, more 

centralization, many areas affected 

Red sludge 2010 

Poland 1990-1996 2nd order, civil security scattered, 

Firefighting Rescue System created 

Democratization 

1997-2000 3rd order, large reforms, creation of 

the CSS (new institutions, civil 

protection under State Fire Service) 

Flood 1997 

2001-2007 2nd order, completion of the CSS and 

consolidation (new acts) 

EU legislation, flood 1997 

still referred to 

2008- onwards (2012) 1st order, minor adjustments No immediate trigger 

Slovakia 1993-1999 2nd order, focus on „civil protection“ 

(new act), smaller changes 

Democratization and 

independence  

2000-2003 3rd order, large reform, CSS 

established (new legal acts, new 

institutions) 

NATO, EU, terrorist 

attacks in the USA 

2004-2009 2nd order, program changes, new 

acts on flood protection and 

emergency medical rescue 

EU legislation, reforms in 

other areas (healthcare 

financing) 

2010-onwards (2012) 2nd order, new conception of 

operation, reform envisaged 

Flood 2010 

Source: Adapted from Brazova et al. 2013, Slovak case added by the author 
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After the regime change in 1989, the civil security systems of the Central European countries 

(Czechoslovakia - those days, Hungary, Poland) underwent an important change in terms of re-

focusing from the military-related civil defence towards the concept of civil protection, taking 

largely into account the non-military threats. However, the democratization processes (and newly 

gained independence in the case of Slovakia) played relatively little role in civil security, not 

leading into a large-scale reform. 

During the first period in early and mid-1990s, the changes to the civil security system were 

minimal in all four countries. All of them adopted the protocols of the Geneva Convention and 

(with the exception of Poland) started using the term "civil protection" instead of "civil defence". 

Civil security policymaking witnessed only 1st (Czech case) and 2nd order changes, Hungary and 

Slovakia anchoring civil protection in a new act and Poland establishing by a new act its 

Firefighting rescue system. 

A decisive period was then about the year 2000 in all four countries. An increased attention has 

started to be paid to the civil security only in late 1990s. About the year 2000, a 3rd order change 

occurred in all the cases analysed here, establishing the national civil security systems, giving raise 

to new institutions and policies.  

In the case of the Czech Republic and Poland, the floods of 1997 can be seen as a truly focusing 

event which led to the creation of the civil security system. It also turned out that this practical 

experience with a crisis situation was more important than the overall changes in the political 

environment at the beginning of the 1990s. Indeed, the orientation change in the countries’ policy 

in general had little effect on civil security and its provision – a situation which lasted for almost 

ten years. Also, while the floods of 1997 led to policy learning with 3rd order changes, the later 

floods (2002 and 2006 in the Czech Republic; 2001 and 2010 in Poland) led to instrumental policy 

learning with only 1st order changes being the result.  

After the adaptation occurring around 2000, later changes to the systems appear to be by large due 

to the influence of internationalization. Already since 2000, Europeanization has become 

important. This is particularly visible in the cases of water management. In the Czech Republic, 

Slovakia and Poland, legal regulations after 2000 were directly related to the (anticipated) 

accession to the EU, in particular in relation to the flood directives.  

Slovakia and Hungary present a slightly different pattern of civil security system transformation. 

In Hungary, it was the repeated Tisza floods which had a triggering effect. However, changes of 
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the civil security system were more gradual in Hungary than in the other countries until 2010, when 

the Ajka red sludge spill resulted in a radical change in policy of the Government and the 

Parliament. Change in legislation as well as the institutional setup followed, effective since January 

2012. This can also be seen in the context of the wider political change in Hungary with the Fidesz 

party100 winning a landslide victory, promising a break with the polices of the previous government. 

At the same time, much as in the Czech and Polish cases, disasters acted as focusing events 

triggering civil security system transformations in Hungary. 

In Slovakia, large 3rd order change took place in 2000, establishing the civil security system, much 

like in the Czech case. Here, however, the reform was not driven by a focusing event but rather 

endogenously by learning based on the need to adjust to the NATO and the EU in the areas 

concerning civil security and driving inspiration from the neighbouring countries. In fact, focusing 

events did also play a role, yet these were global significant crises (terrorist attacks in the USA), 

not directly related to the Slovak territory. Further (2nd order) changes were also mostly driven by 

the EU legislation101 until the year 2010 when a reform was announced based on a mis-managed 

flood of the same year. This reform was then a long-term process and resulted, despite the rhetoric, 

into a 2nd order changes only. 

To synthesize the evolutionary trajectories of civil security systems across the V4 countries, the 

following Table 19 outlines the phases of reform, key triggers, and systemic responses observed 

from 1990 to 2012.  

 

Table 19: Phases of CSS development in the V4 countries (1990-2012) 

Period Trigger/Event Type of Change 
Key Systemic 

Changes 
Countries Affected 

1990–1996 
Political transition, 

regime change 
1st–2nd order 

(adjustment) 

– Shift from civil 

defence to civil 

protection 

– Shift of the 

responsibility under 

the MoI 

All V4 

Czech Republic  

(1st order); 

Hungary, Slovakia, 

Poland (2nd order) 

1997 
Major floods (CZ, 

PL) 
3rd order 

(focusing event) 

– Institutional reforms 

– New legislation on 

crisis management 

and integrated 

response 

Czech Republic, 

Poland 

 

100 after eight years in opposition 
101 Which sometimes too was driven by significant crises (focusing events) such as the Baia Mare accident. 
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1998–2003 

Momentum post-

floods + Major 

floods (HU) + 

EU/NATO accession 

3rd order 

– Establishment of 

formal CSSs 

– New agencies and 

inter-agency 

coordination 

mechanisms 

All V4 

2004–2009 
EU integration and 

legislative 

harmonization 
1st–2nd order 

– Transposition of EU 

directives 

– Technical and legal 

adaptations 

All V4 

Czech Republic, 

Hungary (1st order); 

Slovakia, Poland 

(2nd order) 

2010-2012 

Natural/technological 

disasters (red sludge 

HU, major floods 

SK) 

2nd–3rd order 

(focusing event) 

– New Disaster 

Management Act 

(HU) 

– System-level 

restructuring 

Hungary  

(3rd order), Slovakia  

(2nd order) 

Source: author based on the analysis above 

Note: Order of change is based on Hall’s (1993) typology: 1st = instrumental, 2nd = 

programmatic, 3rd = paradigmatic/systemic. 

 

The role of external environment, especially of the focusing events, was to a large degree 

constitutive for the national civil security systems. The analysis shows that - in accordance with 

the Birkland’s focusing events thesis - large disasters were focusing events, triggering legal and 

institutional changes. This is visible for all four countries, yet in different forms. In the Czech 

Republic and Poland, the 1997 flood resulted in a change of the civil security system. In Hungary, 

profound change was largely related to the Ajka sludge disaster of 2010. In Slovakia, flood of 2010 

influenced the system setup. 

At the same time, it was the "first encounter" with the crisis of a given kind (or magnitude) which 

was decisive to result in a large-scale reform of the civil security system. The Czech and Polish 

cases show that even larger and considerably more devastating floods which occurred later (2002 

and 2010, respectively) resulted in minor adaptation changes only. While large crises proved 

constituent for the countries' civil security systems reform, not every crisis was relevant. Thus, the 

observation of "hyper-learning" and over-reacting virtually to any crisis, made for countries in 

transition (Stern and Hansén 2004), does not hold for the Central European countries which were 

here under study.  

With the exception of Slovakia, the main drivers of a 3rd order policy change in the field of civil 

security were focusing events. Especially the European legislation had important shaping effect 

upon the civil security systems in all four countries, yet not a constitutive one, typically resulting 

in 2nd order changes. Interesting here is the Slovak case, where the influence of international 



 

153 

 

institutions (NATO, EU) as well as learning and lessons-drawing from abroad lead to a 3rd order 

change without any focusing event on the national territory. Of all the four countries studied, the 

Slovak system was the most open to “Europeanization”, i.e. changes in legislation, including new 

acts, which were adopted due to the influence of the EU. 

6.3. The Impact of the Economic Crisis on Civil Security Systems102 

6.3.1. Introduction 

Not only disasters as focusing events, but also economic crisis often represents as a critical juncture 

in policymaking (see Vis et al. 2011). When confronted with a crisis, governments tend to prefer 

quick solutions (Peters et al. 2011) such as immediate budgetary cuts. In the wake of the financial 

and especially the subsequent debt crisis between 2008 and 2012, policymakers across affluent 

democracies promised to make substantial cutbacks in public expenditures (Tepe 2012).  

From the systems perspective, resilience of a system depends on its resources (Lizarralde et al. 

2015) and on its efficient functioning when the resources are limited (Senge 2007). Shrivastava 

(1993) and Lizarralde et al. (2015) point to the restructuring (or reorganization) of systems induced 

by a crisis. Such restructuring may take on two essential forms: 1) a greater (de)centralization at 

the vertical level; and 2) privatization at the horizontal level. The evidence from other policy realms 

suggests that the economic crisis triggered substantial changes “in the set of relationships of policy 

actors at different levels of governance” (Randma-Liiv 2014: 7). Budgetary pressures encourage 

especially privatization and outsourcing of some security functions of the state (Brudney, Gazley 

2009).  

The aim of this sub-chapter is to complement the previous one, looking at the economic crisis as a 

focusing event sui generis. The impact thereof upon the civil security systems of the four Central 

European countries is further analyzed. 

6.3.2. Economic Crisis in the V4 Countries 

The four countries differed substantially with respect to the economic crisis – while Hungary had 

to turn to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), Poland was one of the very few European 

countries not experiencing a GDP decline in 2009. What happened to be a recession in other 

 

102 This part is a re-written version of a paper entitled „Response of Central European Civil Security Systems to the 

Economic Crisis” published by the author in the Central European Journal of Public Policy. 
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countries was only a slowdown of the economy in the Polish case103. The drop in GDP repeated 

itself, on a smaller scale, in the Czech Republic and in Hungary again in 2012 (see Figure 9 below). 

 

Figure 9: Economic crisis in the V4 countries - change of GDP in per cent 

 

Source: Author, based on the International Monetary Fund’s World Economic Outlook Database, 

April 2014. 
 

Together with the economic downturn went also a debt crisis in many European countries. In the 

case of Hungary, this was already felt well before the credit crunch as the governmental debt had 

been growing104. In 2008, Hungary had to turn to the IMF and to employ severe austerity measures. 

The aim of budget deficit reduction led to substantial cuts in public services (Tóth et al. 2012: 138–

144).  

 

103 Note: Poland had the lowest level of GDP per capita of the V4 countries (12,709 USD in 2012 – current prices) and 

only levelled up with Hungary (12,544 USD in 2012 – current prices) which was the hardest hit by the crisis. 
104 General government gross debt reaching 73% of GDP in Hungary in 2008. 
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While the indebtedness exceeded 80% of GDP in Hungary105, it was considerably smaller in the 

other three countries106. The gross governmental debt exceeded 50% of the GDP in Poland in 2009 

and in Slovakia in 2012. In the latter case, although few expressed fundamental concerns about the 

sustainability of the country’s public finances, there have been significant cuts in public spending 

(Leschke et al. 2012: 267). 

6.3.3. The impact of the economic crisis upon the CSSs 

The impact of the crisis upon the CSSs can only be estimated as the data are often inaccessible or 

incomplete and lack comparability. The following part looks at the spending on civil security in 

the four countries. The overview is summarized in Table 20 below. 

In the Czech Republic, with the economic crisis, general cost-saving measures were introduced, 

concerning all functional levels. Especially investments were reduced, and financing focused on 

operational expenses (John 2011). The largest cuts over the followed period occurred in 2011. The 

state budget section on fire protection and the IRS was reduced by some 16,7% (56 million EUR107) 

from 336 million EUR108 in 2010 to 280 million EUR109 in 2011. In 2012, the decrease continued, 

yet on a substantially smaller scale, with 272 million EUR110 (i.e. 0.6% of the total annual 

budgetary expenditure) being budgeted for fire protection and the IRS (Ministry of Finance 2012). 

In contrast, the expenditures on civil preparedness for crisis situations (another section in the 

budget) remained relatively constant over these years. There was a decrease of 8 million EUR111 

in 2011 compared with 2010. The spending in 2012, however, increased again by the same amount 

as was the previous reduction, to a total amount of 92 million EUR112 (i.e. 0.2% of the total 

budgetary expenditures). Most of the resources in this category were spent on the State Material 

Reserves, including oil reserves and emergency supplies (ibid).  

In Hungary, the economic conditions were not favorable already before the crisis. The salaries of 

the police, firefighters and soldiers had been frozen for years (Reuters 16.4.2011). In 2011, the 

 

105 82.1% in 2010. 
106 45.7% in the Czech Republic; 52.4% in Slovakia; 55.6% in Poland in 2010. 
107 1.4 billion Czech Crowns (CZK). Calculated at a rate of 1 EUR = 25 CZK. 
108 8.4 billion CZK 
109 7 billion CZK 
110 6.8 billion CZK 
111 0.2 billion CZK 
112 2.3 billion CZK 
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NDGDM was committed to strict cost saving113. However, through an extraordinary government 

measure, additional 23.4 million EUR114 were granted to the professional firefighters (including 

the professional municipal firefighters) to reimburse for unpaid overtime. There was also a subsidy 

of 0.4 million EUR115 available for voluntary firefighters – their education, training, and 

improvement of technical equipment (NDGDM 2012, 43–45). Since 2011, there has also been a 

clearly articulated effort to increase efficiency in disaster management, reaching beyond a simple 

cost reduction. Annual efficiency reports started to be required and a central equipment supply 

system was established with the aim to enhance purchasing efficiency (ibid.). The disasters of 2010 

reveled an acute lack of finances for the basic functioning of the CSS (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 

Hence also the core of the 2011 reform in civil security was based on efficiency and cost 

effectiveness measures. For this reason, the system became more centralized (ibid.). In 2012, the 

budget for disaster management was approximately 156.8 million EUR116, making up 0.34% of 

Hungary’s total public expenditures. This, however, was not sufficient and additional 2.1 million 

EUR117 had to be allocated for disaster management (ibid.). 

In Poland, the spending on public security and fire protection was approximately 3.078 billion 

EUR118, making up 4.3% of the overall state budget. A large part of the figure, however, was 

budgeted for the Police. The size of the budget of the headquarters of the State Fire Service was 

some 30 million EUR119 and the sum allocated for crisis management from the central level made 

up 1.5 million EUR120. Financing from the central level also included the voluntary firefighters 

with 5.5 million EUR121 and the mountain and water rescue services with 3 million EUR122. The 

budget for civil defense was on average 7.3 million EUR123 in the years 2009–2013. According to 

an expert assessment, despite occasional variations, the expenses on civil security did not change 

in the followed years (Matczak, Abgarowicz 2013: 30). The public debate concerning civil security 

did not focus on efficiency but rather on underfunding. The (relatively limited) outsourcing of some 

 

113 The expenditures of this organization were approx. 35.5 million EUR (10.8 billion HUF) (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 
114 7.1 billion HUF 
115 120 million HUF 
116 47.5 billion Hungarian Forints (HUF). Calculated at a rate of 1 EUR = 299 HUF as of January 2012. 
117 650 million HUF 
118 12.9279 billion Polish Zloty (PLN). Calculated at a rate of 1 EUR = 4.2 PLN. 
119 126 million PLN 
120 6.3 million PLN 
121 23.1 million PLN 
122 12.6 million PLN 
123 30.5 million PLN 
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of the civil security tasks was not driven by the need to increase cost effectiveness (Matczak, 

Abgarowicz 2013). 

In Slovakia, especially capital expenditures on civil protection were cut down significantly. While 

the budget for operational expenses shrank only by a relatively small proportion, the capital 

expenditures were reduced from 6.6 million EUR in 2010 to only 0.016 million in 2011. In 2012, 

the capital expenditures increased, yet not dramatically, reaching 0.6 million EUR (Ministry of 

Finance 2013; Ministry of Finance 2012). The state expenses on security and public order (financed 

through the budget of the Ministry of the Interior) typically represent some 8.5% of the overall 

budget also including the Police which is allocated the largest amount124. Between 2010 and 2011, 

the expenses on security and public order were reduced by 62.7 million EUR. After an increase 

from 1.13 billion EUR in 2009 to 1.33 billion EUR in 2010, the budget decreased to 1.27 billion 

EUR in 2011. For the year 2012, an even smaller amount was budgeted (1.25 billion EUR), yet 

this was later revised and raised to 1.32 billion EUR. According to the annual government finance 

data, the real expenses in this budgetary chapter reached 1.34 billion EUR – a level as high as in 

2010 (Ministry of Finance 2013; Ministry of Finance 2012). Although the concept of civil defense 

was abolished in 1994, civil protection activities remained in the budgetary section for defense. 

Here, a trend of reduction can be observed. The expenses for civil protection were 8.4 million EUR 

in 2009 and 10 million in 2010. Then a significant decrease followed in 2011 to 2.9 million EUR. 

In 2012, the expenses for civil protection somewhat increased to 3.16 million EUR yet did not 

reach the pre-crisis levels (ibid). 

Table 20: Impact of the economic crisis upon civil security expenditures 

Country 

Changes in spending 

on civil security after 

2010-2012 

Budgetary cuts Cost savings 

Efficiency 

measures 

introduced 

Main strategy 

Czech 

Republic 
Decrease Yes, especially 2011 Yes No 

Investment 

reduction 

Hungary 
N/A (rather increase) 

but generally low level  

Budget insufficient, 

additional allocations, 

especially 2011 

Yes Yes 
Efficiency and 

centralization 

Poland Constant No No No 

Business as 

usual, 

underfunding 

debated 

Slovakia 
Oscillating, decrease in 

Civil Protection  
Yes, especially 2011 Yes No 

Investment 

reduction 

Source: Author’s summary 

 

124 The second largest amount typically goes to rescue services. This was 99.5 million EUR in 2011. 
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Looking at the countries’ civil security expenditures, the CSSs were indeed affected by the 

economic crisis. Poland, the least affected by this crisis, was also the only case where the spending 

remained constant. Especially the year 2011 was marked by austerity in civil security spendings in 

the Czech Republic and Slovakia. In Hungary, too, emphasis was put on strict cost saving in 2011. 

While in the Slovak case, the real spending recovered again in 2012 (except for civil protection), 

the decreasing tendency continued in the Czech Republic (yet at a significantly slower pace) in 

2012, somewhat mirroring the second wave of the economic decline.  

The system’s reaction differed according to the severity of the crisis. This can be related to the 

“compensating actions” needed to bring a system affected by a crisis back to an acceptable state 

(Chroust et al. 2011: 5), through a short-term “intervention” and/or long-term “restoration”, marked 

by efficiency and long-term considerations transforming the system into a more dependable state 

(ibid: 8). All the responses to the economic crisis observed here, such as austerity measures, 

efficiency measures or re-structuring can be thought of as compensating actions. While the 

immediate austerity measures can be categorized as short-term intervention, the two remaining 

ones can be seen as restoration. 

In the Czech Republic and Slovakia, the main approach can be characterized as a short-term 

intervention consisting in budgetary cuts, especially in investments rather than operations. The 

emphasis in both countries was on cost reduction, predominantly in capital expenditures, rather 

than on the introduction of long-term efficiency measures.  

A more profound restoration took place only in Hungary, being hit the hardest. While the Ajka 

disaster resulted in structural changes to the Hungarian civil security system125, the stress made on 

efficiency and centralization must be seen in the light of both the economic and the debt crisis.  

6.3.4. Structural changes in the civil security systems 

This section addresses the structure of the CSSs and identifies changes in the 1) competencies, 

especially alongside the vertical axis indicating (de)centralization; 2) privatization concerning the 

involvement of the civic sector and of the for-profit sector. The findings are summarized in Table 

21 below. 

 

125 See the section on focusing events above. 
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6.3.4.1. (De)centralization 

In the Czech Republic, since 2000, no major reform has taken place which would significantly 

affect the design of the Czech CSS. The leading policy maker is the Ministry of the Interior and its 

General Directorate of the Fire Rescue Service. The responsibility for implementation and for 

dealing with crises rests upon the regions which are self-governing units performing also state 

administration tasks on behalf of central government, including security-related issues, within the 

so-called joint model of public administration (Brazova, Matczak 2013).  

In Hungary, disaster management rests especially at the national level. The system changed 

significantly in 2000 when disaster management authorities were established. After 2012, all civil 

protection, most fire-fighting tasks as well as flood protection became the responsibility of the 

Ministry of the Interior. A strong role was assigned to the National Directorate General for Disaster 

Management (NDGDM) under the Ministry of the Interior with a supervising position over all 

cooperating institutions involved in civil security (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 

In Poland, at the national level, civil security rests with the Ministry of the Interior126 and its 

National Headquarters of the State Fire Service, whose Commander-in-Chief is also the Chief of 

National Civil Defence. At the lower levels, the regional governors play a key role, coordinating 

prevention activities and assisting lower levels of administration (Matczak, Abgarowicz 2013).  

In Slovakia, the role of the state administration is crucial. The responsibility for civil security rests 

mostly with the Ministry of the Interior. Since 2002 there were no major changes, yet the 

competencies of regional governments in the field of civil protection were somewhat broadened by 

a reform in 2011, enabling these to establish crisis funds to cover their expenses related to 

extraordinary events such as local floods or heavy snowfall (Buzalka et. al. 2011; Brazova, 

Matczak 2013). 

6.3.4.2. Privatization: Civic sector involvement 

In the Czech Republic, the civic sector in civil security matters is characterized especially by 

voluntary firefighter units which are typically established by municipalities and financed through 

grants of the Ministry of the Interior and by the Regions. Although numerous civic sector 

organizations are in place (e.g. Red Cross, Caritas, ADRA, etc.), the voluntary firefighters have 

 

126 The responsibility for civil security was entrusted to the Ministry of the Interior by an administration reform in 

1997. See the sub-chapter above. 
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long tradition in the country and constitute a part of the national IRS, being also assigned to 

enterprises such as chemical plants. With respect to the economic crisis, the potential to engage 

these organizations even more in the provision of civil security has started to be more discussed to 

make up for the budgetary cuts (Pernica 2012; Tatíčková 2012; Kavan 2014). 

In Hungary, the civic sector has been growing since the year 2000, including the field of civil 

security. The involvement of NGOs is stipulated in disaster prevention plans and there is a formal 

partnership between these and the NDGDM or the regional directorates. The most important 

organizations are the Red Cross (the largest NGO in Hungary), charity organizations (e.g., the 

Hungarian Maltese Charity or the Caritas) and the voluntary firefighters, with a long tradition, yet 

playing only an auxiliary role127 (Lindmayer 2010). Under the reforms of 2012, municipal 

firefighters were subjected to state supervision and the organizations of voluntary firefighters were 

limited in their activity128129. At the same time, the engagement of the Red Cross has been codified 

through a formal cooperation agreement (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 

In Poland, the civic sector in civil security is represented especially by the voluntary firefighters 

which form the largest part of the voluntary sector in Poland and cooperate closely with the State 

Fire Service. Other civic organizations such as voluntary rescue services are comparatively smaller. 

The main source of finance for the activities and equipment of these organizations comes from 

government authorities. At the regional and local levels, also other NGOs are involved, such as the 

Caritas or the Red Cross. In the years of and immediately after the economic crisis, no major 

discussions took place concerning civic sector engagement in civil security (Matczak, Abgarowicz 

2013; Ratajczyk 2016). 

In Slovakia, voluntary firefighters are an important part of the civic sector. Although these are often 

the first to respond to a crisis (especially in small municipalities), their underfunded equipment is 

not fully sufficient to substitute for professional fire service. Most of the finances for these 

organizations come from local governments and from sponsors (Rusňáková 2011). The economic 

crisis negatively impacted non-profit organizations in Slovakia and their income with a significant 

 

127 Key role is played by the professional state and professional municipal fire brigades (Lindmayer 2010: 309). 
128 They were newly obliged to pay the road tax and, unlike in the past, could not receive old equipment from the state 

firefighters (Takacs, Matczak 2013). 
129 “Since 2012, the involvement of volunteer rescue services in crisis management operations is only possible if the 

organizations meet certain requirements, which is verified by means of certification exercises. If the volunteer services 

passed the "exam," they could take part in different types of rescue activities in cooperation with the NDGDM for 5 

years” (Petkov, Tagarev 2015: 33). 
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drop in public subsidies starting in 2008 and lasting at least till 2011 (Strečanský 2015: 64-79). In 

November 2010, an official agreement between the Ministry of the Interior and the Slovak Red 

Cross (SRC) was signed, making the SRC a part of the IRS and a member to the Central Crisis 

Staff and crisis staffs at the local level (Návrh Koncepcie, undated). 

6.3.4.3. Privatization: For-profit sector involvement 

In the Czech Republic, there are not many private bodies involved in civil security provision. An 

exception are for-profit emergency medical services (typically smaller than the emergency medical 

services established by regional authorities130). Despite the relatively small involvement of for-

profit organizations in the provision of civil security, privatization has not been considered even in 

relation to the economic crisis (Brazova, Matczak 2013). 

In Hungary, although the state plays dominant role in civil security provision, for-profit 

organizations in civil security can be found especially in the field of training and logistics where 

some tasks are outsourced to private companies. Also, the SEVESO Directive obliged the industrial 

plants to be involved in risk assessment and prevention. Agreements are further signed with 

companies providing rescue or other special machinery for firefighting and road accidents (Takacs, 

Matczak 2013; Petkov, Tagarev 2015). After coming into force of the laws of 2010, more of such 

agreements were expected to be signed (Takacs, Matczak 2013). Under the new provisions 

regarding public procurement in place since 2012, the NDGDM is responsible for organizing the 

respective public procurement in the field, issuing contract notices for supplies, work and services 

(Petkov, Tagarev 2015: 36). 

In Poland, the role of the public administration is crucial. Private companies are contracted to 

secure logistics or to provide sanitary equipment and temporary shelters in case of emergency. 

Also, the emergency medical services (as a part of the state health system until 1990) are contracted 

out. In connection with the economic crisis, no major privatization was considered (Matczak, 

Abgarowicz 2013). 

In Slovakia, although the state plays dominant role in civil security provision, there are some 

private bodies taking part as well. This holds especially for the field of health emergency 

(emergency medical services were privatized in 2004). Also, the implementation of the EU 

 

130 Most of the Air Ambulance (an integral part of the IRS) are also operated by private bodies, although two stations 

remain operated by the Police and by the military (DSA, undated). 
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SEVESO Directive opened the field for private companies. It has been especially the Falck Fire 

Services providing fire-fighting brigades for large industrial enterprises since 2007. The economic 

considerations were at least partially behind all these privatization steps, yet no further privatization 

took place with the economic crisis (Brazova, Matczak 2013). 

 

Table 21: Structural changes in the civil security systems between 2008 and 2012 

Country 
Changes 

in competences 

Changes in the civic 

sector’s formal 

involvement 

Changes in the for-profit 

sector’s involvement 

Czech Republic No No No 

Slovakia 
Yes (small) – crisis funds 

of regional governments 
Yes (Red Cross) No 

Poland No No No 

Hungary 

Yes (centralization) – 

concerns both function and 

finances 

Yes (Red Cross & limiting 

the voluntary firefighters) 

Yes (rather minor) – 

increasing number of 

contracts, unified procurement 

through NDGDM 

Source: Author’s compilation based on the previous analysis. 

 

The economic crisis represented a challenge but was not a trigger of any major structural changes 

in the countries’ CSSs. Outsourcing on a larger scale was not considered in any of these countries. 

Although there is some involvement of the private (for-profit) sector, especially in the emergency 

medical services in Poland and in Slovakia, the decisions to outsource this part of civil security 

took place well before the economic crisis. Only in Hungary several changes took place in this 

respect, with the privatization of some support and logistics functions to improve efficiency and 

with changes in public procurement. 

Similarly, none of the CSSs started to rely significantly more on the civic sector because of the 

crisis. The Red Cross started to play an important role in Slovakia and Hungary, being newly 

recognized as the government’s official partner in the field of civil security. Nevertheless, no direct 

link to the economic crisis has been established here. 

6.3.5. Conclusion 

Apart from Poland, the Central European CSSs were affected by the economic crisis. This triggered 

compensation actions taking place especially in 2011. The analysis shows that, in line with the 

observation of Peters et al. (2001) in other policy domains, quick solutions (or short-term system 

interventions) in the form of budgetary cuts were the response in all three cases affected by the 

crisis. 
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While the short-term intervention was a general response, a more long-term restoration was far less 

visible and not universal. Contrastingly to the findings of Shrivastava (1993) and Lizarralde et al. 

(2015), restructuring in terms of privatization did not occur. None of the CSSs responded by 

privatization or major outsourcing – be it by involving the civic sector or the for-profit one.  

There have been no large changes to the structure of the CSSs in the Czech Republic and Slovakia 

since the economic crisis began in 2008. Despite the drop in the civil security spending in 2011, 

new efficiency measures were not largely introduced, nor were there attempts to reorganize either 

the Czech or the Slovak system.  

The economic crisis did impact upon the CSS structure in Hungary. Here, it was rather the long-

term financial malaise131 which resulted in centralization of the CSS and in long-term restoration 

efforts in the form of efficiency measures. Nevertheless, the economic crisis was rather a 

contributing factor then a trigger of these changes. Only when combined especially with the Ajka 

disaster in 2010 (Petkov, Tagarev 2015), the underfunding reached the operational limits of the 

system. The following reforms were meant to increase both effectiveness (e.g., through greater 

involvement and responsibilities of private companies so as not to repeat the Ajka disaster) and 

efficiency (through centralization of civil security functions and procurement132).  

It can be concluded that the economic crisis cannot be seen as a focusing event as it did not put the 

CSSs of the countries (except for Hungary) under such considerable stress to undergo any large 

changes. It can be maintained that the economic crisis generally did not prompt learning in the 

CSSs towards evolution and adaptation to a more unstable economic environment. Instead, the 

crisis seems to have been treated as a temporary phenomenon and short-term intervention measures 

were deemed sufficient. Only in Hungary, the compensating actions extended beyond intervention 

and comprised restoration measures on a larger scale. However, it must be noted that the economic 

crisis was not the only stressor to the CSSs. There were also large floods in 2010 affecting all four 

countries133134. These two different stressors conflated in time, and therefore, the results must be 

interpreted with some caution. 

 

131 Fiscal problems visible already before the economic crisis culminated in a political crisis as early as in 2006 

(Orenstein 2010). 
132 See above. 
133 See the section above. 
134 And in the Hungarian case also the Ajka red sludge disaster of 2010. 
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7. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the study by summarising the key research findings of the preceding 

analytical chapters in relation to the research goals and questions. The relevance and value of the 

theoretical approach is discussed as well as the implications of the findings for the policy domain. 

Finally, reflections are proposed, recognizing contributions of the dissertation to the field of study 

while also acknowledging its limitations. 

7.1. Summary 

The research subject in the dissertation was the so-called civil security system and its development. 

Adopting a systemic perspective, the dissertation looked at the civil security systems’ setup and 

evolution particularly in connection with resilience as a key property for systems to function. 

Transformative capacity of a system is essential for systems’ effective functioning in a complex 

and ever-changing world. In this respect, systems studies emphasise resilience as a crucial concept, 

standing for the capacity of a system to withstand disturbances, adapt to change, and recover from 

shocks (Walker et al. 2004).  

The dissertation built especially on the interface of systems thinking with the concept of resilience, 

going beyond mere stability, recognizing that systems are inherently dynamic and evolving 

(Holling 1973). Resilience is understood as a specific quality of any dynamic system that allows 

it to adapt following events that disrupt its equilibrium (Grove 2018). As Walker et al. (2004) 

argue, resilience is not just about bouncing back to the original state, but also about the capacity 

to adapt and transform in response to change.  

Dynamic systems change in time and adapt (Ackoff 1971; Půček, Ochrana 2020). In order to be 

resilient, these systems need to be endowed by “structured openness for other possibilities” 

(Luhmann 1970, cited from Brans, Rossbach 1997: 426). Resilience in this sense of flexibility is 

considered an important organizational principle for governance, best achieved through continuous 

learning, but also through both vertical and horizontal collaboration (Grove 2018: 85-112). 

In Chapter 2, building on Grove (2018), Simon (1996), Holling (2001) and other scholars, the 

following three aspects were highlighted as important to follow when studying system evolution 

and adaptation:  
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1. Vertical and horizontal ties, i.e. ties especially between the community, state, and non-

governmental organizations (associated in the resilience literature with the preparation of 

system for change (see Grove 2018)).  

2. The role of leadership in introducing new visions and enhancing the collaborative capacity 

of different groups and stakeholders, allowing the system to evolve even in the absence of 

an immediate eventful catastrophe (Grove 2018).  

3. The role of the so-called focusing events (or windows of opportunity provided by a crisis), 

i.e. crises with the potential to trigger systemic change. 

All three above-mentioned aspects were in Chapter 3 further associated with respective theories 

and theoretical concepts, such as governance in civil security (in the case of participation, vertical 

and horizontal ties among the actors involved as suggested in point 1 above); strategic civil security 

governance (in the case of leadership as suggested in point 2 above); and theories of policy change, 

highlighting especially the concept of focusing events as relevant with respect to the role of a crisis 

in system adaptation (as suggested in point 3 above). 

The dissertation then elaborated on the three aspects above through the respective research 

questions and designs as presented in Chapters 5 (analysing the internal setup) and 6 (analysing the 

role of the outer environment). In particular the analysis was divided as follows: 

1. Vertical and horizontal ties were studied through the analysis of different actors’ 

involvement in the civil security systems across Europe (Chapter 5.1). Followingly, a more 

in-depth analysis of the role of civic sector and its involvement was conducted (Chapter 

5.2) as this represents a key dimension in civil security governance both in theory (see e.g. 

Grove 2018, Wehn et al. 2015; Lane, Hesselman 2017; Aldrich 2019) and in practice (as it 

was shown by the analysis on different actors’ involvement in Chapter 5.1). 

2. The role of the political leadership at the national level in the civil security systems’ 

evolution was approximated by the study of the governmental program statements between 

the years 1990 and 2016 through the perspective of strategic governance (Chapter 6.1). 

3. Finally, the impact of the so-called focusing events on the civil security systems’ evolution 

was analysed in Chapters 6.2 (considering major disasters between 1990 and 2013) and 6.3. 

(considering the role of the economic crisis of 2008 as a focusing event sui generis). 

The sub-chapters below summarize the analytical chapters providing the answers to the formulated 

research questions (RQ). 
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7.1.1. System properties (internal setup), RQ 1 and RQ 2 

The first part of the analysis (Chapter 5) sought to understand the composition of civil security 

systems (CSSs) and its variations (i.e. to delineate key elements and compare the systems and their 

composition across Europe). Followingly, the participatory aspect in the (selected) CSSs was 

assessed as citizens’ involvement (both individual and in an organised form of CSO) turns to 

represent an important feature in the CSSs. 

7.1.1.1. Focus on the systems’ setup (RQ 1) 

With respect to the above stated aim, the study started by analysing internal properties of the CSSs 

in Europe in terms of their composition of different types of actors building upon insights from the 

relevant governance literature (see Chapters 3 and 5). In particular, the following research 

questions were posed: How do civil security governance systems in the European countries look 

like in terms of different types of actors involved? And how do these systems differ across Europe?  

The results indicate that civil security is not provided solely by the state and its institutions in any 

European country. From the six categories considered (regional and local actors; CSOs; individual 

citizens; private sector; other states and international organisations through collaboration 

agreements; and the military), despite substantial heterogeneity, patterns differentiating among 

groups of countries emerge if we consider the importance of the private as opposed to the civic 

sector in the national civil security provision and also the array of different types of actors officially 

involved and relied upon. 

Some regional similarities can be observed, especially concerning the Nordic countries (Norway 

and Sweden) and the German-speaking countries (Austria, Germany, and Switzerland). At the 

same time, even neighbouring countries can (and do) develop different civil security structures. 

This seems to hold especially for the Central European region on which then further focuses the 

second part of the analysis, studying the role of the outer environment and the so-called focusing 

events. The Czech and Polish CSSs were relatively similar in terms of the actors involved, being 

marked the relatively large role played by the state and its institutions and – parallelly – the lowest 

number of different types of actors involved, i.e. having a relatively narrow array of actors involved 

in their CSSs. Contrastingly, Hungary belonged to a group of countries characterized by a broad 

spectrum of actors, with both civic and non-civic domains relatively evenly involved. Finally, 

Slovakia belonged to the largest and most diverse group (or cluster, as created in Chapter Five) 
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with a relatively larger for-profit sector involvement and a high number of international agreements 

in place.  

This analytical endeavour helped to define and delimitate the research subject, i.e. the civil security 

systems. It provided an analytical description of the systems across Europe and their composition 

which showed especially the important role of the civic sector involvement therein together with 

different patterns of reliance on this sector.  

7.1.1.2. Focus on the civic sector involvement (RQ 2) 

The subsequent analysis then focused particularly on this civic sector involvement in that it 

assessed the role and scope of civic participation in the national CSSs with the aim to better 

understand this phenomenon. It was guided by the research question: How does civic participation 

translate into the national legislation on civil protection in different European countries?  

In order to answer this research question, the analysis looked into a sample of nine EU countries135 

to assess 1) how systemic the voluntary engagement is, i.e. whether CSOs and individual citizens 

are an official part of the national civil security system, being anchored in the legal documents; 

and, concurrently, 2) whether the legal approach to civic participation corresponds with the notion 

of participatory governance and shared responsibility, recognizing the value of volunteering. 

The results indicate that the most systemic approach in terms of being anchored in the legislation 

is towards the CSOs which are a recognized auxiliary resource in all the countries studied, yet to a 

somewhat different degree. In four out of nine cases (France, Italy, Germany, and Slovakia) the 

national legislation recognises these as official key elements relied upon when providing civil 

security. In all these cases (and also in the Czech Republic), also a general framework on 

volunteering exists, typically mentioning civil protection as one of the relevant domains for 

voluntary participation. In the legislation, also in some cases (Slovakia and Sweden) the role of an 

individual self-help was expressed. On the other hand, in the German and French documents, rather 

the community-based approach was accentuated.  

The analysis also concluded that – in the studied cases concerning the involvement of individual 

citizens – an individual approach (i.e. stressing individual responsibilities and/or obligations) to 

civic involvement somewhat prevails over the participatory and co-creative involvement of the 

 

135 France and Italy (Southern Europe); Finland and Sweden (Northern Europe); Germany and the Netherlands 

(Western Europe); Czech Republic and Slovakia (Central Europe); and Ireland. 
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whole community. Although the aim of this analysis on civic involvement was not to corroborate 

the afore-discussed country clusters, the findings nevertheless roughly correspond with the 

clustering results.  

This part of dissertation provided an analytical description of the CSSs. It aimed at delimitation of 

the CSSs and their key elements, applying the lenses of civil security governance. From this 

perspective, we can say that the principle of governance is generally in place in all countries under 

study as there is a relatively wide array of stakeholders officially involved and relied upon within 

the national CSSs. At the same time, the countries do differ to some extent in terms of their 

“openness” of the CSSs in terms of the variety of stakeholders involved.  

If we take the perspective of the central European countries which were followingly further studied 

in terms of their CSSs’ evolution and its triggers, we can say that the Czech and Polish CSSs can 

be considered somewhat less open while the Slovak and Hungarian systems seem to be more open, 

based on the analysed data. However, although different types of stakeholders are involved, the 

analysis in the second part of this chapter reveals persisting deficiencies in terms of direct 

involvement of individuals and the related shared responsibility.  

7.1.2. System adaptation (role of outer environment), RQ 3 

After analysing the systems’ setup and its variations across Europe, the analysis turned to the role 

of the outer environment with respect to the systems’ adaptation. The second part of the analysis 

(Chapter 7) sought to explain the main triggers of adaptation by identifying the key drivers of 

change that lead to system adaptation (understood here as substantial changes in the structure 

and/or functioning of the system). In particular, the role of high-level policymaking and (pro-

)active shaping was studied (building on the concept of strategic governance136), followed by an 

assessment of the role played by the so-called focusing events (see e.g. Birkland 1998) in shaping 

the national CSSs. 

For the sake of a more in-depth analysis, the cases were reduced to four, namely the Central 

European countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia) which face both similar 

geographical conditions and – in the policy domain – the experience with a democratic transition 

 

136 See Chapter 3. 
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in early 1990s137. At the same time, their CSSs are not too similar, as suggested by the results of 

clustering in Chapter 5.1., thus suggesting somewhat different evolution over time. 

The analysis addressed the research question on the main drivers of policy change in the field of 

civil security. In particular, the concept of focusing events informed the sub-question What was 

the role of external environment (shocks, crises) upon the evolution of the system?  

First, the analysis of the governmental program statements through the perspective of strategic 

governance provided a mixed picture. On the one hand, there is long-term and stable orientation 

with emphasis on preparedness and effectiveness, especially in the Czech and Slovak cases. This 

couples with the themes of prevention and organisation which were dominating in the PSs (as 

opposed to rather short-term help). On the other hand, the element of vision seems to be missing 

in all cases. The countries then differed in terms of the plurality of actors, although a gradual 

broadening of the range of actors mentioned as involved (or desirable to be involved) in the civil 

security provision can be observed (to a different extent) in all three cases. 

The subsequent analysis revealed that, indeed, the external environment – particularly the focusing 

events – played a significant role in shaping the national CSSs. After the regime change in 1989, 

the CSSs of the Central European countries underwent an important change in terms of re-focusing 

from the military-related civil defence towards the concept of civil protection. However, the 

orientation change in the countries’ policy in general had relatively little effect on civil security 

and its provision – a situation which lasted for almost ten years. About the year 2000, a 3rd order 

change occurred in all the cases, establishing the national civil security system, and giving thus 

raise to new institutions and policies. While not every crisis was relevant, it was the first encounter 

with a crisis of a given kind (or magnitude) which was decisive to result in a large-scale reform of 

the national civil security system. The role of international institutions, namely of the NATO and 

especially of the EU, played lesser yet also important role as the systems adjusted to the respective 

requirements and legislation. 

Finally, the analysis looked into the role of economic crisis, which also occurred in the followed 

period and affected the countries under study. It was thus treated as a specific kind of (a potential) 

focusing event and its impact was studied. The results indicate that this crisis did not represent a 

focusing event as it did not lead to larger reforms. The crisis had larger (and the only long-term) 

 

137 For discussion see the chapter on Methodology. 
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impact on the CSS only in Hungary, where it met with already previously extant financial 

difficulties of the state budget. Yet also here, the concurrence of the economic crisis with the Ajka 

disaster was important for a large reform of the CSS to take place. From the resilience perspective, 

the crisis mostly led to short-term interventions, not requiring the systems’ adaptation in the long 

run. There have been no large changes to the CSS structure in the Czech Republic and Slovakia 

(nor in Poland) since the economic crisis began in 2008, concerning both (de)centralization and 

privatization or outsourcing. The crisis seems to have been treated as a temporary phenomenon and 

short-term intervention measures were deemed sufficient.  

As observed in all four country cases, the adaptation of civil security systems followed a discernible 

temporal trajectory. This empirical trajectory can be conceptualized through a three-phase model 

of system adaptation observed across all V4 countries: Initial stagnation in the 1990s, breakthrough 

reform around the turn of the millennium, and more or less incremental refinement in subsequent 

years until 2010/2012. This sequence is summarized in the Figure 10 below. 

 

Figure 10: Temporal sequence of CSSs evolution 1990 - 2012 

 

Source: author 

 

The temporal sequence of CSSs evolution from initial stagnation through breakthrough reform to 

refinement phase is well-supported for all four Visegrad Group countries, though each follows this 

pattern with its own nuances. Especially in the case of Hungary, the period after 2010 is marked 

by a second “breakthrough” due to a unique industrial disaster. While the breakthroughs were 

event-triggered in the Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary, the evolution of the Slovak CSS 

followed a similar path with a breakthrough driven rather endogenously by learning from abroad 

and EU/NATO accession.  

7.2. Discussion 

The research outcomes have provided insight into the composition and evolution of the so-called 

CSSs in Central Europe and the influences of the outer environment upon them. The aim was to 
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identify the main impetuses to change in the particular policy domain of civil security, which is 

typically understood as a professional domain and characterized by both relatively low salience 

and low level of political interest. Here, the findings are discussed both with respect to theory as 

well as to their policy implications. 

7.2.1. Discussing the results 

If we come back to the three aspects presented above (see also Chapter 2) which are deemed 

important for systems’ adaptation, we can state that: 

1. Vertical and horizontal ties are in place.  

While civil security is not provided solely by the state in any of the studied countries, differences 

emerge especially in terms of the array of different types of actors officially involved and relied 

upon as well as in terms of reliance on the private as opposed to the civic sector (although the latter 

one plays an important role in all the cases). Thus, while both horizontal and vertical ties are in 

place, especially with respect to the non-governmental organisations and civil society, the countries 

differ in the extent or breadth of these ties. This holds also for the Central European region. While 

the principle of (civil security) governance is here in place, the countries differ in terms of the 

relative openness of their civil security systems as well as in the extent upon which they rely on 

the CSOs or individual citizens.  

From this perspective, if we consider here more closely the four countries studied in the second 

part of the analysis, Slovak and Hungarian CSSs pass as more open, although – with respect to the 

involvement of citizens – an individual approach prevails over a participatory one, stressing rather 

individual responsibilities than co-creative powers, as evidenced for Slovakia. The Czech and 

Polish systems, in turn, resulted to be the least open (based on the chosen theory-informed 

variables), leaving potentially more space for civic sector involvement (both in terms of CSOs and 

individual citizens) and increasing its role in the civil security system.  

2. The political leadership maintains civil security on the agenda yet with little vision or 

anticipation. 

As argued in the Chapter 2, the role of political leadership should consist in introducing new visions 

and enhancing the collaborative capacity of different groups and stakeholders, allowing the system 

to evolve even in the absence of an immediate eventful catastrophe (Grove 2018). The analysis of 

the governmental program statements (PSs) showed that civil security cannot be seen as an 
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entirely marginal topic of the high-level policymaking, especially in the Czech Republic and 

Slovakia. Civil security topics appeared on the governmental agenda of all the four countries, 

however, only anecdotal evidence thereof is for Hungary due to inaccessibility of the data 

(governmental program statements from the whole respective period). Contrastingly with the 

discussion in the literature concerning reactionary approach in (national) civil security 

policymaking (see e.g. Birkland 2016), these topics have become quite stable on the agenda in 

the Czech Republic and Slovakia. While being brought up for the first time in connection with the 

damaging floods in the late 1990s in all three countries138, civil security got political attention in 

the form of being included in the PSs even in times without any (major) disaster. 

Another finding made here also contrasts with the observations made for the USA in connection 

with focusing events, namely that post-disaster relief as a policy aspect typically dominates over 

preparedness in the political arena (see Healy and Malhotra 2009; Birkland 2016). In their PSs, all 

three countries focused not only on post-disaster relief but also (and more commonly) on 

preparedness and effectiveness in terms of addressing organisational aspects of ensuring civil 

security. These organisational aspects (e.g. development and functioning of relevant services, 

cooperation of actors, and coordination) were the most represented aspects addressed in the 

PSs (in comparison with the aspects of response and/or prevention). 

Over the observed time period, there was clear stability of particular topics on the agenda, 

especially within the organisation and prevention categories, such as cooperation and coordination 

(including the particular topic of the IRS in the Czech and Slovak cases), and flood prevention 

measures. This, too, somewhat contrasts with the evidence so far (see Mortensen et al. 2011; 

Birkland 2016) that preparedness only slowly becomes an established aspect on the political 

agenda. The data for the three Central European countries show that once the topic of civil security 

appeared in the governmental PSs (which was due to the large floods in the late 1990s in all cases), 

preparedness was mentioned throughout the remaining period and can be thus regarded as a 

relatively constant aspect of governmental attention. Such finding can be potentially linked to the 

one of Quarantelli (2002), namely that civil security is considered a government responsibility, and 

thus also a value to be shown in the PS, regardless political ideology. 

 

138 Data on Hungary unavailable. 
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From the strategic governance perspective, this feeds well into the need to provide a systemic 

orientation. In all three countries, the aspects of effectiveness and prevention planning were on the 

agenda also in times without any significant crisis. This indicates that the given domain can be 

thought of as a long-term one, not being swept by government changes or emerging only when a 

disaster occurs.  

Also, in terms of the plurality of actors (another important aspect of strategic governance), a 

broadening in this respect was observable over time in all three analysed cases. This was the most 

pronounced in Slovakia, less so in the Czech Republic and only slightly in Poland. Such finding 

corresponds with the outcomes of the previous analysis on the national systems’ setup and civic 

involvement where the Slovak system was marked as rather open both in terms of different actors’ 

involvement and the official role ascribed to the CSOs and the citizens, while the Czech and Polish 

systems came out as less open in this respect. The trend, nevertheless, suggests a positive move 

towards multi-stakeholder partnerships with the potential to lead to more effective and equitable 

civil security provision (see e.g. Blaikie et al. 2004; UNISDR 2015; Grove 2018). 

Whereas the above findings on systemic orientation are quite positive, another dimension of 

strategic governance, namely the vision and anticipatory approach, is considerably less 

pronounced. Typically, new impetuses were brought up in the PSs only after a significant crisis 

(or: a focusing event) or in connection with the EU and its legislation (such as the proclaimed 

determination to pass regulation on industrial accidents in the Czech and Slovak cases). Otherwise, 

the statements were quite repetitive (again especially in the Czech and Slovak cases). The 

repetitiveness of some of the statements suggests rather little role of anticipation. Similarly in terms 

of a vision, the PSs envisaged a better provision of civil security, yet these statements remained 

quite general and there was no clear (nor ambitious) vision articulated in any of the cases studied. 

The lack of (communicated) vision might suggest that learning happens primarily due to 

external triggers in the form of focusing events. 

3. Focusing events played an important role in systems’ evolution. 

Focusing events appear to have played a significant enabling role in the evolution of civil security 

systems, opening pathways for institutional reflection and change. The analysis of legislative 

changes (and their reasonings) shows that especially the Czech and Polish systems adapted in a 

similar way, with the floods of 1997 being a true focusing event which influenced the creation of 

the CSSs. While several later floods were more severe, they led to instrumental policy learning 
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with just 1st order changes being the result. After the CSSs were set up (about the year 2000), later 

changes appeared to be by large due to the influence of internationalization, related to the need to 

adopt the EU legislation. 

Slovakia and Hungary present a slightly different pattern of system adaptation. In Hungary, too, 

disasters acted as focusing events triggering civil security system transformation, starting from the 

Tisza floods which led to a 3rd order change about the year 2000 and ending with the Ajka red 

sludge disaster of 2010 which again led to a 3rd order change – making Hungary the only country 

of the four countries studied here undergoing twice large system transformation.  

Strikingly, it was the first encounter with a crisis of a given kind (or magnitude) which spurred 

a large-scale reform of the national civil security system. Interesting here is also the Slovak case, 

where the influence of focusing events was less pronounced. Instead, the international 

institutions (NATO, EU) as well as learning and lessons-drawing from abroad lead to a 3rd order 

change without any focusing event on the national territory. Contrastingly, the floods of 2010 

which had the attributes of a focusing event (incl. a large reform of the system announced), led in 

the end to a 2nd order change only. Of all the four countries, the Slovak system was the most open 

to “Europeanization”, i.e. changes in legislation (including new acts) adopted due to the influence 

of the EU. 

Thus, with the exception of Slovakia, 3rd order policy changes in the field of civil security 

were closely linked to focusing events, which served as critical junctures in this respect. 

Especially the European legislation had important shaping effect, yet not a constitutive one 

(typically resulting in 2nd or 1st order changes). The triggers of a 3rd order policy change in Slovakia 

were then mixed, comprising the role of international institutions and large focusing events 

happening abroad (terrorist attacks in the USA at that time). 

If we look at other crises than disasters which occurred in the followed period, we needed to 

consider the impact of the economic crisis. Not only it is important to also consider this kind of 

events (Birkland, Warnement 2016), but further, from the systems perspective, efficient 

functioning of a system when the resources are limited is crucial for resilience (see e.g. Senge 2007, 

Lizarralde et al. 2015). The results here show that, contrastingly to disasters, the economic crisis 

cannot be seen as a focusing event for the Central European civil security systems. Typically, 

it resulted in short-term intervention measures (budgetary cuts/temporary cuts in investments) only, 

i.e. with no direct restructuring or reform of the systems. Hungary was the only case where the 
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economic crisis played a larger role in that it led to measures aimed at restoration of the system 

functioning. The economic crisis was here, nevertheless, rather a contributing factor to a 3rd order 

change of the CSS which seems to be primarily triggered by the Ajka disaster of 2010. While in 

the hardest hit Hungary, centralization of the CSS took place and efficiency was pursued, this was 

not the case in the three remaining countries. It might be thus hypothesized, that the economic crisis 

was not – despite its relative severity – of such magnitude in the Czech and Slovak cases to 

immediately trigger system changes. The economic crisis generally did not prompt (immediately 

visible) learning in the CSSs towards adaptation to a more unstable economic environment. 

In a nutshell, considering the Central European CSSs’ adaptation ability, it can be stated that key 

elements are in place – both vertical and horizontal ties – making the state play an important yet 

not an exclusive role. At the policy level, instrumental governance thus seems to be generally 

considered insufficient for managing the civil security challenges. This holds for all cases studied 

here, yet to a different degree. The analysis suggests a positive trend of broadening in this respect, 

the extent of which also differs. There seems to be a stable support yet not visionary nor much 

endowed with anticipation, resulting in a strong role of focusing events in the systems’ evolution. 

The Slovak case (an outlier in this respect) then shows the potential to learn/adapt without a direct 

focusing event. Yet also here significant crises were important in that they translated in the EU 

legislation and enabled the system to embrace impetuses and lessons from abroad. 

7.2.2. Relating the findings to the systems approach and the adaptation (capability) of 

systems 

Utilising the systems approach proved to be helpful in that it allowed more complex perspective, 

both static and dynamic one. It provided support for the necessary conceptual clarification of a 

complex research subject which the civil security undoubtedly is. The approach enabled mapping 

the system and its boundaries, including the identification of important elements, but also capturing 

evolution with the potential implications for the future adaptation capability of the systems. In that 

it fitted well with both systems theory (see Prigogine 2014) and resilience approach (see Grove 

2018). Approaching civil security as a system also has its merit – and arguably increasing so (see 

e.g. Ruggiero et al. 2024) – in the context of an expanding spectrum of threats and unforeseen 

events that require synthetic thinking and innovative responses (Kugler 2006), providing analytical 
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insights while acknowledging the impossibility of complete knowledge as well as exact 

predictions. 

The above presented findings have important implications for system learning as they show the 

importance of learning from disasters. The crises suffered over the followed period indeed had 

positive revealing properties (see Shrivastava 1993) in that they lead to restructuring the CSSs 

induced by a crisis or even to the systems’ creation in their present form. Especially large disasters 

or rather the first encounter with a disaster of a large magnitude was important for policy 

change.  

The important finding is not that disasters served as focusing events, but rather that they were the 

most important trigger of adaptation, leading to large (3rd order) systems’ changes over the 

followed time period between 1990 and 2013. Where the role of focusing events was weaker 

(here in the case of Slovakia), especially the EU legislation and learning from abroad were 

important. However, it might also be noted that over the followed period, no disaster in the Slovak 

case was fundamentally unprecedented: With especially the floods being the most devastating 

disaster in the given time, the country already had an experience dating back to the 1970’s which 

then resulted in system change (understood here as significant legal changes) and thus served the 

role of a focusing event. This earlier experience would fit the observation made for the Polish and 

Czech cases, that after the systems adapted, later – even more severe – disasters of the same kind 

did not trigger any significant (3rd order) changes. 

At the same time, there is a potential weakness in terms of adaptation to the changing 

environment in which so far unknown disasters or their combinations are expected (see e.g. 

Tiernan et al. 2019). The systems under study mostly did not adapt based on “lower magnitude” 

crises. Apparently, the economic crisis of 2008-2010 (also studied here) was not so intense to leave 

an immediate considerable mark on the systems’ setup with the exception of Hungary which was 

hit the hardest of all the four countries. The same holds for the H1N1 flu pandemic which did not 

lead to system changes but to immediate operational response only (see Brazova, Matczak 2015). 

In a way, a contrast between “lower” and “larger” magnitude crises was evidenced – at least in the 

Czech case – by the COVID-19 pandemic where the situation was considered mismanaged 

(Standard Eurobarometer 94 2021: QA10.1), and legislation changed swiftly, unlike after the H1N1 
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pandemic which did not result in any changes139. While not adapting to the crises of lower 

magnitude, the systems seem to miss the opportunity to learn and prepare for a potentially more 

impactful crisis in the future. 

Equally, the results imply a lack of future orientation in the civil security systems under study. 

Should the role of political vision be to set strategic goals, we can refer back to Ackoff (1990) that 

strategic decisions about the future form and operation of a system “focus on prior (anticipatory) 

and posterior (after-the-fact) responses to (…) potential and actual changes” (ibid.: 524). In the 

systems under study, it was rather reduced to the posterior responses to the occurring impetuses, 

leaving the pro-active anticipatory dimension aside. On the one hand, the governments 

substantially focused in their program statements on organisational and preventive topics in civil 

security provision (as opposed to response and recovery). On the other hand, the reference was 

typically made only to the recently experienced crises and stable, yet repetitive over the long run 

especially in the Czech and Slovak cases. 

7.2.3. Policy implications 

The demands on the civil security systems are expected to further grow. By many authors, the 

complexity of disasters is expected to rise as well as the complexity, uncertainty, and 

interconnectedness of the environment (Williams 2008; Stoker 2019; Tiernan et al. 2019; Ruggiero 

et al. 2024).  

This will require a considerable degree of flexibility (Alexander 2002, 210). Recently, we have 

seen a shift in thinking about crisis preparedness in civil security literature, away from a 

probabilistic approach towards different modalities of anticipatory and flexible approaches based 

on systems thinking (see Ruggiero et al. 2024). This fits well with the observations made here that 

more anticipatory approach is needed together with greater systemic reliance on the civic 

sector (involving both community-based approach and responsibilities of individual citizens), thus 

potentially allowing for greater flexibility of the systems. 

 

139 Note: Preliminary comparison of the civil security systems‘ dealing with the H1N1 and the COVID-19 pandemics 

was presented by the author at a Colloquium „Comparing Responses to the COVID-19 Pandemic: Alternative 

Leadership Styles in Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia“ at the Anglo-American University in Prague 25th 

November, 2022. Due to the extent of the dissertation and lack of reliable comparative data on the COVID-19 which 

would cover all V4 countries, the decision was taken by the author not to incorporate this case into the dissertation. 
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Learning from disasters thus might not suffice in the future as the countries will increasingly 

need to “deal with ‘complex unbounded problems’ which are outside prior experience” (Tiernan et 

al. 2019: 64) or even beyond the limits of the current know-how (Williams 2008). While disasters 

had a fundamental role especially in the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary in the adaptation of 

the national CSSs over the followed period, such learning might become increasingly more 

problematic due to the increasing complexity and related growing uncertainty. 

Based on these conclusions, the civil security systems under study need be better positioned 

for uncertainty. Such positioning should involve not only larger flexibility, but also a greater role 

of anticipation as well as (pro-active) adaptation based on scenario planning. With regard to the 

reviewed literature on governance and systems’ adaptation combined with the presented research 

results, the following can be suggested to improve the civil security systems’ adaptation capability 

in this respect: 

• Policy learning in civil security should include regular lessons drawing also from lower 

magnitude / less significant crises so as to critically embrace the lessons learned. 

Conducting policy and procedure reviews to stimulate policy learning could take the form 

of an official review of the actions taken, together with incorporating the emerging trends 

into potential scenarios (see further point). 

• Wider employment of (and especially policy learning from) experimentation and the use 

of scenarios seems to be crucial. Hereby is meant working with scenarios in a wider sense, 

such as in the scenario-based planning suggested by the World Health Organisation for 

reduction of socio-economic impacts of emergencies and disasters (WHO 2020). The 

argument also holds for the increased use of experimentation within which exercises (which 

typically follow different scenarios) should actively engage not only the respective services/ 

components of the civil security system, but also a wider array of relevant actors, including 

the public. This was already successfully tested in the military domain when the Czech army 

run an exercise in October 2024 which from the onset engaged also young influencers, 

testing the consequences of an armed attack in the hinterland and especially in the public 

information space (Beránek 2024). 

• Broadening of the civil security systems in terms of different actors’ involvement should 

be exploited, especially with respect to the involvement of the civic sector. This holds 
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particularly for the Czech and Polish systems which came out as rather closed140, but also 

for the Slovak and Hungarian one in that the involvement of the individuals could go beyond 

individual duties towards more community-based approaches, enhancing the collaborative 

capacity of different groups and stakeholders. The stable presence of civil security topics on 

the political agenda (in the form of program statements) and understanding the provision of 

civil security as a common value in the Czech and Slovak cases could ease these steps. 

o In this respect, the whole-of-society approach should be considered (see e.g. WHO 

2020, Ruggiero et al. 2024) within which the relationship with both CSOs and 

individual citizens would be systemized. This would comprise not only clearly 

articulated mutual expectations and responsibilities, but also open possibilities to 

participate within a co-production design (see e.g. Howlett et al. 2015). Such 

approach would give the citizens and CSOs a role in implementing and improving 

the delivery of civil security, leading to greater flexibility of the system. 

o The recommendation above then also has important implications for legitimacy. 

Current crises often pose a challenge to the legitimacy of governance structures and 

processes, which sometimes turn out to be inadequate (Boin, 2009). Decrease in 

legitimacy then leads to declining support for extant decision-making procedures, 

instruments, or ideas in the given policy domain (Nohrstedt, 2008)141. Greater 

emphasis on civic sector participation is thus essential not only for increasing the 

systems’ flexibility (i.e. for a positive adaptation of the systems), but also for 

 

140 Note: A step in this way was already undertaken in the Czech Republic in 2024, when changes to the respective 

legislation were proposed in the Draft Act on the Resilience of Critical Infrastructure Entities and on Amendments to 

Other Acts (Critical Infrastructure Act). This involved also substantial changes to the Act on the IRS (Nr. 239/2000 

Coll.), newly delimiting also other components of the IRS, inter alia “non-profit organizations and associations of 

citizens that can be used for rescue and liquidation works” (§4, par.2), their financing through subsidies provided by 

the MoI (§7, par. 2, letter l) as well as regulation of the reception of applications for cooperation and funding (§31a). 

This strongly resembles the Italian model (see Chapter 5.2 of this dissertation), which was one of the foreign practice 

examples suggested by the author to the MoI within her contribution to the project “Use of civil sector expert capacities 

to boost the capabilities of the Integrated Rescue System” which run in 2018-2020. Nevertheless, it needs to be 

mentioned that the proposed changes in 2024 were not primarily aimed at CSOs but at the involvement of other public 

services – most importantly the local police and providers of acute inpatient care. 
141 The last crisis so far where this was evidenced was the COVID-19 pandemics where the citizens of Poland, Slovakia 

and the Czech Republic141 were among the least satisfied in the EU with handling the crisis at the national level 

(Standard Eurobarometer 94 2021: QA10.1). 
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avoiding the loss of legitimacy (i.e. leading to deterioration in the systems’ 

functioning). 

From the perspective of supporting civil security, it appears desirable to ensure that legal and 

institutional frameworks enable regular policy learning, including provisions for reviewing policies 

and procedures even in response to lower-magnitude crises. While not all such mechanisms need to 

be codified in law, legislation can provide enabling conditions or mandates for reflexive practice. 

Scenario-based planning and inclusive exercises involving non-traditional actors should be 

supported through flexible policy instruments and strategic guidance. Moreover, public governance 

frameworks should encourage the systematic participation of citizens and civil society 

organisations, reflecting the principles of a whole-of-society approach. Supportive frameworks of 

this kind could enhance not only the adaptive capacity of civil security systems, but also their 

legitimacy in the eyes of the public. 

7.3. Reflections 

To conclude, this final section provides a reflective space, outlining the key contributions of this 

study to the existing body of knowledge, as well as examining the limitations inherent to the 

presented research. Finally, recommendations for future research are offered, suggesting avenues 

for further investigation that can build upon the foundation laid by this dissertation. 

7.3.1. Contribution 

The dissertation contributed to the still unsatisfactorily developed body of literature on qualitative 

research on systems and their change (Gare 2000; Stewart and Ayres 2001; Grove 2018). It applied 

a systems’ perspective, adjusting it for the domain of civil security. In doing so, it demonstrated 

adequacy of the system approach for this complex policy realm. In civil security, the advantage of 

the systems perspective is primarily in that it avoids a sectoral focus or focus exclusively on a 

singular type of crisis. This was also in line with the needs of the given policy domain, which must 

reflect the dynamic and evolving nature of the security environment.  

In the field of theory, the concept of civil security governance was systematized, in connection 

with other concepts of a similar focus occurring in contemporary academic literature. The fact that 

(at least for now) there has not been a unified approach to the issue of governance in the area of 

security is evidenced by a number of concepts of governance in this area that more or less overlap 
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with each other. The added value of the dissertation in this regard is therefore in processing of the 

overview and arrangement of these concepts, including their intersections with the concept of civil 

security governance as undertaken in Chapter 3.2.  

Based on comparative empirical research, the dissertation provided valuable insights into the 

composition of CSSs and their variations across Europe as well as into the participatory aspect of 

the CSSs in nine EU countries. The presented research in Chapter 5 and its results in this way 

contributed to a better understanding of the involvement of different types of actors in the national 

CSSs, proposing a descriptive typology according to the (theoretically predefined) dimensions 

concerning the involvement of different types of actors. These new insights can be considered a 

basis for future research, especially if enhanced by a dynamic perspective, looking into the changes 

in types of actors involved in civil security over time142. 

What makes the research here unique is its comparative perspective. Especially when it comes to 

the dynamic part of systems’ evolution in Chapter 6, the dissertation offers a unique contribution 

especially to the focusing events literature. It follows CSSs’ evolution in the Central European 

region (i.e. in four countries) for more than a 20 years’ period and traces the related impetuses for 

larger changes (i.e. 2nd and 3rd order changes) in a systematic way.  

While the broad comparative perspective across Europe in Chapter 5 puts the later findings into a 

wider context, the more concentrated research on Central Europe in Chapter 6 helps understanding 

the triggers of key adaptive changes. In doing so, the findings corroborate the focusing events 

concept, yet challenge some of the underlying assumptions, such as marginal political attention to 

the topic of civil security in the times without a crisis or the assumption that response is favoured 

over preparedness and prevention in the high-level policymaking. It also highlights the role of an 

impactful first encounter with a crisis of a certain kind. Consequently, the dissertation advances 

the scholarly debate in this field143. 

Finally, the results can be extended to the public policy practice, offering insights for policymakers. 

The employed systems approach to the CSSs helped moving the research beyond merely 

identifying and solving specific problems. Instead, it emphasized understanding the broader 

problem situation within the CSSs. This perspective allowed formulation of recommendations 

aimed at enhancing the system's adaptability to current and future security challenges.  

 

142 See further section on Future Research recommendations 
143 See also the section on Future Research 
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Notably, this research addressed a crucial yet often overlooked aspect: the long-term adaptability 

of the CSSs. By identifying a systemic problem of reactive adaptation, it provides a framework for 

proactive policy adjustments, moving beyond short-term solutions. While the specific findings may 

have limitations in direct generalizability beyond the four countries studied144, the underlying 

insights and the value of a systems perspective for policy analysis hold broader significance for 

improving the resilience of security systems more generally. 

7.3.2. Limitations 

This study, while offering valuable insights into civil security systems, their setup and evolution, 

is subject to several limitations. Firstly, the research subject itself – civil security systems – is 

inherently complex and multifaceted. As Ackoff (1971: 662-663) and Stewart and Ayres (2001) 

argue, systems, while objective entities, are also subject to subjective interpretations. Their 

delineation and the configuration of their elements depend on the researcher's perspective and 

interests. Consequently, different observers may arrive at varying conceptualizations of the same 

system, potentially leading to diverse interpretations and conclusions. While this study strives to 

mitigate this subjectivity through extensive literature review, rigorous methodological approaches, 

and a comparative design, the inherent complexity of the research subject needs to be born in mind.  

Also, the methodological choices employed in this research, while appropriate for the specific 

objectives and research questions, have their inherent limitations145, such as the loss of certain 

richness of information when applying the comparative design (see e.g. Mareš et al. 2015; see 

Chapter 4). On a more technical level, the choice of the countries / national CSSs studied was to a 

certain degree influenced by the availability of the data (this concerns especially Chapters 5.2. and 

6.1. on civic involvement and program statements, respectively), influencing the breadth and 

geographical scope of the analysis. However, the research design sought to mitigate these 

limitations by carefully working with the geographical scope in the analysis. 

Concerning generalizability, it needs to be underlined that the findings here hold for the given 

countries in the given time period and cannot be fully generalised beyond these boundaries. In this 

way, it was beyond the scope of this study to conduct a longitudinal analysis of the involvement of 

different types of actors in the CSSs so as to assess long-term trends, as the available data primarily 

 

144 See furthe section on Limitations 
145 See discussion on methodological choices and their advantages and limitations in Chapter 4. 
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provided a snapshot view at a specific point in time. While the analysis of governmental program 

statements suggests a potential trend in this respect, longitudinal data would be necessary for a 

more robust assessment146.  

In the pursuit of understanding the dynamics and the main impetuses for change, the dissertation 

focused on actual changes in the CSSs (or the respective legislative changes). In doing so, it did 

not concentrate on potential unsuccessful attempts to change the systems (as these were, logically, 

not reflected in the legislation changes which were here followed).147 It can be argued, however, 

that further knowledge in this respect would not bring forward a significantly different picture of 

the systems’ adaptation and that this particular gap in the present research can be covered by the 

already extant knowledge on policy processes (see e.g. Kingdon 1995; Cobb, Ross 1997; Weible 

et al. 2012; Birkland 2019).  

Finally, there are certain limitations concerning practical application of the results: The dissertation 

is primarily an academic social science research, its use in the practice of public policy is thus 

somewhat limited. Nevertheless, the work aimed to reach conclusions that could be applied in the 

analysis and above all in the policymaking in the field of civil security. Despite its strengths, the 

comparative approach did not allow going more in depth with tailor-made solutions. Building on 

the outlined recommendations in Section 7.2, a more in-depth focus, which would ideally also 

identify best practices in this respect, was beyond the scope of this research. 

Furthermore, the focus on legislative changes, while necessary for a systematic analysis, might 

have overlooked the nuances of implementation and the actual impact of the changes on the ground. 

The changes do not tell us much on effectiveness and efficiency – these are rather assumed to be 

part of the changes. By the same token, all the changes might not necessarily have been an outcome 

of learning for the better but potentially used for strengthening the role of central government (as 

the example of Hungary might imply). Future research is thus welcome to delve deeper into these 

aspects to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the effectiveness of CSSs and the different 

modalities of their setup148. 

 

146 See further section on Future Research. 
147 Partially, this was balanced by analysing the governmental program statements where a strategic line was expected 

in announcing the governments’ concentration on key topics and legal reforms before their actual implementation. 
148 See further section on Future Research. 
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7.3.3. Future research 

As suggested in the previous sections, the findings presented here lay the groundwork for further 

research that can address the identified limitations and further explore the following avenues of 

inquiry:  

Firstly, the analysis of the governmental program statements led to a surprising observation for the 

Czech and Slovak cases, namely that the civil security topics are stably represented on the agenda, 

challenging the assumption that such topics get on the agenda typically only in the wake of a crisis 

/ focusing event. The question for further research thus offers itself about the role (or the interplay 

of roles) of political leadership versus bureaucracy in setting the direction of the civil security 

systems, shaping the policy, and formulating its vision (given the repetitiveness in the program 

statements under different governments). The results show that (the state provision of) civil security 

seems to be generally accepted value by the political elites in these cases while the contents and 

visions are provided by the respective bureaucracies. This is, however, still a hypothesis deserving 

further research.  

Secondly, the analysis of the role of focusing events showed that it was typically the first encounter 

with a crisis of a certain larger magnitude which was decisive for adaptation. This leaves us, 

however, with the question on what actually is a “critical magnitude” of an eventful crisis to serve 

as a focusing event/ prompt the system’s adaptation. While not adapting to these crises of lower 

magnitude, the systems seem to have missed the opportunity to learn and prepare for a potentially 

more impactful crisis in the future. The analysis in this venue was already beyond the scope of this 

dissertation yet it offers itself for further research. By the same token, the related practically 

oriented research should focus on how to ensure effective policy learning and the related adaptation 

of the civil security systems, not only from large disasters (which seems to be in place), but also – 

and especially – from scenarios and lower magnitude events. 

Finally, building upon the preceding analysis of different actors’ involvement in the CSSs, with 

the civic sector involvement characterized by varying degrees of community engagement and 

individual citizen duties, future comparative research is encouraged. Such research should 

prioritize an assessment of the effectiveness of these diverse modalities, particularly those 

concerning the civic sector involvement. It should focus on how different modalities enhance the 

adaptive capacity and the effectiveness of the CSSs facing new challenges within the dynamic 

environment, identifying best practices in this respect. This research would nevertheless need to 
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overcome an identified gap in data, as only few European countries apply standardized procedures 

and methods for effectiveness and efficiency assessment in their civil security (Brazova, Matczak 

2014). Alternatively, future research in this area could focus on a longitudinal analysis of the 

involvement of different types of actors in the CSSs so as to assess long-term trends, which was 

beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

  



 

186 

 

Own Publications Related to the Dissertation (peer-reviewed only) 

Brázová, V.-K. (2021). Stakeholder Involvement in the Civil Security Systems: How (Dis)Similar 

are the CEE Countries Compared to the Rest of Europe ? NISPAcee Journal of Public 

Administration and Policy, 14(1), 37–59. https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2021-0002 

Brazova, V.-K., Matczak, P., & Takacs, V. (2021). Civil Security Systems of the Visegrad Group 

Countries: The Challenge of Adjustment. In D. Brown & J. Czaputowicz (Eds.), Dealing with 

Disaster: Public Capacities for Crisis and Contingency Management (pp. 251–280). IIAS-

IISA. 

Brázová, V. K., & Wiśniewski, R. (2017). System Thinking in the Czech and Polish Strategic 

Documents. Obrana a Strategie, 2017(2), 049–066. 

Brázová, V.-K. (2017). Strategic planning in public administration: Czech Republic in the EU 

context. In J. Mihálik (Ed.), Annual Conference Faculty of Social Sciences UCM TRNAVA: 

Political Science and European Studies Conference Proceeding (pp. 223–232). University of 

Ss. Cyril and Methodius in Trnava. 

https://www.academia.edu/download/62389475/AnnualConferenceProceeding_VKB2020031

7-25842-1ix0sc4.pdf 

Brazova, V. K., Matczak, P., & Takacs, V. (2015). Evolution of civil security systems: The case of 

three Central European countries. Journal of Risk Research, 18(6), 789–806. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.913659 

Brázová, V.-K. (2015). Response of Central European Civil Security Systems to the Economic 

Crisis. Central European Journal of Public Policy, 9(2), 142–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/cejpp-2016-0016 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2015). Common Challenge—Different Response? The Case of 

H1N1 Influenza. In R. Bossong & H. Hegemann (Eds.), European Civil Security Governance: 

Diversity and Cooperation in Crisis and Disaster Management (1st ed., pp. 73–93). Springer. 

Brazova, V.-K., Matczak, P., & Grodzki, R. (2014). Effectiveness in Civil Security – Czech, 

Polish and Slovak perspectives. In I. Nađ (Ed.), Crisis Management Days: Book of papers (pp. 

363–380). Veleučilište Velika Gorica. 

Brazova, K.-V. (2014). Polish civil security in regional context. Przegląd Strategiczny (Polish 

Strategic Review), IV(7), 43–58. 

Brazova, V.-K. (2014). Strategic Governance and Security Policy. In T. Hubálek (Ed.), 

Proceedings from III. international scientific conference of students of doctoral study 

programs in the field of social sciences (pp. 197–205). Wolters Kluwer. 

http://ksv.upol.cz/txt/SDK3.pdf 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2013). Security Identity of the Visegrad Group: Civil Security 

Perspective. In P. Lošonczi (Ed.), Secure Slovakia and the European Union (pp. 37–46). 

University of Security Management. 

Matczak, P., Brazova, V.-K., Samardžija, V., & Pinskwar, I. (2015). Civil Security Governance 

Systems in the New EU Member States: Closer to ‘Old Europe’or a Distinctive Path? In R. 

Bossong & H. Hegemann (Eds.), European Civil Security Governance: Diversity and 

Cooperation in Crisis and Disaster Management (1st ed., pp. 50–72). Springer.  

https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2021-0002
https://www.academia.edu/download/62389475/AnnualConferenceProceeding_VKB20200317-25842-1ix0sc4.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/62389475/AnnualConferenceProceeding_VKB20200317-25842-1ix0sc4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.913659
https://doi.org/10.1515/cejpp-2016-0016
http://ksv.upol.cz/txt/SDK3.pdf


 

187 

 

Sources 

2002: Ničivé povodně zasáhly Česko, do praxe se dostala řada opatření, která vyšla ze zkušeností 

při likvidaci následků | POŽÁRY.cz. (2012, August 7). https://www.pozary.cz/clanek/57430-

2002-nicive-povodne-zasahly-cesko-do-praxe-se-dostala-rada-opatreni-ktera-vysla-ze-

zkusenosti-pri-likvidaci-nasledku/ 

A framework for major emergency management. (2021, September 24). 

https://www.gov.ie/en/collection/ca182-a-framework-for-major-emergency-management/ 

Ackoff, R. L. (1971). Towards a system of systems concepts. Management science, 17(11), 661-

671. 

Ackoff, R. L. (1990). Redesigning the Future. Systems Practice, 3(6), 521-524. 

Ágh, A. (2013). Europeanization of Public Administration in Eastern and Central Europe: The 

Challenge of Democracy and Good Governance. EUROPEIZACIJA JAVNE UPRAVE U 

ISTOCNOJ I SREDNJOJ EUROPI: IZAZOVI PARTICIPATIVNE DEMOKRACIJE I 

DOBROG UPRAVLJANJA., 13(3), Article 3. 

Albright, E. A., & Crow, D. A. (2021). Capacity Building toward Resilience: How Communities 

Recover, Learn, and Change in the Aftermath of Extreme Events. Policy Studies Journal, 

49(1), 89–122. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12364 

Aldrich, D. P. (2019). Challenges to Coordination: Understanding Intergovernmental Friction 

During Disasters. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 10(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-019-00225-1 

Aldrich, D. P., & Meyer, M. A. (2015). Social capital and community resilience. American 

Behavioral Scientist, 59(2), Article 2. 

Alexander, D. (2002). From civil defence to civil protection–and back again. Disaster Prevention 

and Management: An International Journal, 11(3), 209–213. 

Anderson, B., Grove, K., Rickards, L., & Kearnes, M. (2020). Slow emergencies: Temporality 

and the racialized biopolitics of emergency governance. Progress in Human Geography, 44(4), 

621–639. 

Anholt, R. (2020). Resilience in practice: Responding to the refugee crisis in Turkey, Jordan, and 

Lebanon. Politics and Governance, 8(4), 294–305.  

Armstrong, J. H., & Kamieniecki, S. (2017). Strategic adaptive governance and climate change: 

Policymaking during extreme political upheaval. Sustainability (Switzerland), 9(7).  

Assarroudi, A., Heshmati Nabavi, F., Armat, M. R., Ebadi, A., & Vaismoradi, M. (2018). Directed 

qualitative content analysis: The description and elaboration of its underpinning methods and 

data analysis process. Journal of Research in Nursing, 23(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987117741667 

Atkinson, C., & Curnin, S. (2020). Sharing responsibility in disaster management policy. 

Progress in Disaster Science, 7, 100122. 

Atkinson, P., & Coffey, A. (2004). Analysing documentary realities. Qualitative Research, 3, 77–

92. 

Azarian, R. (2011). Potentials and limitations of comparative method in social science. 

International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 1(4), Article 4. 

Bac, M. (2011). Ryzyko katastroficzne jako przedmiot regulacji w ustawodawstwie polskim. In: 

W. Sułkowska (ed.): Ubezpieczenia gospodarcze i społeczne. Wybrane zagadnienia 

ekonomiczne (s. 11–25). Warszawa: Wolters Kluwer Polska. 

https://www.pozary.cz/clanek/57430-2002-nicive-povodne-zasahly-cesko-do-praxe-se-dostala-rada-opatreni-ktera-vysla-ze-zkusenosti-pri-likvidaci-nasledku/
https://www.pozary.cz/clanek/57430-2002-nicive-povodne-zasahly-cesko-do-praxe-se-dostala-rada-opatreni-ktera-vysla-ze-zkusenosti-pri-likvidaci-nasledku/
https://www.pozary.cz/clanek/57430-2002-nicive-povodne-zasahly-cesko-do-praxe-se-dostala-rada-opatreni-ktera-vysla-ze-zkusenosti-pri-likvidaci-nasledku/
https://www.gov.ie/en/collection/ca182-a-framework-for-major-emergency-management/
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12364
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-019-00225-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987117741667


 

188 

 

Bae, Y., Joo, Y.-M., & Won, S.-Y. (2016). Decentralization and collaborative disaster governance: 

Evidence from South Korea. Habitat International, 52, 50–56.  

Bagayoko, N., Hutchful, E., & Luckham, R. (2016). Hybrid security governance in Africa: 

Rethinking the foundations of security, justice and legitimate public authority. Conflict, 

Security and Development, 16(1), 1–32.  

Bailes, A. (2008). What Role the Private Sector in’societal Security’? European Policy Centre. 

Bailes, A. J. K., & Gylfason 1979-, Þ. F. (2008). ‘Societal Security’ and Iceland. 

https://skemman.is/handle/1946/9019 

Bailes, A. J., & Sandö, C. (2014). Nordic Cooperation on Civil Security: The’Haga’Process 

2009-2014. Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut (FOI). 

Baird, T. (2017). Non-State Actors and the New Intergovernmentalism. Journal of Common 

Market Studies, 55(6), 1192–1202. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12570 

Bakken, M., & Rhinard, M. (2013). Anvil. Analysis of Civil Security Systems in Europe–Sweden 

Final Report, Swedish Institute of International Affairs (UI), Stockholm. 

Balabán, M. (2016). The Limits, Dilemmas and Challenges of European Security in Uncertain 

Times. Central European Journal of International Security Studies: CEJISS, 10, 88–109. 

Balabán, M., Rašek, A., & Stejskal, L. (2008). The Extended Concept of Security and the Czech 

Security Practice. Central European Journal of Public Policy, 2(2), Article 2. 

Ball, S. J. (2009). New states, new governance and new education policy. In The Routledge 

international handbook of the sociology of education (pp. 173-184). Routledge. 

Bártíková, G. (2002). Ochrana obyvatelstva ve světě. Ministry of Interior of the Czech Republic. 

Accessed January, 10, 2013. 

Baumgartner, F. R. (2013). Ideas and Policy Change. Governance, 26(2), Article 2. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12007 

Baumgartner, F. R., & Jones, B. D. (2010). Agendas and instability in American politics. 

University of Chicago Press. 

Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2015). Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study Design and 

Implementation for Novice Researchers. The Qualitative Report. 

https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2008.1573 

Będźmirowski, M. (2014). Struktura zarządzania kryzysowego w administracji publicznej 

Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej na terenie powiatu. Prace Naukowe Wyższej Szko\ly Bankowej w 

Gdańsku, 31, 27–40. 

Bénit-Gbaffou, C., Didier, S., & Morange, M. (2008). Communities, the private sector, and the 

state: Contested forms of security governance in Cape Town and Johannesburg. Urban Affairs 

Review, 43(5), 691–717.  

Beránek, J. (2024, October 17). Armádní cvičení, které přepisuje pravidla. Influenceři nám 

pomohli k nebývale dobré reakci lidí, říká velitel. Hospodářské noviny (HN.cz). 

https://podcasty.hn.cz/c1-67428930-armadni-cviceni-ktere-prepisuje-pravidla-influenceri-

nam-pomohli-k-nebyvale-dobre-reakci-lidi-rika-velitel 

Bevir, M. (2016). Decentring security governance. Global Crime, 17(3–4), 227–239.  

Biggs, R., Vos, A. de, Preiser, R., Clements, H., Maciejewski, K., & Schlüter, M. (2021). The 

Routledge Handbook of Research Methods for Social-Ecological Systems (1st ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003021339 

Birkland, T. (2013). Disasters, Focusing Events, and Sociolegal Studies. Oñati Socio-Legal 

Series, 3(2). 

https://skemman.is/handle/1946/9019
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12570
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12007
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2008.1573
https://podcasty.hn.cz/c1-67428930-armadni-cviceni-ktere-prepisuje-pravidla-influenceri-nam-pomohli-k-nebyvale-dobre-reakci-lidi-rika-velitel
https://podcasty.hn.cz/c1-67428930-armadni-cviceni-ktere-prepisuje-pravidla-influenceri-nam-pomohli-k-nebyvale-dobre-reakci-lidi-rika-velitel
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003021339


 

189 

 

Birkland, T. A. (1996). Natural disasters as focusing events: Policy communities and political 

response. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 14(2), 221–243. 

Birkland, T. A. (1997). After Disaster: Agenda Setting, Public Policy, and Focusing Events. 

Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press. 

Birkland, T. A. (1998). Focusing events, mobilization, and agenda setting. Journal of Public 

Policy, 18(1), 53–74. 

Birkland, T. A. (2004). Learning and Policy Improvement After Disaster: The Case of Aviation 

Security. American Behavioral Scientist, 48(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764204268990 

Birkland, T. A. (2006). Lessons of disaster: Policy change after catastrophic events. Georgetown 

University Press. 

Birkland, T. A. (2009). Disasters, catastrophes, and policy failure in the homeland security era 1. 

Review of Policy Research, 26(4), 423–438. 

Birkland, T. A. (2009). Disasters, Lessons Learned, and Fantasy Documents. Journal of 

Contingencies and Crisis Management, 17(3), 146–156. 

Birkland, T. A. (2016). Attention and natural disasters. In Handbook of Public Policy Agenda 

Setting (pp. 389–414). Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd.; Scopus. 

https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-

85052159534&partnerID=40&md5=cdff8b493091f805010f8163a6b772a5 

Birkland, T. A. (2016). Attention and natural disasters. In N. Zahariadis (Ed.), Handbook of 

Public Policy Agenda Setting (pp. 389–414). Edward Elgar Publishing. 

https://www.elgaronline.com/edcollchap/edcoll/9781784715915/9781784715915.00032.xml 

Birkland, T. A. (2019). An Introduction to the Policy Process: Theories, Concepts, and Models of 

Public Policy Making (5th ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351023948 

Birkland, T. A., & Warnement, M. K. (2016). Refining the idea of focusing events in the multiple-

streams framework. In R. Zohlnhӧfer & F. Rüb (Eds.), Decision-Making under Ambiguity and 

Time Constraints (pp. 91–108). ECPR Press. https://123library.org/book/240934/decision-

making-under-ambiguity-and-time-constraints#page=107 

Blaikie, N. (2009). Designing Social Research: The Logic of Anticipation. Polity. 

Blaikie, P., Cannon, T., Davis, I., & Wisner, B. (2004). At Risk: Natural Hazards, People’s 

Vulnerability and Disasters. Routledge. 

Blanco, D. V. (2015). Disaster Governance in the Philippines: Issues, Lessons Learned, and 

Future Directions in the Post-Yolanda Super Typhoon Aftermath. International Journal of 

Public Administration, 38(10), 743–756.  

Blatter, J., & Blume, T. (2008). In Search of Co-variance, Causal Mechanisms or Congruence? 

Towards a Plural Understanding of Case Studies. Swiss Political Science Review, 14(2), 

Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1662-6370.2008.tb00105.x 

Blažková, K. (2011). Historickỳ vỳvoj civilní ochrany (obrany). HZS Moravskoslezského Kraje 

[Online].[Cit. 2014-01-06]. Dostupné z:< Http://Www. Hzsmsk. Cz/Index. Php. 

Boersma, K., Kraiukhina, A., Larruina, R., Lehota, Z., & Nury, E. O. (2019). A port in a storm: 

Spontaneous volunteering and grassroots movements in Amsterdam. A resilient approach to 

the (European) refugee crisis. Social Policy and Administration, 53(5), 728–742.  

Boholm, Å., Corvellec, H., & Karlsson, M. (2012). The practice of risk governance: Lessons 

from the field. Journal of Risk Research, 15(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2011.587886 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764204268990
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85052159534&partnerID=40&md5=cdff8b493091f805010f8163a6b772a5
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85052159534&partnerID=40&md5=cdff8b493091f805010f8163a6b772a5
https://www.elgaronline.com/edcollchap/edcoll/9781784715915/9781784715915.00032.xml
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351023948
https://123library.org/book/240934/decision-making-under-ambiguity-and-time-constraints#page=107
https://123library.org/book/240934/decision-making-under-ambiguity-and-time-constraints#page=107
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1662-6370.2008.tb00105.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2011.587886


 

190 

 

Boin, A. (2009). The New World of Crises and Crisis Management: Implications for 

Policymaking and Research. Review of Policy Research, 26(4), Article 4. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2009.00389.x 

Boin, A., Bossong, R., Brazova, V., Di Camillo, F., Coste, F., Dorussen, H., Ekengren, M., 

Fanoulis, E., Hegemann, H., & Hellenberg, T. (2014). Civil Security and the European Union: 

A survey of European civil security systems and the role of the EU in building shared crisis 

management capacities. http://repository.essex.ac.uk/13839/ 

Boosting Disaster Prevention through Innovative Risk Governance. (2017, December 18). 

OECD. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/boosting-disaster-prevention-through-

innovative-risk-governance_9789264281370-en.html 

Borghi, V., & van Berkel, R. (2007). Contextualising new modes of governance in activation 

policies. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 27(9/10), 353–363. 

Bose, F., & Brower, J. (2018). Do environmental incidents affect state-level environmental 

building policy? ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND GOVERNANCE, 28(3), 192–203.  

Bosomworth, K., Leith, P., Harwood, A., & Wallis, P. J. (2017). What’s the problem in adaptation 

pathways planning? The potential of a diagnostic problem-structuring approach. 

Environmental Science & Policy, 76, 23–28. 

Bossong, R. (2020). Policy networks for European internal security governance: Toward a more 

systematic empirical and normative assessment. Journal of Transatlantic Studies (Springer 

Nature), 18(2), 190–208.  

Bossong, R., & Hegemann, H. (2015). Introduction: European Civil Security Governance—

Towards a New Comprehensive Policy Space? In European Civil Security Governance (pp. 1–

23). Springer. 

Bossong, R., & Hegemann, H. (Eds.). (2015). European Civil Security Governance: Diversity 

and Cooperation in Crisis and Disaster Management. Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115 

Boston, M., Bernie, D., Brogden, L., Forster, A., Galbrun, L., Hepburn, L.-A., Lawanson, T., & 

Morkel, J. (2024). Community resilience: A multidisciplinary exploration for inclusive 

strategies and scalable solutions. Resilient Cities and Structures, 3(1), 114–130. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcns.2024.03.005 

Boulding, K. E. (1956). General systems theory—the skeleton of science. Management science, 

2(3), 197-208. 

Bourbeau, P. (2014). Resiliencism and security studies: Initiating a dialogue. In Balzacq, T. (Ed.): 

Contesting security (pp. 185-200). London: Routledge. 

Bown, K., & Sumsion, J. (2016). Generating visionary policy for early childhood education and 

care: Politicians’ and early childhood sector advocate/activists’ perspectives. Contemporary 

Issues in Early Childhood, 17(2), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1177/1463949116641511 

Brans, M., & Rossbach, S. (1997). The autopoiesis of administrative systems: Niklas Luhmann 

on public administration and public policy. Public administration, 75(3), 417-439. 

Brázová, V. K., & Wiśniewski, R. (2017). System Thinking in the Czech and Polish Strategic 

Documents. Obrana a strategie, 2017(2), 049-066. 

Brázová, V.-K. (2015). Response of Central European Civil Security Systems to the Economic 

Crisis. Central European Journal of Public Policy, 9(2), Article 2. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/cejpp-2016-0016 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2009.00389.x
http://repository.essex.ac.uk/13839/
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/boosting-disaster-prevention-through-innovative-risk-governance_9789264281370-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/boosting-disaster-prevention-through-innovative-risk-governance_9789264281370-en.html
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcns.2024.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1463949116641511
https://doi.org/10.1515/cejpp-2016-0016


 

191 

 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2013). Country Study: Czech Republic. Analysis of Civil Security 

Systems in Europe | ANVIL | Project | Fact sheet | FP7 | CORDIS | European Commission 

(europa.eu) 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2013). Country Study: Slovakia. Analysis of Civil Security 

Systems in Europe | ANVIL | Project | Fact sheet | FP7 | CORDIS | European Commission 

(europa.eu) 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2014). Elusive E-words: Effectiveness and Efficiency in Civil 

Security. Bulletin of the Institute for Western Affairs, 158, Article 158. 

Brazova, V.-K., & Matczak, P. (2015). Common Challenge — Different Response? The Case of 

H1N1 Influenza. In R. Bossong & H. Hegemann (Eds.), European Civil Security Governance 

(pp. 73–93). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115_4 

Brem, S. (2015). Critical Infrastructure Protection from a National Perspective. European 

Journal of Risk Regulation, 6(2), 191–199. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1867299X00004499 

Bremberg, N., & Britz, M. (2009). Uncovering the diverging institutional logics of EU civil 

protection. Cooperation and Conflict, 44(3), 288–308. 

Brie, M. (2017). The Cross-Border Cooperation Between Romania and Ukraine in the Context of 

the Eastern Partnership (EPP) and Association Agreements (AA). Europolity-Continuity and 

Change in European Governance, 11(2), Article 2. 

Brooks, N., Adger, W. N., & Kelly, P. M. (2005). The determinants of vulnerability and adaptive 

capacity at the national level and the implications for adaptation. Global Environmental 

Change, 15(2), 151–163.  

Brudney, J. L., & Gazley, B. (2009). Planning to be Prepared: An Empirical Examination of the 

Role of Voluntary Organizations in County Government Emergency Planning. Public 

Performance & Management Review, 32(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.2753/PMR1530-

9576320302 

Brunner, R. D. (2010). Adaptive governance as a reform strategy. Policy Sciences, 43(4), 301–

341.  

Brunner, R., & Lynch, A. (2013). Adaptive governance and climate change. Boston (MA): 

American Meteorological Society. 

Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, R. S. (2024). Community Capability and Disaster Management. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Graham-

Marsh/publication/242239340_Community_Capability_and_Disaster_Management/links/5ad8

136d0f7e9b28593ad040/Community-Capability-and-Disaster-Management 

Burby, R. J. (2006). Hurricane Katrina and the paradoxes of government disaster policy: Bringing 

about wise governmental decisions for hazardous areas. The Annals of the American Academy 

of Political and Social Science, 604(1), 171–191. 

Burns, K. (2012). The Australian High Court and Social Facts: A Content Analysis Study. 

Federal Law Review, 40(3), 317–348. https://doi.org/10.22145/flr.40.3.2 

Buzalka, J., Keleman, M., & Blažek, V. (2011). Štúdia vybranỳch aspektov ochrany obyvatelstva. 

Košická Bezpečnostní Revue, 1(2), Article 2. 

Buzan, B. (1997). Rethinking Security after the Cold War. Cooperation and Conflict, 32(1), 

Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836797032001001 

Buzan, B., Wæver, O., & De Wilde, J. (1998). Security: A new framework for analysis. Lynne 

Rienner Publishers. 

https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/Analysis%20of%20Civil%20Security%20Systems%20in%20Europe%20|%20ANVIL%20|%20Project%20|%20Fact%20sheet%20|%20FP7%20|%20CORDIS%20|%20European%20Commission%20(europa.eu)
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115_4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1867299X00004499
https://doi.org/10.2753/PMR1530-9576320302
https://doi.org/10.2753/PMR1530-9576320302
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Graham-Marsh/publication/242239340_Community_Capability_and_Disaster_Management/links/5ad8136d0f7e9b28593ad040/Community-Capability-and-Disaster-Management
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Graham-Marsh/publication/242239340_Community_Capability_and_Disaster_Management/links/5ad8136d0f7e9b28593ad040/Community-Capability-and-Disaster-Management
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Graham-Marsh/publication/242239340_Community_Capability_and_Disaster_Management/links/5ad8136d0f7e9b28593ad040/Community-Capability-and-Disaster-Management
https://doi.org/10.22145/flr.40.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836797032001001


 

192 

 

Bynander, F., Chmielewski, P., & Simons, G. (2008). The politics of crisis management in 

transitional Poland from 1990-1999. Försvarshögskolan. https://www.diva-

portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2:301372 

Byrne, D., & Callaghan, G. (2013). Complexity theory and the social sciences: The state of the 

art. Routledge. 

Cai, C., Jiang, W., & Tang, N. (2021). Campaign-style crisis regime: How China responded to the 

shock of COVID-19. Policy Studies, 1-21.  

Carter-Pokras, O., Zambrana, R. E., Mora, S. E., & Aaby, K. A. (2007). Emergency preparedness: 

Knowledge and perceptions of Latin American immigrants. Journal of Health Care for the 

Poor and Underserved, 18(2), 465–481. 

Česko patří mezi státy s nejvyšší úmrtností na chřipku v EU | Domov. (2010, March 18). 

Lidovky.cz. https://www.lidovky.cz/domov/cesko-patri-mezi-staty-s-nejvyssi-umrtnosti-na-

chripku-v-eu.A100318_121959_ln_domov_pks 

Chaffin, B. C., Gosnell, H., & Cosens, B. A. (2014). A decade of adaptive governance 

scholarship: Synthesis and future directions. Ecology and Society, 19(3). 

Chroust, G., Sturm, N., Roth, M., & Ziehesberger, P. (2011). Regional disasters and systemic 

reactions. Proceedings of the 55th Annual Meeting of the ISSS-2011, Hull, UK. 

http://journals.isss.org/index.php/proceedings55th/article/view/1643 

Císař, O., & Beneš, V. (n.d.). VÝZKUMNÝ RÁMEC A JEHO PRVKY5. 

Cobb, R. W., & Ross, M. H. (1997). Cultural Strategies of Agenda Denial: Avoidance, Attack, 

and Redefinition. University Press of Kansas. 

Cohen, C., & Werker, E. D. (2008). The Political Economy of ``Natural’’ Disasters. Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 52(6), Article 6. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002708322157 

Cohen, C., & Werker, E. D. (2008). The Political Economy of ``Natural’’ Disasters. Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 52(6), 795-819. 

Cook, A. D. B., & Chen, C. (2020). Disaster governance and prospects of inter-regional 

partnership in the Asia-Pacific. The Pacific Review, 0(0), 1–31.  

Coppola, D. (2006). Introduction to international disaster management. Elsevier. 

https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=s6oxEraqWWwC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Cop

pola,+D.+P.+(2006).+Introduction+to+international+disaster+management.+&ots=tUeg8y060

o&sig=rkBc5bQAvfZj43yZXl_biQDjeIs 

Cottey, A., Edmunds, T., & Forster, A. (2002). The Second Generation Problematic: Rethinking 

Democracy and Civil-Military Relations. Armed Forces & Society, 29(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X0202900103 

Crow, D. A. (2018). Executive and Legislative Competition Over Natural Hazards Policies. In 

Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Natural Hazard Science. 

https://oxfordre.com/naturalhazardscience/naturalhazardscience/view/10.1093/acrefore/97801

99389407.001.0001/acrefore-9780199389407-e-183 

Crow, D. A., DeLeo, R. A., Albright, E. A., Taylor, K., Birkland, T., Zhang, M., Koebele, E., 

Jeschke, N., Shanahan, E. A., & Cage, C. (2023). Policy learning and change during crisis: 

COVID-19 policy responses across six states. The Review of Policy Research, 40(1), 10–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.12511 

Czech Ministry of Finance. (2024, October 26). Státní závěrečný účet 2012. Ministerstvo financí 

ČR. https://www.mfcr.cz/cs/rozpoctova-politika/statni-rozpocet/plneni-statniho-rozpoctu/2012 

Daase, C., & Friesendorf, C. (Eds.). (2010). Rethinking security governance: The problem of 

unintended consequences. Routledge. 

https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2:301372
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2:301372
https://www.lidovky.cz/domov/cesko-patri-mezi-staty-s-nejvyssi-umrtnosti-na-chripku-v-eu.A100318_121959_ln_domov_pks
https://www.lidovky.cz/domov/cesko-patri-mezi-staty-s-nejvyssi-umrtnosti-na-chripku-v-eu.A100318_121959_ln_domov_pks
http://journals.isss.org/index.php/proceedings55th/article/view/1643
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002708322157
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=s6oxEraqWWwC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Coppola,+D.+P.+(2006).+Introduction+to+international+disaster+management.+&ots=tUeg8y060o&sig=rkBc5bQAvfZj43yZXl_biQDjeIs
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=s6oxEraqWWwC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Coppola,+D.+P.+(2006).+Introduction+to+international+disaster+management.+&ots=tUeg8y060o&sig=rkBc5bQAvfZj43yZXl_biQDjeIs
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=s6oxEraqWWwC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Coppola,+D.+P.+(2006).+Introduction+to+international+disaster+management.+&ots=tUeg8y060o&sig=rkBc5bQAvfZj43yZXl_biQDjeIs
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X0202900103
https://oxfordre.com/naturalhazardscience/naturalhazardscience/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.001.0001/acrefore-9780199389407-e-183
https://oxfordre.com/naturalhazardscience/naturalhazardscience/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.001.0001/acrefore-9780199389407-e-183
https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.12511
https://www.mfcr.cz/cs/rozpoctova-politika/statni-rozpocet/plneni-statniho-rozpoctu/2012


 

193 

 

https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierVa

lue=10.4324/9780203851159&type=googlepdf 

Dale, R. (2000). Organisations and development: Strategies, structures and processes. Sage. 

de Bruijn, J. A., & ten Heuvelhof, E. F. (1995). Policy Networks and Governance. In D. L. 

Weimer (Ed.), Institutional Design (pp. 161–179). Springer Netherlands. 

De Vries, M., & Nemec, J. (2013). Public sector reform: An overview of recent literature and 

research on NPM and alternative paths. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 

26(1), 4–16. 

Delanty, G. (2021). Pandemics, politics, and society: Critical perspectives on the covid-19 crisis 

(p. 269). Berlin/Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co KG. 

DeLeo, R. A. (2010). Anticipatory-Conjectural Policy Problems: A Case Study of the Avian 

Influenza. Risk, Hazards & Crisis in Public Policy, 1(1), 147–184.  

DeLeo, R. A., Taylor, K., Crow, D. A., & Birkland, T. A. (2021). During Disaster: Refining the 

Concept of Focusing Events to Better Explain Long-Duration Crises. International Review of 

Public Policy, 3(1), 5–28.  

Delve, Ho, L. & Limpaecher, A. (2020, September 3). What is Directed Content Analysis 

(DQICA) in Qualitative Research? Step-by-Step Guide. 

https://delvetool.com/blog/contentanalysisdirected 

Dembinski, M., & Joachim, J. (2014). Civil society and the European common security and 

defence policy. European Security, 23(4), 449–465. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.890594 

Demiroz, F., & Unlu, A. (2018). The Role of Government Legitimacy and Trust in Managing 

Refugee Crises: The Case of Kobani. Risk, Hazards and Crisis in Public Policy, 9(3), 332–

356.  

Dieperink, C., Mees, H., Priest, S. J., Ek, K., Bruzzone, S., Larrue, C., & Matczak, P. (2018). 

Managing urban flood resilience as a multilevel governance challenge: An analysis of required 

multilevel coordination mechanisms. Ecology and Society, 23(1), Article 1. JSTOR. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/26799053 

Ding, P., Gerst, M. D., Bernstein, A., Howarth, R. B., & Borsuk, M. E. (2012). Rare Disasters and 

Risk Attitudes: International Differences and Implications for Integrated Assessment 

Modeling. Risk Analysis: An International Journal, 32(11), Article 11. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2012.01872.x 

Disasters, climate and crises | IFRC. (n.d.). Retrieved May 29, 2023, from 

https://www.ifrc.org/our-work/disasters-climate-and-crises 

Djalante, R., Holley, C., & Thomalla, F. (2011). Adaptive governance and managing resilience to 

natural hazards. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 2(4), 1–14. 

Donnelly, P., & Hogan, J. (2012). Understanding policy change using a critical junctures theory 

in comparative context: The cases of Ireland and Sweden. Policy Studies Journal, 40(2), 324–

350. 

Doorn, N. (2017). Resilience indicators: Opportunities for including distributive justice concerns 

in disaster management. Journal of Risk Research, 20(6), 711-731. 

Dorussen, H., Ling, J., & Fanoulis, E. (2016). Civil Protection: Identifying Opportunities for 

Collaboration. Security Relations Between China and the European Union, 145–166. 

Dory, A. J. (2004). American Civil Security: The U.S. Public and Homeland Security. Washington 

Quarterly, 27(1), 37–52. https://doi.org/10.1162/016366003322596909 

https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9780203851159&type=googlepdf
https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9780203851159&type=googlepdf
https://delvetool.com/blog/contentanalysisdirected
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.890594
https://doi.org/10.2307/26799053
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2012.01872.x
https://www.ifrc.org/our-work/disasters-climate-and-crises
https://doi.org/10.1162/016366003322596909


 

194 

 

Dostál, J., Soukopová, J., & Koutnỳ, A. (2014). Dobrovolnictví a nestátní neziskové organizace 

při řešení následk\uu povodní v ČR. https://munispace.muni.cz/book/?id=147 

Drabek, T. E. (1970). Methodology of studying disasters: Past patterns and future possibilities. 

American Behavioral Scientist, 13(3), Article 3. 

Driessen, P. P. J., Hegger, D. L. T., Bakker, M. H. N., van Rijswick, H. F. M. W., & Kundzewicz, 

Z. W. (2016). Toward more resilient flood risk governance. Ecology and Society, 21(4), Article 

4. JSTOR. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26269990 

Dror, Y. (2004). Strategic Brain for Central Government. In M. Potůček (Ed.), The Capacity to 

Govern in Central and Eastern Europe (pp. 15–27). NIPAcee. 

DSA. (2024, October 26). Letecká zachranná služba. DSA. https://dsa.cz/letecka-zachranna-

sluzba/ 

Džihić, V., & Solska, M. (2018). The floods of 2014: Crisis governance, state capacities and 

political regimes in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Croatia. In Crisis Governance in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Serbia: The Study of Floods in 2014 (pp. 6–26).  

Eckersley, P., & Lakoma, K. (2021). Straddling multiple streams: Focusing events, policy 

entrepreneurs and problem brokers in the governance of English fire and rescue services. 

Policy Studies, 1–20. 

Ehrhart, H.-G., Hegemann, H., & Kahl, M. (2014). Towards security governance as a critical tool: 

A conceptual outline. European Security, 23(2), 145–162.  

Elo, S., & Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced 

Nursing, 62(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x 

EM-DAT, CRED / UCLouvain, Brussels, Belgium – www.emdat.be 

Emergency Preparedness and Response | CDC. (2023, May 25). https://emergency.cdc.gov/ 

Esfeld, M. (2015). Atomism and Holism: Philosophical Aspects. In International Encyclopedia of 

the Social & Behavioral Sciences: Second Edition (pp. 131–135). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.63003-9 

European Commission. (2017). Eurobarometer 83.2: Perception of Security, Civil Protection, 

and Humanitarian Aid, March 2015: Version 1 [Dataset]. ICPSR - Interuniversity Consortium 

for Political and Social Research. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR36666.V1 

European Commission. Directorate General for Research and Innovation. (2021). Horizon 

Europe: Strategic plan 2021 2024. Publications Office. 

https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/083753 

Everyone’s Business: Whole-Of-society Action to Manage Health Risks and Reduce Socio-

economic Impacts of Emergencies and Disasters: Operational Guidance (1st ed). (2021). 

World Health Organization. 

Fan, B., & Nie, S. (2018). Coproduction Design of Contingency Planning in Emergency 

Governance Structure: Qualitative Metasynthesis of Chinese Local Government. Natural 

Hazards Review, 19(4).  

Farazmand, A. (2007). Learning from the Katrina crisis: A global and international perspective 

with implications for future crisis management. Public Administration Review, 67(SUPPL. 1), 

149–159.  

Farazmand, A., & Danaeefard, H. (2021). Iranian Government’s Responses to the Coronavirus 

Pandemic (COVID-19): An Empirical Analysis. International Journal of Public 

Administration, 44(11–12), 931–942.  

https://munispace.muni.cz/book/?id=147
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26269990
https://dsa.cz/letecka-zachranna-sluzba/
https://dsa.cz/letecka-zachranna-sluzba/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
http://www.emdat.be/
https://emergency.cdc.gov/
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.63003-9
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR36666.V1
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/083753


 

195 

 

Fekete, A., Lauwe, P., & Geier, W. (2012). Risk management goals and identification of critical 

infrastructures. International Journal of Critical Infrastructures, 8(4), 336–353. 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJCIS.2012.050108 

Fishman, D. A. (1999). ValuJet Flight 592: Crisis Communication Theory Blended and Extended. 

Communication Quarterly, 47(4), 345–375.  

Fletcher, A. J., MacPhee, M., & Dickson, G. (2015). Doing Participatory Action Research in a 

Multicase Study: A Methodological Example. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 

14(5), Article 5. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915621405 

Folke, C., Hahn, T., Olsson, P., & Norberg, J. (2005). Adaptive governance of social-ecological 

systems. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour., 30, 441–473. 

Forino, G., Meding, J., & Brewer, G. (2015). A Conceptual Governance Framework for Climate 

Change Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduction Integration. International Journal of Disaster 

Risk Science, 6(4), 372–384.  

Fung, A. (2006). Varieties of Participation in Complex Governance. Public Administration 

Review, 66(s1), 66–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00667.x 

Gable, L. (2012). Evading emergency: Strengthening emergency responses through integrated 

pluralistic governance. Or. L. Rev., 91, 375. 

Gare, A. (2000). Systems Theory and Complexity. Democracy and Nature, 6(3). 

Garmestani, A. S., & Benson, M. H. (2013). A Framework for Resilience-based Governance of 

Social-Ecological Systems. Ecology and Society, 18(1), Article 1. JSTOR. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/26269259 

Gisquet, E. (2020). Impossibility of Narrative Bridges across Boundaries: Case Study of 

Fukushima-Daiichi Accident. Natural Hazards Review, 21(4), 05020010.  

Gledhill, J. (2024). Cold Leviathan: Civil Defence and Technocracy in Scottish Local 

Government, 1980–1991. Journal of Scottish Historical Studies, 44(2), 101–121. 

https://doi.org/10.3366/jshs.2024.0381 

Gralepois, M. (2011). Non-stop flux city. How does civil security policy keep city always 

running? 

Grant, G., & Milenski, V. (2018). Identifying the challenges to defence reform in Central and 

Eastern Europe: Observations from the field. Defense & Security Analysis, 34(2), Article 2. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14751798.2018.1478182 

Grove, K. (2013). Hidden transcripts of resilience: Power and politics in Jamaican disaster 

management. Resilience, 1(3), 193–209. https://doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2013.825463 

Grove, K. (2018). Resilience. London: Routledge. 

Gummer, S. C., & Stuchtey, T. H. (2014). “Civil Security” and the Private Security Industry in 

Germany. 4. 

Guy Peters, B. (2004). Governance and public bureaucracy: New forms of democracy or new 

forms of control?. Asia Pacific Journal of Public Administration, 26(1), 3-15. 

Hall, P. A. (1993). Policy paradigms, social learning, and the state: The case of economic 

policymaking in Britain. Comparative Politics, 275–296. 

Hall, P., & Löfgren, K. (2004). The rise and decline of a visionary policy: Swedish ICT-policy in 

retrospect. Information Polity, 9(3–4), Article 3–4. https://doi.org/10.3233/IP-2004-0052 

Hälterlein, J., Madsen, L., Schuchardt, A., Peperhove, R., & Gerhold, L. (2018). Integrating 

volunteers in emergency response: A strategy for increased resilience within german civil 

security research. Urban Book Series, 113–128. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-

68606-6_8 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJCIS.2012.050108
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406915621405
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00667.x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26269259
https://doi.org/10.3366/jshs.2024.0381
https://doi.org/10.1080/14751798.2018.1478182
https://doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2013.825463
https://doi.org/10.3233/IP-2004-0052
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68606-6_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68606-6_8


 

196 

 

Hameiri, S., Jones, L., & Sandor, A. (2018). Security governance and the politics of state 

transformation: Moving from description to explanation. Journal of Global Security Studies, 

3(4), 463–482.  

Hamilton, D. S., Sundelius, B., & Grönvall, J. (2005). Protecting the Homeland: European 

Approaches to Societal Security: Implications for the United States. Center for Transatlantic 

Relations, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University. 

Hammerschmid, G., & Löffler, L. (2015). The Implementation of Performance Management in 

European Central Governments: More a North-South than an East-West Divide. NISPAcee 

Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 8(2), Article 2. 

Hanrieder, T., & Kreuder-Sonnen, C. (2014). WHO decides on the exception? Securitization and 

emergency governance in global health. Security Dialogue, 45(4), 331–348.  

Hansén, D. (2016). Crisis Policy-Making: Traceable Processes of Multiple Streams. In 

Zohlnhöfer, Reimut & Rüb,Friedbert W. (Eds.), Decision-Making under Ambiguity and Time 

Constraints (pp. 213–230). ECPR Press. 

Hardt, H. (2018). Who matters for memory: Sources of institutional memory in international 

organization crisis management. The Review of International Organizations, 13(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-017-9281-4 

Haverland, M., & Yanow, D. (2012). A hitchhiker’s guide to the public administration research 

universe: Surviving conversations on methodologies and methods. Public Administration 

Review, 72(3), Article 3. 

Havlíková, E., Karaš, J., Humaj, M., Kizyma, V., & Trenkler, Š. (2015). Kvalita prednemocničnej 

zdravotnej starostlivosti vo Falck Záchranná as – retrospektívna štúdia indikátorov kvality pri 

kraniocerebrálnych poraneniach. PRO NEODKLADNOU, 40. 

Healy, A., & Malhotra, N. (2009). Myopic Voters and Natural Disaster Policy. American Political 

Science Review, 103(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990104 

Hermann, C. F. (1990). Changing course: When governments choose to redirect foreign policy. 

International Studies Quarterly, 34(1), Article 1. 

Hermansson, H. (2016). Disaster Response in Turkey: Conditions Promoting Cross-Sectoral 

Collaboration and Implications for Effectiveness. Administration & Society, 51(7), Article 7. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399716680058 

Herweg, N., Huß, C., & Zohlnhöfer, R. (2015). Straightening the three streams: Theorising 

extensions of the multiple streams framework: Theoretical Refinements of the MSF. European 

Journal of Political Research, 54(3), 435–449.  

Hesselman, M., & Lane, L. (2017). Disasters and non-state actors – human rights-based 

approaches. Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal, 26(5), 526–539. 

Hogan, J., & Doyle, D. (2007). The importance of ideas: An a priori critical juncture framework. 

Canadian Journal of Political Science/Revue Canadienne de Science Politique, 40(4), 883–

910. 

Hogue, H. B., & Bea, K. (2006). Federal Emergency Management and Homeland Security 

organization: Historical developments and legislative options. CRS Report for Congress, 1–49. 

Hoijtink, M. (2014). Capitalizing on emergence: The “new” civil security market in Europe. 

Security Dialogue, 45(5), Article 5. https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010614544312 

Holling, C. S. (1973): Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annual Review of 

Ecological Systems, 4, 1–23. 

Holling, C. S. (2001). Understanding the Complexity of Economic, Ecological, and Social 

Systems. Ecosystems, 4(5), 390–405. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-001-0101-5 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-017-9281-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990104
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399716680058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010614544312
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-001-0101-5


 

197 

 

Holling, C. S. (2001): Understanding the complexity of economic, ecological, and social systems. 

Ecosystems, 4, 390–405. 

Horák, F., Dienstbier, J., & Derka, V. (2021). Legal Regulation of Emergency Governance in the 

Context of the Covid-19 Pandemic. Decision to declare the State of Emergency. Pravník, 6, 

483–484.  

Howlett, M., & Cashore, B. (2009). The Dependent Variable Problem in the Study of Policy 

Change: Understanding Policy Change as a Methodological Problem. Journal of Comparative 

Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 11(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13876980802648144 

Howlett, M., Koštro, A. K., & Poocharoen, O. (2015). Co-production as a Policy Tool: Merging 

Policy and Management Thinking to Advance Policy Theory. International Conference on 

Public Policy, Milan, Italy. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-

Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-

production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Pol

icy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-

Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory 

Huber-Stearns, H. R., Schultz, C., & Cheng, A. S. (2019). A multiple streams analysis of 

institutional innovation in forest watershed governance. Review of Policy Research, 36(6), 

781–804. 

Hur, J. (2012). Disaster management from the perspective of governance: Case study of the 

Hebei Spirit oil spill. Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal, 21(3), 

288–298.  

Hurlbert, M., & Gupta, J. (2016). Adaptive governance, uncertainty, and risk: Policy framing and 

responses to climate change, drought, and flood. Risk Analysis, 36(2), 339–356. 

Ison, R., Grant, A., & Bawden, R. (2014). Scenario Praxis for Systemic Governance: A Critical 

Framework. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 32(4), 623–640. 

Jenkins-Smith, H. C., Nohrstedt, D., Weible, C. M., & Ingold, K. (2018). The advocacy coalition 

framework: An overview of the research program. In Weible Christopher M. & Sabatier Paul 

A. (Eds.), Theories of the policy process (4th ed., pp. 135–171). Westview Press. 

Jochem, S., & Vatter, A. (2006). Introduction: Think tanks in Austria, Switzerland and Germany-a 

recalibration of corporatist policy making? German Policy Studies, 3(3), 139–153. 

John, R. (2011). ÚSPORY MINISTERSTVA VNITRA, POLICIE ČR A HASIČSKÉHO 

ZÁCHRANNÉHO SBORU ČR V ROCE 2011 Ministr vnitra Radek JOHN. 

https://slideplayer.cz/slide/11749206/ 

Johnson, J., & Gheorghe, A. V. (2013). Antifragility analysis and measurement framework for 

systems of systems. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 4(4), 159–168.  

Jones, M. D., & Jenkins-Smith, H. C. (2009). Trans-subsystem dynamics: Policy topography, 

mass opinion, and policy change. Policy Studies Journal, 37(1), 37–58. 

Joyce, F., & McCaffrey, J. (2015). Emergency management on the island of Ireland—Recent 

cross-border developments. Administration (0001-8325), 63(4), Article 4. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/admin-2015-0020 

Kahan, J. H. (2015). Emergency management and homeland security: Exploring the relationship. 

Journal of Emergency Management (Weston, Mass.), 13(6), 483–498. 

Kamarck, E. C. (2002). The end of Government as we know it. In J. D. Donahue & J. S. Nye 

(Eds.), Market-based governance. Supply side, demand side, upside and downside (pp. 227–

262). Brookings Institution Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13876980802648144
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Policy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Policy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Policy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Policy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ora-Orn-Poocharoen/publication/275025037_Co-production_as_a_Policy_Tool_Merging_Policy_and_Management_Thinking_to_Advance_Policy_Theory/links/552f13510cf22d437170d9bf/Co-production-as-a-Policy-Tool-Merging-Policy-and-Management-Thinking-to-Advance-Policy-Theory
https://slideplayer.cz/slide/11749206/
https://doi.org/10.1515/admin-2015-0020


 

198 

 

Kapucu, N., & Sadiq, A.-A. (2016). Disaster Policies and Governance: Promoting Community 

Resilience. Politics & Governance, 4(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v4i4.829 

Kates, R. W., Travis, W. R., & Wilbanks, T. J. (2012). Transformational adaptation when 

incremental adaptations to climate change are insufficient. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 109(19), 

7156–7161.  

Kaufmann, S., & Wichum, R. (2016). Risk and Security: Diagnosis of the Present in the Context 

of (Post-)Modern Insecurities. Historical Social Research / Historische Sozialforschung, 41(1 

(155)), Article 1 (155). 

Kavan, Š. (2014). Jednotky dobrovolnỳch hasič\uu a sdružení dobrovolnỳch hasič\uu při 

povodních. Dobrovolnictví a Nestátní Neziskové Organizace Při Řešení Následk\uu Povodní v 

ČR, 112. 

Keilbach, P. (2009). Internationalizing Civil Security: Comparing Coordination Efforts across the 

Atlantic. Conference Papers -- International Studies Association, 1. 

Kemp, L., Xu, C., Depledge, J., Ebi, K. L., Gibbins, G., Kohler, T. A., Rockström, J., Scheffer, 

M., Schellnhuber, H. J., Steffen, W., & Lenton, T. M. (2022). Climate Endgame: Exploring 

catastrophic climate change scenarios. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 

119(34), Article 34. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108146119 

Kemp, R., Parto, S., & Gibson, R. B. (2005). Governance for sustainable development: Moving 

from theory to practice. International Journal of Sustainable Development, 8(1–2), 12–30.  

Kešetović, Ž., & Samardžija, V. (2014). Regional Civil Security Cooperation in South Eastern 

Europe: The Case of Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Initiative. Gyventojų Saugumo 

Regioninis Bendradarbiavimas Pietryčių Europoje -- Atvejo Analizė Dėl Parengties Nelaimei 

Ir Prevencijos Inicijavimo., 13(2), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.13165/VPA-14-13-2-02 

Kettl, D. F. (2003). Contingent Coordination: Practical and Theoretical Puzzles for Homeland 

Security. The American Review of Public Administration, 33(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074003254472 

Kettl, D. F. (2006). Is the Worst Yet to Come? The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political 

and Social Science, 604(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716205285981 

Kettl, D. F. (2013). System Under Stress: Homeland Security and American Politics. SAGE. 

Kezdőlap—AJBH. (2024, October 11). https://www.ajbh.hu/ 

Kingdon, J. W. (1993). How do issues get on public policy agendas. Sociology and the public 

agenda, 8(1), 40-53. 

Kingdon, J. W. (1995). Agendas, alternatives, and public policies (2nd ed). Longman. 

Kirchner, E. J., & Dominguez, R. (2014). Security governance in a comparative regional 

perspective. European Security, 23(2), 163–178. 

Kirchner, E. J., & Sperling, J. (2007). Global Security Governance: Competing Perceptions of 

Security in the Twenty-First Century. Routledge. 

Kirchner, E. J., Fanoulis, E., & Dorussen, H. (2015). Civil security in the EU: National 

persistence versus EU ambitions? European Security, 24(2), 287–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.968133 

Klučka, J., & Klučka, J. (n.d.). INTEGROVANÝ ZÁCHRANNÝ SYSTÉM V SR – VYBRANÉ 

PROBLÉMY A NÁVRHY RIEŠENÍ. 

Knill, C., & Lehmkuhl, D. (2002). Private actors and the state: Internationalization and changing 

patterns of governance. Governance, 15(1), 41-63. 

https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v4i4.829
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108146119
https://doi.org/10.13165/VPA-14-13-2-02
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074003254472
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716205285981
https://www.ajbh.hu/
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.968133


 

199 

 

Komendantova, N., Mrzyglocki, R., Mignan, A., Khazai, B., Wenzel, F., Patt, A., & Fleming, K. 

(2014). Multi-hazard and multi-risk decision-support tools as a part of participatory risk 

governance: Feedback from civil protection stakeholders. International Journal of Disaster 

Risk Reduction, 8, 50–67. 

Koprić, I. (2016). Decentralization as a Precarious Component of Contemporary European 

Governance. NISPAcee Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 9(1), Article 1. 

Kornakova, M., March, A., & Gleeson, B. (2018). Institutional Adjustments and Strategic 

Planning Action: The Case of Victorian Wildfire Planning. Planning Practice & Research, 

33(2), 120–136.  

Kotek, L. (2015). Nové aspekty v prevenci závažnỳch havárií (Seveso III). Automa: Časopis pro 

Automatizační Techniku, 12, Article 12. 

Kouzmin, A., Johnston, J., & Thorne, K. (2011). Economic SCADs. Public Integrity, 13(3), 

Article 3. https://doi.org/10.2753/PIN1099-9922130303 

Koziej, S. (2011). Security: Essence, basic categories and historical evolution. National Security, 

18. 

Krahmann, E. (2003). Conceptualizing Security Governance. Cooperation and Conflict, 38(1), 5–

26.  

Krippendorff, K. (1989). Content Analysis. International Encyclopedia of Communication, 226, 

Article 226. 

Krobath, J., & Stejskal, L. (2004). Branná vỳchova: Participace občan\uu na přípravě k obraně. 

Bezpečnostní Politika České Republiky-Vỳzvy a Problémy: Sborník Statí Ke Konferenci „15 

Let Vỳvoje Bezpečnostní Politiky a Armády v Československu a České Republice, 149–164. 

Krüger, M. (2019). Building instead of imposing resilience: Revisiting the relationship between 

resilience and the state. International Political Sociology, 13(1), 53-67. 

Kruglanski, A. W., Crenshaw, M., Post, J. M., & Victoroff, J. (2007). What Should This Fight Be 

Called?: Metaphors of Counterterrorism and Their Implications. Psychological Science in the 

Public Interest, 8(3), 97–133. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6053.2008.00035.x 

Kugler, R. L. (2006). Policy Analysis in National Security Affairs: New methods for a new era. 

Government Printing Office. 

Kuipers, S., & Boin, A. (2014). Crisis and disaster management in the Netherlands. A Description 

of Structure and Processes, 1. https://www.preventionweb.net/files/Netherlands-country-

report-2014.pdf 

Kuipers, S., Boin, A., Bossong, R., & Hegemann, H. (2015). Building joint crisis management 

capacity? Comparing civil security systems in 22 European countries. Risk, Hazards & Crisis 

in Public Policy, 6(1), 1–21. 

Lægreid, P., & Rykkja, L. H. (2019). Governing and Organizing for Crisis Management and Civil 

Protection: Advancing an Important but Neglected Research Field. International Public 

Management Review, 19(2), 1–6. 

Lægreid, P., & Serigstad, S. (2004). Organizing for homeland security: The Case of Norway. 

Lægreid, P., & Serigstad, S. (2006). Framing the Field of Homeland Security: The Case of 

Norway*. Journal of Management Studies, 43(6), Article 6. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

6486.2006.00650.x 

Lægreid, P., Christensen, T., & Rykkja, L. H. (2016). Ambiguities of accountability and 

attention–Analyzing the failure of a preventive security project. Scandinavian Journal of 

Public Administration, 20(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.2753/PIN1099-9922130303
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6053.2008.00035.x
https://www.preventionweb.net/files/Netherlands-country-report-2014.pdf
https://www.preventionweb.net/files/Netherlands-country-report-2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00650.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00650.x


 

200 

 

Lagadec, P. (2009). A New Cosmology of Risks and Crises: Time for a Radical Shift in Paradigm 

and Practice. Review of Policy Research, 26(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-

1338.2009.00396.x 

Lane, L., & Hesselman, M. (2017). Governing Disasters: Embracing Human Rights in a Multi-

Level, Multi-Duty Bearer, Disaster Governance Landscape. Politics and Governance; Lisbon, 

5(2), Article 2. http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/pag.v5i2.899 

Lane, M. B. (2008). Strategic coastal governance issues in Fiji: The challenges of integration. 

Marine Policy, 32(6), 856-866. 

Larruina, R., Boersma, K., & Ponzoni, E. (2019). Responding to the Dutch asylum crisis: 

Implications for collaborative work between civil society and governmental organizations. 

Social Inclusion, 7(2), 53–63.  

Legislatívny proces—SLOV-LEX. (2024, October 11). https://www.slov-lex.sk/legislativne-

procesy/-/SK/LP/2016/273 

Lehndorff, S. (2012). A triumph of failed ideas: European models of capitalism in the crisis. 

ETUI. 

Lekunze, M. (2019). Complex Adaptive Systems, Resilience and Security in Cameroon. 

Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429273445 

Leschke, J., Theodoropoulou, S., & Watt, A. (2012). How do economic governance reforms and 

austerity measures affect inclusive growth as formulated in the Europe 2020 Strategy? In S. 

Lehndorff (Ed.), A triumph of failed ideas European models of capitalism in the crisis (pp. 

243–282). European Trade Union Institute. 

https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=uQAHyofs-

x4C&oi=fnd&pg=PA243&dq=Leschke,+J.,+Theodoropoulou,+S.,+%26+Watt,+A.+(2012&ot

s=NEy49b97uv&sig=ZOBOamEh3LhhP68IDGo4vB4GjnM 

Lethbridge, J. (2009). Privatisation of ambulance, emergency and firefighting services in 

Europe–a growing threat? https://gala.gre.ac.uk/id/eprint/2876/1/PSIRU_Report_(9810)_-

_2009-06-H-emerg.pdf 

Lieberman, E. S. (2005). Nested Analysis as a Mixed-Method Strategy for Comparative 

Research. American Political Science Review, 99(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051762 

Lindmayer, J. (2010). The Hungarian disaster management system. AARMS, 9(2), Article 2. 

Lisnyj, K. T., & Dickson-Anderson, S. E. (2018). Community resilience in Walkerton, Canada: 

Sixteen years post-outbreak. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 31, 196–202. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.05.001 

Liu, X., Lindquist, E., Vedlitz, A., & Vincent, K. (2010). Understanding Local Policymaking: 

Policy Elites’ Perceptions of Local Agenda Setting and Alternative Policy Selection. POLICY 

STUDIES JOURNAL, 38(1), 69–91.  

Lizarralde, G., Valladares, A., Olivera, A., Bornstein, L., Gould, K., & Barenstein, J. D. (2015). A 

systems approach to resilience in the built environment: The case of Cuba. Disasters, 39(s1), 

Article s1. https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12109 

Löf, A. (2013). Exploring adaptability through learning layers and learning loops. In Resilience in 

Social-Ecological Systems (pp. 63–77). Routledge. 

https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315868387-5/exploring-

adaptability-learning-layers-learning-loops-annette-l%C3%B6f 

Loorbach, D. (2010). Transition management for sustainable development: a prescriptive, 

complexity‐based governance framework. Governance, 23(1), 161-183. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2009.00396.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2009.00396.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/pag.v5i2.899
https://www.slov-lex.sk/legislativne-procesy/-/SK/LP/2016/273
https://www.slov-lex.sk/legislativne-procesy/-/SK/LP/2016/273
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429273445
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=uQAHyofs-x4C&oi=fnd&pg=PA243&dq=Leschke,+J.,+Theodoropoulou,+S.,+%26+Watt,+A.+(2012&ots=NEy49b97uv&sig=ZOBOamEh3LhhP68IDGo4vB4GjnM
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=uQAHyofs-x4C&oi=fnd&pg=PA243&dq=Leschke,+J.,+Theodoropoulou,+S.,+%26+Watt,+A.+(2012&ots=NEy49b97uv&sig=ZOBOamEh3LhhP68IDGo4vB4GjnM
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=uQAHyofs-x4C&oi=fnd&pg=PA243&dq=Leschke,+J.,+Theodoropoulou,+S.,+%26+Watt,+A.+(2012&ots=NEy49b97uv&sig=ZOBOamEh3LhhP68IDGo4vB4GjnM
https://gala.gre.ac.uk/id/eprint/2876/1/PSIRU_Report_(9810)_-_2009-06-H-emerg.pdf
https://gala.gre.ac.uk/id/eprint/2876/1/PSIRU_Report_(9810)_-_2009-06-H-emerg.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051762
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12109
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315868387-5/exploring-adaptability-learning-layers-learning-loops-annette-l%C3%B6f
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315868387-5/exploring-adaptability-learning-layers-learning-loops-annette-l%C3%B6f


 

201 

 

Lukasiewicz, A., Dovers, S., & Eburn, M. (2017). Shared responsibility: The who, what and how. 

Environmental Hazards, 16(4), 291–313. https://doi.org/10.1080/17477891.2017.1298510 

Lummack, R. (2017). Don’t forget about Boxer: Teaching Systems Thinking, Complexity and 

Design to NCMs. Journal of Military and Strategic Studies, 17(4), pp. 103-121. 

Magnússon, G., & Magnúsdóttir, B. R. (2024). Sitting on all sides of the table? OECD’s role in 

Icelandic Education Policy 2030. Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy, 10(2), 

Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2024.2360797 

Major, C. (2005). Europeanisation and Foreign and Security Policy – Undermining or Rescuing 

the Nation State? Politics, 25(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9256.2005.00242.x 

Mareš, P., Rabušic, L., & Soukup, P. (2015). Analỳza sociálněvědních dat (nejen) v SPSS. 

Masarykova univerzita. 

Marszałek-Kawa, J., & Siemiątkowski, P. (2020). EXPOSÉ PREMIERÓW. Wydawnictwo Adam 

Marszałek. https://doi.org/10.15804/expo.prem.2020 

Martínek, B., & Linhart, P. (2006). Ochrana obyvatelstva, Modul E. Praha: MV-GŘ HZS ČR. 

Matarrita-Cascante, D., Trejos ,Bernardo, Qin ,Hua, Joo ,Dongoh, & and Debner, S. (2017). 

Conceptualizing community resilience: Revisiting conceptual distinctions. Community 

Development, 48(1), 105–123. https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2016.1248458 

Matczak, P., & Abgarowicz, G. (2013). Country study: Poland. ANVIL: Analysis of Civil Security 

Systems in Europe, Http://Anvil-Project. Net/Wp-Content/Uploads/2013/12/Poland_v1. 0. Pdf, 

15, 2013. 

Matczak, P., Brazova, V.-K., Samardžija, V., & Pinskwar, I. (2015). Civil Security Governance 

Systems in the New EU Member States: Closer to ‘Old Europe’ or a Distinctive Path? In R. 

Bossong & H. Hegemann (Eds.), European Civil Security Governance (pp. 50–72). Palgrave 

Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115_3 

May, P. J. (1991). Reconsidering Policy Design: Policies and Publics. Journal of Public Policy, 

11(2), 187–206. 

May, P. J. (1992). Policy Learning and Failure. Journal of Public Policy, 12(4), 331–354.  

Mayring, P. (1997). Qualitative inhaltsanalyse: Grundlagen und techniken. Dt. Studien-Verlag. 

https://ixtheo.de/Record/239883667 

Mayring, P. (2004). Qualitative content analysis. A Companion to Qualitative Research, 1(2), 

Article 2. 

McGill, E. T., Marks, D., Er, V., Penney, T., Petticrew, M., & Egan, M. (2020). The use of a 

complex systems perspective in public health process evaluation research: a systematic review 

protocol. Online: https://sphr.lshtm.ac.uk/files/2020/03/Complex-systems-perspective-in-PH-

research_Protocol.pdf 

McLennan, B. J. (2020). Conditions for Effective Coproduction in Community-Led Disaster Risk 

Management. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 

31(2), 316–332. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-9957-2 

McLennan, B., & Handmer, J. (2014). Sharing responsibility in Australian disaster management. 

Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre: Melbourne, Australia. 

https://www.bushfirecrc.com/sites/default/files/sharingresponsibilityfinal_report.pdf 

McLennan, J., Reid, K., & Beilin, R. (2019a). Shared responsibility, community engagement and 

resilience: International perspectives. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, The, 

34(3), 40–46. 

Mello, P. A., & Peters, D. (2018). Parliaments in security policy: Involvement, politicisation, and 

influence. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 20(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17477891.2017.1298510
https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2024.2360797
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9256.2005.00242.x
https://doi.org/10.15804/expo.prem.2020
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2016.1248458
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137481115_3
https://ixtheo.de/Record/239883667
https://sphr.lshtm.ac.uk/files/2020/03/Complex-systems-perspective-in-PH-research_Protocol.pdf
https://sphr.lshtm.ac.uk/files/2020/03/Complex-systems-perspective-in-PH-research_Protocol.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-9957-2
https://www.bushfirecrc.com/sites/default/files/sharingresponsibilityfinal_report.pdf


 

202 

 

Michaels, S., Goucher, N. P., & McCarthy, D. (2006). Policy windows, policy change, and 

organizational learning: Watersheds in the evolution of watershed management. Environmental 

Management, 38(6), 983–992. 

Miller, M. A., & Douglass, M. (2016). Disaster governance in an urbanising world region. In 

Disaster governance in urbanising Asia (pp. 1–12). Springer. 

Molitor, J. (2022). The Imagined Disastrous: West German Civil Defence Between War 

Preparation and Emergency Management 1950–1990. In M. Cronqvist, R. Farbøl, & C. 

Sylvest (Eds.), Cold War Civil Defence in Western Europe: Sociotechnical Imaginaries of 

Survival and Preparedness (pp. 53–76). Springer International Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84281-9_3 

Morsut, C., & Kruke, B. I. (2018). Crisis governance of the refugee and migrant influx into 

Europe in 2015: A tale of disintegration. Journal of European Integration, 40(2), 145–159.  

Mortensen, P. B., Green-Pedersen, C., Breeman, G., Chaqués-Bonafont, L., Jennings, W., John, 

P., Palau, A. M., & Timmermans, A. (2011). Comparing Government Agendas: Executive 

Speeches in the Netherlands, United Kingdom, and Denmark. Comparative Political Studies, 

44(8), Article 8. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414011405162 

Mouthaan, M. (2021). Old Wine in New Bottles? The European Union’s Organizational 

Response to Reforming EU–African Migration Cooperation. Journal of Common Market 

Studies, 59(5), 1177–1194.  

Mukwashi, A. K., Chrobok, V., & Minani, M. (n.d.). 2018 STATE OF THE WORLD’S 

VOLUNTEERISM REPORT (SWVR) TEAM. 

Mulgan, G., & Potucek, M. (2004). Strategy in Government: The United Kingdom Experience. In 

Potucek, Martin (Ed.), The Capacity to Govern in Central and Eastern Europe (pp. 29–30). 

NISPAcee. 

Murray, T. (2007). Police-building in Afghanistan: A case study of civil security reform. 

International Peacekeeping, 14(1), 108–126. 

Nair, S. (Ed.). (2021). Rethinking Policy Pilots in the 21st Century. In Rethinking Policy Piloting: 

Insights from Indian Agriculture (pp. 1–34). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108885867.001 

NDGDM. (2012). Disaster Management 2011. www. 

katasztrofavedelem.hu/letoltes/eng/szervezet/annual_book_2011.pdf 

Nelson, D. R., Adger, W. N., & Brown, K. (2007). Adaptation to environmental change: 

Contributions of a resilience framework. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour., 32, 395–419. 

Nemec, J. (2010). New Public Management and its Implementation in CEE: What do we Know 

and where do we Go? NISPAcee Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 3(1), Article 1. 

Nemec, J., Svidroňová, M. M., & Kovács, É. (2019). Welfare Co-Production: Hungarian and 

Slovak Reality. NISPAcee Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 12(2), Article 2. 

https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2019-0019 

Netherlands: Safety Regions Act | PreventionWeb. (2017, January 9). 

https://www.preventionweb.net/publication/netherlands-safety-regions-act 

Ničivé povodně 10 let poté—Hasičský záchranný sbor České republiky. (2024, October 11). 

https://www.hzscr.cz/clanek/nicive-povodne-10-let-pote.aspx 

Ning, Y., Ren, R., & Nkengurutse, G. (2020). China’s model to combat the COVID-19 epidemic: 

A public health emergency governance approach. Global Health Research and Policy, 5(1). 

Nohrstedt, D. (2022). When do disasters spark transformative policy change and why? Policy & 

Politics, 50(3), 425–441. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84281-9_3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414011405162
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108885867.001
https://doi.org/www.%20katasztrofavedelem.hu/letoltes/eng/szervezet/annual_book_2011.pdf
https://doi.org/www.%20katasztrofavedelem.hu/letoltes/eng/szervezet/annual_book_2011.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2019-0019
https://www.preventionweb.net/publication/netherlands-safety-regions-act
https://www.hzscr.cz/clanek/nicive-povodne-10-let-pote.aspx


 

203 

 

Nohrstedt, D., & Parker, C. F. (2024). Revisiting the role of disasters in climate policy-making. 

Climate Policy, 24(3), 428–439. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2024.2301781 

Nollkaemper, A. (2018). The duality of shared responsibility. Contemporary Politics, 24(5), 524–

544. https://doi.org/10.1080/13569775.2018.1452107 

Nowell, B., Steelman, T., Velez, A.-L. K., & Yang, Z. (2018). The Structure of Effective 

Governance of Disaster Response Networks: Insights From the Field. The American Review of 

Public Administration, 48(7), Article 7. https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074017724225 

O’Donovan, K. (2017). An assessment of aggregate focusing events, disaster experience, and 

policy change. Risk, Hazards & Crisis in Public Policy, 8(3), 201–219. 

O’Grady, N. (2018). Governing future emergencies: Lived relations to risk in the UK fire and 

rescue service (p. 149). Springer. 

Ochrana F. (2015). Methodology of Social Sciences. Prague: Karolinum 

Ochrana, F. (2015). Methodology of Social Sciences. Charles University in Prague, Karolinum 

Press. 

Ochrana, F. (n.d.). Paradigma, výzkumný program a přístupy ve vědeckém zkoumání. Karolinum. 

Ochrana, F., Plaček, M., & Půček, M. J. (2016). Shortfall of strategic governance and strategic 

management in the Czech Republic. Central European Journal of Public Policy, 10(2), 30-47. 

OECD. (2017). Boosting Disaster Prevention through Innovative Risk Governance: Insights from 

Austria, France and Switzerland. OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264281370-en 

Okada, N., Chabay, I., & Renn, O. (2018). Participatory Risk Governance for Reducing Disaster 

and Societal Risks: Collaborative Knowledge Production and Implementation. International 

Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 9(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-018-0201-x 

Olsson, S. (2009). Crisis Management in the European Union: Cooperation in the Face of 

Emergencies. Springer Science & Business Media. 

Orenstein, M. A. (2010). The political economy of financial crisis in Central and Eastern Europe: 

Poland and Hungary compared. Unpublished Paper. Available at: Www. Gwu. 

Edu/Ieresgwu/Assets/Docs/Crisis_Paper_Orenstein. Pdf (Accessed 9 August 2015). 

https://www.academia.edu/download/30670446/Crisis_Paper_Orenstein.pdf 

Overton, W. F.(1975). General Systems, Structure and Development. In: Riegel, K. F., 

Rosenwald, G. C. (Eds.): Structure and Transformation: Developmental and Historical 

Aspects. New York. 

Pahl-Wostl, C. (2009). A conceptual framework for analysing adaptive capacity and multi-level 

learning processes in resource governance regimes. Global Environmental Change, 19(3), 

354–365. 

Parker, C. F., Persson, T., & Widmalm, S. (2019). The effectiveness of national and EU-level civil 

protection systems: Evidence from 17 member states. Journal of European Public Policy, 

26(9), Article 9. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1523219 

Pekka Visuri & Timo Hellenberg. (2013). Analysis of Civil Security Systems in Europe Country 

Study: Finland. Hellenberg International Oy, Helsinki. 

Pernica, B. (2012). Politika celkovỳch sil a otázka budování vojenské a nevojenské milice v 

České republice. Vojenské Rozhledy, 21(3), Article 3. 

Petkov, Vesselin & Tagarev, Todor. (2015). HUNGARY: Capabilities, Organisations, Policies, 

and Legislation in crisis management and disaster response (No. 127; IT4SecReports, Issue 

127, p. 38). Institute of Information and Communication Technologies CSDM | Centre for 

Security and Defence Management. http://dx.doi.org/10.11610/it4sec.0127 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2024.2301781
https://doi.org/10.1080/13569775.2018.1452107
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074017724225
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264281370-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-018-0201-x
https://www.academia.edu/download/30670446/Crisis_Paper_Orenstein.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1523219
http://dx.doi.org/10.11610/it4sec.0127


 

204 

 

Petrova, T., & Tarrow, S. (2007). Transactional and Participatory Activism in the Emerging 

European Polity: The Puzzle of East-Central Europe. Comparative Political Studies, 40(1), 

Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414006291189 

Ponce, J., Peñalver, A., Capdeferro, O., & Burton, L. (2015). The Multi-Level Prevention and 

Control of Catastrophic Wildfires in Mediterranean Europe: The European Union, Spain, and 

Catalonia. In A. Sarat (Ed.), Studies in Law, Politics and Society (Vol. 68, pp. 189–225). 

Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1059-433720150000068006 

Poscher, R. (2016). Tendencies in Public Civil Security Law. European Journal for Security 

Research, 1(1), 59–76. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41125-016-0003-3 

Potůček, M. (2007). Strategic Governance and the Czech Republic: Theoretical Considerations, 

Real-Life Performance. In Brusis, M., Staroňová, K., & Zubek, R. (Eds.), Strategic policy 

making in central and eastern Europe (pp. 99–114). NISPAcee. 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=Pot%C5%AF%C4%8Dek,+M.+(2007).+Strategic+Gove

rnance+and+the+Czech+Republic:+Theoretical+Considerations,+Real-

Life+Performance.+STRATEGIC+POLICY+MAKING+IN+CENTRAL+AND+EASTERN+

EUROPE,+99.+&hl=cs&as_sdt=0,5 

Potůček, M. (2014). Strategic governance in Central and Eastern Europe: From concepts to 

reality. ELMS: Educational Leadership and Management Studies, 33(1), 87–96. 

Pouw, N. R. M., & De Bruijne, A. (2015). Strategic Governance for Inclusive Development. 

European Journal of Development Research, 27(4), 481–487. 

Prigogine, I. (2014). Beyond being and becoming. New Perspectives Quarterly, 31(1), 5-11. 

Prigogine, I., Stengersová, I. (2001). Řád z chaosu. Prague: Mladá fronta. 

Půček, J. M., Ochrana, F. et al. (2020). Řízení rizik a příležitostí: aplikace na případ muzea. 

Praha: Národní zemědělské museum, s.p.o. 

Quarantelli, E. L. (2000). Disaster planning, emergency management and civil protection: The 

historical development of organized efforts to plan for and to respond to disasters. Online: 

Disaster Planning, Emergency Management and Civil Protection: The Historical Development 

of Organized Efforts To Plan For and To Respond To Disasters (accessed 26.12.2021) 

Quarantelli, E. L. (2000). Emergencies, disasters and catastrophes are different phenomena. 

Online: https://udspace.udel.edu/bitstream/handle/19716/674/PP304.pdf (accessed 

26.12.2024) 

Rabi, M., & Samimian-Darash, L. (2021). An emergency of circulation: Entry screening in the 

UK during the 2014 Ebola epidemic. Critical Public Health, 1-12. 

Raipa, A. (2013). Decomposition of preparing public organization for governance change. Public 

Policy and Administration, 12(4), 523–539.  

Randma-Liiv, T. (2014). Introduction to the Special Issue: The Impact of the Fiscal Crisis on 

Public Administration. Halduskultuur, XV(1), Article 1. 

Rare Disasters and Risk Attitudes: International Differences and Implications for Integrated 

Assessment Modeling. (2012). Risk Analysis: An International Journal, 32(11), Article 11. 

Rašek, A. (2004). Polistopadovỳ vỳvoj armády a bezpečnostní politiky České republiky ve vztahu 

k Evropské unii: Studijní text. UK FSV CESES. 

Ratajczyk, B. (2016). The role and place of volunteer fire service in the national rescue and 

firefighting system. Safety & Fire Technology, 43, 13–20. 

Reuters. (2011, April 16). Hungary police and army unions protest over austerity. Reuters. 

https://www.reuters.com/article/world/hungary-police-and-army-unions-protest-over-austerity-

idUSTRE73F1JL/ 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414006291189
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1059-433720150000068006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41125-016-0003-3
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=Pot%C5%AF%C4%8Dek,+M.+(2007).+Strategic+Governance+and+the+Czech+Republic:+Theoretical+Considerations,+Real-Life+Performance.+STRATEGIC+POLICY+MAKING+IN+CENTRAL+AND+EASTERN+EUROPE,+99.+&hl=cs&as_sdt=0,5
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=Pot%C5%AF%C4%8Dek,+M.+(2007).+Strategic+Governance+and+the+Czech+Republic:+Theoretical+Considerations,+Real-Life+Performance.+STRATEGIC+POLICY+MAKING+IN+CENTRAL+AND+EASTERN+EUROPE,+99.+&hl=cs&as_sdt=0,5
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=Pot%C5%AF%C4%8Dek,+M.+(2007).+Strategic+Governance+and+the+Czech+Republic:+Theoretical+Considerations,+Real-Life+Performance.+STRATEGIC+POLICY+MAKING+IN+CENTRAL+AND+EASTERN+EUROPE,+99.+&hl=cs&as_sdt=0,5
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=Pot%C5%AF%C4%8Dek,+M.+(2007).+Strategic+Governance+and+the+Czech+Republic:+Theoretical+Considerations,+Real-Life+Performance.+STRATEGIC+POLICY+MAKING+IN+CENTRAL+AND+EASTERN+EUROPE,+99.+&hl=cs&as_sdt=0,5
https://udspace.udel.edu/items/ef3d8453-6835-4ddc-9198-c9411ab5d91d
https://udspace.udel.edu/items/ef3d8453-6835-4ddc-9198-c9411ab5d91d
https://udspace.udel.edu/bitstream/handle/19716/674/PP304.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/article/world/hungary-police-and-army-unions-protest-over-austerity-idUSTRE73F1JL/
https://www.reuters.com/article/world/hungary-police-and-army-unions-protest-over-austerity-idUSTRE73F1JL/


 

205 

 

Reynolds, M., & Holwell, S. (2010). Epilogue: Systems Approaches and Systems Practice. In M. 

Reynolds & S. Holwell (Eds.), Systems Approaches to Managing Change: A Practical Guide 

(pp. 293–306). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-84882-809-4_7 

Rhodes, R. A. (2007). Understanding governance: Ten years on. Organization Studies, 28(8), 

1243–1264.  

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1996). The new governance: governing without government. Political studies, 

44(4), 652-667. 

Rijke, J., Brown, R., Zevenbergen, C., Ashley, R., Farrelly, M., Morison, P., & van Herk, S. 

(2012). Fit-for-purpose governance: A framework to make adaptive governance operational. 

Environmental Science and Policy, 22, 73–84. 

Ripberger, J. T. (2011). Whither Civil Defense and Homeland Security in the Study of Public 

Policy? A Look at Research on the Policy, the Public, and the Process. Policy Studies Journal, 

39(s1), Article s1. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2010.00389_6.x 

Roberts, N. C. (2010). Spanning “Bleeding” Boundaries: Humanitarianism, NGOs, and the 

Civilian-Military Nexus in the Post–Cold War Era. Public Administration Review, 70(2), 

Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2010.02135_2.x 

Roberts, P. S. (2010). Private choices, public harms: The evolution of national disaster 

organizations in the United States. Disaster and the Politics of Intervention, 42–69. 

Roux-Dufort, C. (2007). Is crisis management (only) a management of exceptions? Journal of 

Contingencies and Crisis Management, 15(2), 105–114. 

Rüb, F., & Zohlnhöfer, R. (2016). Decision Making under Ambiguity and Time Constraints. 

Assessing the Multiple-Streams Framework. ECPR Press. 

Rubin, O., & de Vries, D. H. (2020). Diverging sensemaking frames during the initial phases of 

the COVID-19 outbreak in Denmark. Policy Design and Practice, 3(3), 277–296.  

Ruggiero, A., Piotrowicz, W. D., & John, L. (2024). Enhancing societal resilience through the 

whole-of-society approach to crisis preparedness: Complex adaptive systems perspective – 

The case of Finland. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 114, 104944. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2024.104944 

Rumbach, A. (2016). Decentralization and small cities: Towards more effective urban disaster 

governance? Habitat International, 52, 35–42.  

Rusňáková, J. (2011, July). Dobrovoľných hasičov ubúda. Chýba im podpora štátu. MY Horná 

Nitra. https://myhornanitra.sme.sk/c/5963815/dobrovolnych-hasicov-ubuda-chyba-im-

podpora-statu.html 

Saleh, A. (2011). Broadening the Concept of Security: Identity and Societal Security. 

International Geopolitics Quarterly, 6, 228–241. 

Salih, M. M. (2009). Governance of Food Security in the 21 st Century. In Facing Global 

Environmental Change (pp. 501–507). Springer. 

Sawalha, I. H. (2020). A contemporary perspective on the disaster management cycle. Foresight, 

22(4), 469–482.  

Schmidt, A. (2019). Tensions and Dilemmas in Crisis Governance: Responding to Citizen 

Volunteers. Administration and Society, 51(7), 1171–1195.  

Scicluna, N., & Auer, S. (2019). From the rule of law to the rule of rules: Technocracy and the 

crisis of EU governance. West European Politics, 42(7), 1420–1442.  

Senge, P. M., & Grusová, I. (2007). Pátá disciplína: Teorie a praxe učící se organizace. 

Management Press Praha. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-84882-809-4_7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2010.00389_6.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2010.02135_2.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2024.104944
https://myhornanitra.sme.sk/c/5963815/dobrovolnych-hasicov-ubuda-chyba-im-podpora-statu.html
https://myhornanitra.sme.sk/c/5963815/dobrovolnych-hasicov-ubuda-chyba-im-podpora-statu.html


 

206 

 

Setyono, J. S., & Yuniartanti, R. K. (2016). The challenges of disaster governance in an 

Indonesian multi-hazards city: A case of Semarang, Central Java. Procedia-Social and 

Behavioral Sciences, 227, 347–353. 

Shahat, E., Hyun, C. T., & Yeom, C. (2020). Conceptualizing Smart Disaster Governance: An 

Integrative Conceptual Framework. Sustainability, 12(22), 9536.  

Shaikh, B. T. (2021). Strengthening health system building blocks: Configuring post-COVID-19 

scenario in Pakistan. Primary Health Care Research and Development, 22.  

Shalamanov, V. (2006). Defence Management and Civil Society Interaction and Co-Operation. In 

W. F. V. Eekelen & P. H. Fluri (Eds.), Defence Institution Building: A Sourcebook in Support 

of the Partnership Action Plan (PAPDIB) (pp. 435–466). Geneva Centre for the Democratic 

Control of Armed Forces. 

Shanghvi, I. (2015). TIPS AND PITFALLS: DISCERNING AND CIRCUMVENTING BIAS IN 

SOCIAL RESEARCH. https://esrf.or.tz/docs/DP_66.pdf 

Shobaki, M. J. A., Amuna, Y. M. A., & Naser, S. S. A. (2017). Strategic and Operational Planning 

as Approach for Crises Management Field Study on Unrwa. International Journal of 

Information Technology and Electrical Engineering, 5(6), Article 6. 

Shrivastava, P. (1993). Crisis theory/practice: Towards a sustainable future. Industrial & 

Environmental Crisis Quarterly, 7(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/108602669300700103 

Sicakova-Beblava, E., & Beblavy, M. (2016). Using government manifestos to analyse the 

political salience and shape of anti-corruption policies in the Czech Republic and Slovakia. 

Policy Studies, 37(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2016.1146247 

Šilhánek, B., & Dvořák, J. (2003). Stručná historie ochrany obyvatelstva v našich podmínkách. 

Ministerstvo vnitra, generální ředitelství Hasičského záchranného sboru ČR. 

Simm, G. (2018). Disaster Response in Southeast Asia: The ASEAN Agreement on Disaster 

Response and Emergency Management. Asian Journal of International Law, 8(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S2044251316000205 

Simon, H. A. (1996). The sciences of the artificial. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT press, 3rd 

edition. 

Sitas, N., (first), Ryan, Paul, & Schulz, Lisen. (2021). Systems scoping. In R. Biggs, A. de Vos, 

R. Preiser, H. Clements, & K. Maciejewski, The Routledge Handbook of Research Methods 

for Social-Ecological Systems (1st ed., pp. 83–94). Routledge. 

https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/9781003021339 

Slovak MInistry of Finance. (2024a, October 26). Návrh štátneho záverečného účtu SR za rok 

2012. Ministerstvo financií SR. https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-

dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/ 

Slovak MInistry of Finance. (2024b, October 26). Návrh štátneho záverečného účtu SR za rok 

2013. Ministerstvo financií SR. https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-

dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/ 

Slovak Ministry of Interior. (2024, October 26). Vláda schválila novú koncepciu fungovania 

integrovaného záchranného systému , Ministerstvo vnútra Slovenskej republiky. 

https://www.minv.sk/?tlacove-spravy-4&sprava=vlada-schvalila-novu-koncepciu-fungovania-

integrovaneho-zachranneho-systemu 

Solecki, W. D., & Michaels, S. (1994). Looking through the postdisaster policy window. 

Environmental Management, 18(4), 587–595.  

Sørensen, E., & Torfing, J. (2009). Making governance networks effective and democratic 

through metagovernance. Public administration, 87(2), 234-258. 

https://esrf.or.tz/docs/DP_66.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/108602669300700103
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2016.1146247
https://doi.org/10.1017/S2044251316000205
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/9781003021339
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/
https://www.minv.sk/?tlacove-spravy-4&sprava=vlada-schvalila-novu-koncepciu-fungovania-integrovaneho-zachranneho-systemu
https://www.minv.sk/?tlacove-spravy-4&sprava=vlada-schvalila-novu-koncepciu-fungovania-integrovaneho-zachranneho-systemu


 

207 

 

Spencer, A. (2012). The social construction of terrorism: Media, metaphors and policy 

implications. Journal of International Relations and Development, 15(3), 393–419. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/jird.2012.4 

Sperling, J., & Webber, M. (2014). Security governance in Europe: A return to system. European 

Security, 23(2), 126–144.  

Standard Eurobarometer 94—Winter 2020-2021—Eurobarometer survey. (2021, April). 

https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/2355 

Starzomski, B. (2004). Berkes, F., J. Colding, and C. Folke. 2003. Navigating social-ecological 

systems: Building resilience for complexity and change. Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge, UK. Ecology and Society, 9(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00601-

090101 

Stern, E. K., & Hansén, D. (2000). Crisis management in a transitional society: The Latvian 

experience. National Defence College. 

Stewart, J., & Ayres, R. (2001). Systems theory and policy practice: an exploration. Policy 

Sciences, 34(1), 79-94. 

Stoker, G. (2019). Embracing complexity: A framework for exploring governance resources. 

Journal of Chinese Governance, 4(2), 91–107. 

Strategic Emergency Management (SEM) National Structures and Framework. (2020, October 

12). https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/7ff6f-strategic-emergency-management-sem-national-

structures-and-framework/ 

Strauss, D. (2016). The tension between (methodological) individualism and holism. 22. 

Strečanskỳ, B. (2015). Civil Society in Slovakia. Lucius & Lucius Stuttgart. 

https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=RMI7DwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA59&dq=

Stre%C4%8Dansk%C3%BD,+Boris+%22Civil+Society+in+Slovakia%22&ots=oHk9bNvutB

&sig=BLQN5jcB80CCO8_d9242bNhRkDw 

Szmitkowski, P. (2016). Plany zarządzania kryzysowego w świetle nowych regulacji prawnych. 

Doctrina. Studia Spo\leczno-Polityczne, 13(13), 209–220. 

Takacs, V., & Matczak, P. (2013). Country Study Hungary. Retrived from ANVIL Website: 

Http://Anvil-Project. Net/Wp-Content/Uploads/2014/01/CBSS_v1. 0. Pdf (Accessed 8. 6. 

2014). 

Takeda, M. B., & Helms, M. M. (2006). ‘Bureaucracy, meet catastrophe’: Analysis of the tsunami 

disaster relief efforts and their implications for global emergency governance. International 

Journal of Public Sector Management, 19(2), 204–217.  

Taleb, N.N. (2012): Antifragile: Things that Gain from Disorder. London: Penguin Books Ltd. 

Tan, S. S., & Chew, A. (2008). Governing singapore’s security sector: Problems, prospects and 

paradox. Contemporary Southeast Asia, 30(2), 241–263.  

Tatíčková, I. (2012). Možnosti zapojení nestátních neziskových organizací do Integrovaného 

záchranného systému [Bakalářská práce, Jihočeská univerzita v Českých Budějovicích, 

Teologická fakulta]. 

https://theses.cz/id/lepzgt/Moznosti_zapojeni_NNO_do_IZS.pdf?info=1;zpet=%2Fvyhledavan

i%2F%3Fsearch%3Ddobrovolnictv%25C3%25AD%26start%3D48;isshlret=3%3B 

Tepe, M. (2012). The Public/Private Sector Cleavage Revisited: The Impact of Government 

Employment on Political Attitudes and Behaviour in 11 West European Countries. Public 

Administration, 90(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01961.x 

Tewdwr-Jones, M., Gallent, N., & Morphet, J. (2010). An anatomy of spatial planning: Coming 

to terms with the spatial element in UK planning. European Planning Studies, 18(2), 239-257. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/jird.2012.4
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/2355
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00601-090101
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00601-090101
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/7ff6f-strategic-emergency-management-sem-national-structures-and-framework/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/7ff6f-strategic-emergency-management-sem-national-structures-and-framework/
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=RMI7DwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA59&dq=Stre%C4%8Dansk%C3%BD,+Boris+%22Civil+Society+in+Slovakia%22&ots=oHk9bNvutB&sig=BLQN5jcB80CCO8_d9242bNhRkDw
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=RMI7DwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA59&dq=Stre%C4%8Dansk%C3%BD,+Boris+%22Civil+Society+in+Slovakia%22&ots=oHk9bNvutB&sig=BLQN5jcB80CCO8_d9242bNhRkDw
https://books.google.com/books?hl=cs&lr=&id=RMI7DwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA59&dq=Stre%C4%8Dansk%C3%BD,+Boris+%22Civil+Society+in+Slovakia%22&ots=oHk9bNvutB&sig=BLQN5jcB80CCO8_d9242bNhRkDw
https://theses.cz/id/lepzgt/Moznosti_zapojeni_NNO_do_IZS.pdf?info=1;zpet=%2Fvyhledavani%2F%3Fsearch%3Ddobrovolnictv%25C3%25AD%26start%3D48;isshlret=3%3B
https://theses.cz/id/lepzgt/Moznosti_zapojeni_NNO_do_IZS.pdf?info=1;zpet=%2Fvyhledavani%2F%3Fsearch%3Ddobrovolnictv%25C3%25AD%26start%3D48;isshlret=3%3B
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01961.x


 

208 

 

Tewdwr-Jones, M., Gallent, N., & Morphet, J. (2010). An anatomy of spatial planning: Coming 

to terms with the spatial element in UK planning. European Planning Studies, 18(2), 239-257. 

Thomas, G. (2011). A Typology for the Case Study in Social Science Following a Review of 

Definition, Discourse, and Structure. Qualitative Inquiry, 17(6), Article 6. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800411409884 

Tiernan, A., Drennan, L., Nalau, J., Onyango, E., Morrissey, L., & Mackey, B. (2019). A review 

of themes in disaster resilience literature and international practice since 2012. Policy Design 

and Practice, 2(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2018.1507240 

Tiernan, A., Drennan, L., Nalau, J., Onyango, E., Morrissey, L., & Mackey, B. (2019). A review 

of themes in disaster resilience literature and international practice since 2012. Policy Design 

and Practice, 2(1), 53–74.  

Tierney, K. (2012). Disaster Governance: Social, Political, and Economic Dimensions. Annual 

Review of Environment and Resources, 37(1), 341–363. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-

environ-020911-095618 

Tierney, K. J. (2007). From the Margins to the Mainstream? Disaster Research at the Crossroads. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 33(Volume 33, 2007), Article Volume 33, 2007. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.33.040406.131743 

Torney, D., & O’Gorman, R. (2019). A laggard in good times and bad? The limited impact of EU 

membership on Ireland’s climate change and environmental policy. Irish Political Studies, 

34(4), 575–594.  

Tóth, A., Neumann, L., & Hosszú, H. (2012). Hungary’s full-blown malaise. In S. Lehndorff 

(Ed.), A triumph of failed ideas European models of capitalism in the crisis (pp. 137–154). 

European Trade Union Institute. 

https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/C7%2012%20A%20triumph%20of%20failed%20ideas

%20WEB.pdf 

Touati, N., Maillet, L., Paquette, M.-A., Denis, J.-L., & Rodríguez, C. (2019). Understanding 

Multilevel Governance Processes through Complexity Theory: An Empirical Case Study of 

the Quebec Health-Care System. International Journal of Public Administration, 42(3), 205–

217. 

Tran, P., Shaw, R., Chantry, G., & Norton, J. (2009). GIS and local knowledge in disaster 

management: A case study of flood risk mapping in Viet Nam. Disasters, 33(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7717.2008.01067.x 

Ulmer, R. R. (2001). Effective crisis management through established stakeholder relationships: 

Malden Mills as a case study. Management Communication Quarterly, 14(4), 590–615. 

UNDRR. (2015). Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015—2030 (1st ed.). UN 

Office for Disaster Risk Reduction. https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-

disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030 

Valdivieso, P., Neudorfer, P., & Andersson, K. P. (2021). Causes and consequences of local 

government efforts to reduce risk and adapt to extreme weather events: Municipal 

organizational robustness. Sustainability (Switzerland), 13(14).  

Van Assche, T. (2012). When do new issues appear? Punctuations in the Belgian executive 

agenda. ACTA POLITICA, 47(2), 128–150.  

Verba, S. (1967). Some dilemmas in comparative research. World Politics, 20(1), Article 1. 

Von Bertalanffy, L. (1950). An outline of general system theory. British Journal for the 

Philosophy of science, 1(2). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800411409884
https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2018.1507240
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020911-095618
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020911-095618
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.33.040406.131743
https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/C7%2012%20A%20triumph%20of%20failed%20ideas%20WEB.pdf
https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/C7%2012%20A%20triumph%20of%20failed%20ideas%20WEB.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7717.2008.01067.x
https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030
https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030


 

209 

 

Voorberg, W. H., Bekkers, V. J., & Tummers, L. G. (2015). A systematic review of co-creation 

and co-production: Embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Management Review, 

17(9), Article 9. 

Waever, O., Buzan, B., Kelstrup, M., & Lemaitre, P. (1993). Identity, Migration and the New 

Security Order in Europe. London: Pinter. 

Walker, B., Holling, C. S., Carpenter, S., & Kinzig, A. (2004). Resilience, Adaptability and 

Transformability in Social–ecological Systems. Ecology and Society, 9(2), Article 2. 

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00650-090205 

Walker, J., & Cooper, M. (2011). Genealogies of resilience: From systems ecology to the political 

economy of crisis adaptation. Security dialogue, 42(2), 143-160. 

Warner, R. (2020). Governance for resilience: Canada and global disaster risk reduction. 

Canadian Foreign Policy Journal, 26(3), Article 3. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/11926422.2019.1699129 

Wehn, U., Rusca, M., Evers, J., & Lanfranchi, V. (2015). Participation in flood risk management 

and the potential of citizen observatories: A governance analysis. Environmental Science & 

Policy, 48, 225–236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2014.12.017 

Weible, C. M., Heikkila, T., deLeon, P., & Sabatier, P. A. (2012). Understanding and influencing 

the policy process. Policy Sciences, 45(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-011-9143-

5 

Welsh, M. (2014). Resilience and responsibility: Governing uncertainty in a complex world. 

Geographical Journal, 180(1), 15–26.  

Wilkinson, C. (2012). Social-ecological resilience: Insights and issues for planning theory. 

Planning Theory, 11(2), 148–169.  

Williams, S. (2008). Rethinking the Nature of Disaster: From Failed Instruments of Learning to a 

Post-Social Understanding. Social Forces, 87(2), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.0.0146 

Wood, J., & Dupont, B. (2006). Democracy, Society and the Governance of Security. Cambridge 

University Press. 

World Economic Outlook Databases. (2024, October 27). IMF. 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/SPROLLs/world-economic-outlook-databases 

Wu, S., Gao, J., Wei, B., Zhang, J., Guo, G., Wang, J., Deng, H., Liu, L., He, S., & Xu, E. (2021). 

Theoretical paradigm for natural disaster-resilient society. Dili Xuebao/Acta Geographica 

Sinica, 76(5), 1136–1147. 

www.interway.sk, I., a s-. (2024, October 26). Štátny záverečný účet SR. Ministerstvo financií 

Slovenskej republiky. https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-

dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/ 

Yeo, J., & Knox, C. C. (2019). Public Attention to a Local Disaster Versus Competing Focusing 

Events: Google Trends Analysis Following the 2016 Louisiana Flood. SOCIAL SCIENCE 

QUARTERLY, 100(7, SI), 2542–2554.  

Yin, R. K. (2009a). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. SAGE. 

Ylöstalo, H. (2020). The role of scientific knowledge in dealing with complex policy problems 

under conditions of uncertainty. Policy & Politics, 48(2), 259-276. 

Ylöstalo, H., & Adkins, L. (2021). Economizing the political: Workfare reform in strategic 

management mode. Current Sociology, 69(5), 723–741. 

Zahariadis, N. (2016). Handbook of Public Policy Agenda Setting. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Zaki, B. L., & George, B. (2021). New development: Policy learning and public management—A 

match made in crisis. Public Money and Management, 1-4. 

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00650-090205
https://doi.org/10.1080/11926422.2019.1699129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2014.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-011-9143-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-011-9143-5
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.0.0146
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/SPROLLs/world-economic-outlook-databases
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/
https://www.mfsr.sk/sk/financie/statne-vykaznictvo/klucove-dokumenty-uctovne-zavierky/statny-zaverecny-ucet-sr/


 

210 

 

Zaki, B. L., & Wayenberg, E. (2021). Shopping in the scientific marketplace: COVID-19 through 

a policy learning lens. Policy Design and Practice, 4(1), 15–32.  

Zaki, B. L., Pattyn, V., & Wayenberg, E. (2023). Policy learning type shifts during creeping 

crises: A storyboard of COVID-19 driven learning in Belgium. European Policy Analysis, 

9(2), 142–166. https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1165 

Zákony: Vyhľadávanie v návrhoch zákonov - Národná rada Slovenskej republiky. (2024, October 

11). https://www.nrsr.sk/web/Default.aspx?sid=zakony/sslp 

Zebrowski, C. (2019). Emergent emergency response: Speed, event suppression and the 

chronopolitics of resilience. Security Dialogue, 50(2), 148–164. 

Zhang, J., & Kumaraswamy, M. M. (n.d.). Public-Private-People Partnerships (4P) for Disaster 

Preparedness, Mitigation and Post-disaster Reconstruction. 

Zhikharevich, B. S., Klimanov, V. V., & Maracha, V. G. (2021). Resilience of a Territory: 

Concept, Measurement, Governance. Regional Research of Russia, 11(1).  

Zielonka, J. (2007). Plurilateral Governance in the Enlarged European Union. JCMS: Journal of 

Common Market Studies, 45(1), 187–209.  

Zurita, M. de L. M., Cook, B., Harms, L., & March, A. (2015). Towards New Disaster 

Governance: Subsidiarity as a Critical Tool. Environmental Policy and Governance, 25(6), 

Article 6. https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1681 

https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1165
https://www.nrsr.sk/web/Default.aspx?sid=zakony/sslp
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1681

