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Chapter Five

Global Governance and the

International Cooperation of IOTWS

5.1 Introduction

According to route one of Figure 1.3 and the research questions in Chapter one,

this chapter is a response to the question of how the global governance influences

individuals’decision-making, and why individuals are willing to cooperate in the

IOTWS. Sections 5.2 and 5.3 discuss the influence of diverse global actors and the

influences governing these actors’interaction. Section 5.4 provides some insights

from our qualitative data into why these global actors cooperate in the IOTWS.

In this study, a total of 22 man-interviews were conducted (the qualitative study)

in four countries and regions, with the various organizations participating in the

IOTWS and with scholars and experts whose research area is disaster management.

Among these are people from industry, which is coded as Practitioner (P); there are a

total of 12 man-interviews. There also are a total of 10 man-interviews in the

Academy, coded as Scholar (S). Through the discussion of the aforementioned

theoretical framework and use of the qualitative data analysis software NVivo 7.0,

different free nodes and tree nodes are established, respectively, to complement and

analyze the results obtained from the questionnaire data.
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5.2 Diverse Global Actors in IOTWS

5.2.1 The Political Economy Context of the IOTWS

Indian Ocean countries originally included the different regions South-East Asia,

South Asia, and East Africa and South Africa, [and these are very diverse] with regard

to their cultural, religious, political and economic development. Compared with the

Pacific Tsunami Warning System (PTWS) which was completed in 1960,

international cooperation to establish the Indian Ocean Tsunami Warning System

(IOTWS) is obviously lagging. This lag can be attributed to differences in capacity

and context. As our respondents pointed out:

“The IOC has [recognized that] the countries in the Indian Ocean are

very diverse in their religions, politics and policies and has therefore

agreed that the IOTWS will be a multi-national system, so each

country is responsible for building its own system.” (P-1)

“…look at the map. They are completely in different geographical

regions; relationships are limited, political interest is different.” 

(P-3-4-5)

“…political issue of culture and also the relationship between Indian

Oceans too…I used to talk with one navy [man] in Thailand; he said

that deploying a buoy near Indian territory may affect national

security…so this is a quite sensitive issue…[and there is] mistrust

among the two countries.” (S-10)

“Thailand and Australia probably have the biggest capacity but there

are other countries like Sri Lanka that are getting there fast and they
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do have the technical capacity and then there are countries along

eastern Africa that have very little capacity and very little resources to

do anything.” (P-1)

“The question of exchanging geophysical physical data internationally

is a difficult one, because as you said, the different countries have

different cultural backgrounds…some of the areas around the Indian 

Ocean have cultural differences that lead them to be very closed with

their data…” (S-1)

Even after the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, different views still exist for the

establishment of a single Indian Ocean tsunami warning system. For now, every

country is competing to have the Regional Tsunami Watch Provider located in its

country. One reason is that their international cooperation can be converted into

domestic political support. In other words, the domestic political situation can still

have a certain impact on the conduct and results of international cooperation.

“…being the regional center means you have credibility [and can]

build your own domestic expertise…Thailand and India---they compete

[for] the regional center…I think Thailand still wants to be the

leader…because of their political culture…” (S-10)

“Nobody wants to accept that [the center is in another region]; so in

other words India wouldn’t accept that Thailand was going to be the

center for the region and so what they did to get around the politics is

they called it a Watch Provider.” (P-1)

At present, the operations of the Regional Tsunami Watch Provider are located in

several different countries (e.g. Malaysia, Indonesia, India, Thailand, Iran and
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Australia). Thus resource integration and communication and coordination will be

important factors for the smooth operation of the IOTWS, and it appears that the

intervention of a transnational power is much more important, whether it is seen as

active intervention or a passive requirement. For example, the Intergovernmental

Oceanographic Commission (IOC) of UNESCO and its Intergovernmental

Coordination Group (ICG / IOTWS) play an important role in coordination.

“…the warning systems in Indonesia and Malaysia do not talk to each

other…they have some part to share…[therefore]they don’t have full 

access to information…” (S-10)

“It is beyond borders then???? the immediate neighbors are interested.

Perhaps the relationships between the countries may not be good, so

they would go through international organizations, not just the UN but

also regional organizations that can work together and also the [World]

Bank, so those are the channels that they can use.” (P-3-4-5)

5.2.2 The Global Actors in IOTWS

Under circumstances of global governance, global affairs imply multiple actors

and participants. For the early warning system as an example, in addition to the

organizations indicated in the UN/ISDR website, the participants also include the

communities, national meteorological and hydrological services, authorities

concerned with the impacts, and United Nations authorities1. For the main participants

in the global disaster reduction issues or IOTWS, the respondents are described as

having the following characteristics:

1 Please see http://www.unisdr.org/ppew/ew-actors/main-participants.htm.
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“…how organizations work together. It is really an amazing process

when you think you have a disaster and you have all these NGOs, the

US government---which has many government agencies, and then you

have all these donors and you have the World Bank getting involved in

this, and you have everybody coming in this to help.” (P-1)

“you just want to take advantage of things that work and then build on

that. It is very tough working on all these organizations, all these

NGOs, all the political restrictions that exist at the state level [and] at

the national level. It makes it very difficult if they don’t normally

coordinate; then you have these outside organizations coming in trying

to make them coordinate [and trying to] facilitate the communication.

The cooperation [is] very tough.” (P-1)

“We are working with NGOs in three of the countries to build

resiliency at the community level so that they can learn how to take

steps to, if a tsunami occurs, to minimize the effects of a tsunami, to

look at all the other hazards, to look at the preparedness and response

planning, to have an effective warning process within the community,

to warn the people, evacuation plans, that sort of thing.” (P-1)

“…the IASC mechanism that regularly sets common strategies and

judge the priority on disaster response. And the IASC includes the Red

Cross and also the NGO community…the ISDR works kind of as the 

global platform with different governments. So that is kind of how it

works.” (P-3-4-5)

“…for the Indian Ocean Tsunami Warning System, there [are] also a
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lot of actors involved. Not only the UN but also the government, and

within the government, there are many ministries, and also in the UN.” 

(P-3-4-5)

“ADRC always pays attention to such nominations, we plan on a daily

basis to make some proposal, like disaster management education or

some community-based hazard mapping, UNICL is special. UNISDR

expects ADRC, as the key player in the Asian region, to promote ISDR

activity. So, its objective is common. But like UNDP or UNESCO, they

are rich, they are large scale organizations compared to other UN

organizations. We interact with them to exchange some information or

acquire a budget. WMO is an expert, a meteorological expert. We

attend the typhoon committee with UNESCO, which is a more research

oriented meeting.” (S-4-5)

From the survey results, I distinguish three different types of organizations

including international/regional organizations (IRO), government agencies (GA), and

NGOs and research institutes (NGORI), and then attempt to understand whether these

three organization types have differences with regard to cooperation, as the result. The

following table indicates that the median division and high division for GAs have

obvious differences with regard to “view broaden”which means it will broaden the

organization view. To GAs, this kind of international cooperation will contribute to

the democratic tradition of leading the country to a new level in global governance. It

can be seen from the answer that as many as 63.33% of the respondents are located in

the high group.
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Table 5.2.1 Cross Table of Organization Types and the Outcomes of Cooperation

Org. types IRO GA NGORI
Outcomes

N Row % N Row % N Row %

Low 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 6.25
Median 8 80.00 19 63.33 12 75.00Effectiveness

High 2 20.00 11 36.67 3 18.75
Low 0 0.00 1 3.33 3 18.75

Median 5 50.00 17 56.67 9 56.25Quality
High 5 50.00 12 40.00 4 25.00
Low 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 6.25

Median 1 10.00 11 36.67 9 56.25View Broaden
High 9 90.00 19 63.33 6 37.50
Low 0 0.00 2 6.67 2 12.50

Median 4 40.00 16 53.33 6 37.50
Interaction
Increased

High 6 60.00 12 40.00 8 50.00
Low 0 0.00 4 13.33 1 6.67

Median 4 44.44 15 50.00 11 73.33Equalization
High 5 55.56 11 36.67 3 20.00

Note: n=59

After conducting an ANOVA, I found that View Broaden and Organizational

Type have significance. However, if post-comparison is adopted for the further

analysis, then we can determine which type of organization is significantly different,

and only IRO and NGORI are; these two types of organizations have significance

levels of 0.059, or close to 0.05. It is shown that IRO has a significantly higher score

in View Broaden than NGOs and Research Institutes. Tables 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 on the

next page show the results of the ANOVA of Organization Type, Outcomes of

Cooperation, and Multiple Comparisons of Organization Types in View Broaden.
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Table 5.2.2 ANOVA of Organization Types and the Outcomes of Cooperation

Sum of

Squares
df

Mean

Square
F Sig.

Between Groups 4.678 2 2.339 1.739 .186

Within Groups 71.304 53 1.345Effectiveness
Total 75.982 55

Between Groups 6.509 2 3.255 1.637 .204

Within Groups 105.379 53 1.988Quality
Total 111.888 55

Between Groups 9.066 2 4.533 3.261 .046*

Within Groups 73.679 53 1.390View Broaden
Total 82.746 55

Between Groups 4.569 2 2.284 1.042 .360

Within Groups 116.212 53 2.193
Interaction
Increased

Total 120.781 55

Between Groups 9.100 2 4.550 1.860 .166

Within Groups 124.775 51 2.447Equalization
Total 133.875 53

*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 (two-tailed)

Table 5.2.3 Multiple Comparisons of Organization Types in View Broaden

(I) organizational
type

(J) organizational
type

Mean
Difference (I-J)

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

IRO GA .4833 .4305 .536 -.601 1.568

NGORI 1.1625 .4753 .059 -.035 2.360

GA IRO -.4833 .4305 .536 -1.568 .601

NGORI .6792 .3650 .187 -.240 1.598

NGORI IRO -1.1625 .4753 .059 -2.360 .035

GA -.6792 .3650 .187 -1.598 .240

*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 (two-tailed)
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Different from the role played by the traditional national state in international

relations, what are the performances with respect to organizational autonomy for

IROs, GAs, and NGORIs, i.e. these three categories under the current global

governance? I conducted an ANOVA of the three organizations with the

aforementioned factors. It is interesting that these three categories of organizations

only show significant differences with regard to the organization external constraint,

as shown in the table below. After another post-comparative analysis, I found that the

score of GAs is higher than that of NGORIs. I infer that because of the government's

hierarchy, its organization will be bound to some degree in any international

cooperation. Tables 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 show the results.

Table 5.2.4 ANOVA of Organization Types and Organizational Autonomy

Variables
Sum of

Squares
df

Mean

Square
F Sig.

Between Groups 58.379 2 29.189 4.192 .021*

Within Groups 362.083 52 6.963

organization
external

constraint Total 420.462 54

Between Groups .697 2 .348 .091 .913

Within Groups 201.986 53 3.811

organization
internal

autonomy Total 202.683 55

*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 (two-tailed)

Table 5.2.5 Multiple Comparisons of Org. Types in Organization External Constraints

(I) organizational
type

(J) organizational
type

Mean
Difference (I-J)

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

IRO GA -.79555 .96354 .713 -3.2237 1.6326

NGORI 1.62060 1.07728 .330 -1.0941 4.3353

GA IRO .79555 .96354 .713 -1.6326 3.2237

NGORI 2.41615 .83445 .021(*) .3133 4.5190

NGORI IRO -1.62060 1.07728 .330 -4.3353 1.0941

GA -2.41615 .83445 .021(*) -4.5190 -.3133

*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 (two-tailed)
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5.3 The Governance Network of IOTWS

In the infrastructure of global governance, the interaction network has already

formed one of its main features. In the infrastructure of the network, the positions of

the nodes (actors) have an important impact on their organizations and the

relationships among them. In the fourth part of the questionnaire, respondents were

asked about the interaction between their organization and the other nine different

types of organizations or individuals, e.g. scholars, politicians, and citizens, etc.

According to these survey results, if we look at the international cooperation

regarding the IOTWS, the contact with domestic governments has the highest average

score at 5.425, followed by universities or research institutes. Further analysis clearly

demonstrates that governments still have an important influence in current

international relations, and the professional demands of science and technology in the

establishment of the IOTWS also fosters frequent contacts between organizations and

universities or research institutes. At the minimum level of contact, Multinational

Corporations’(MNCs) score was 3.427, and the (international) mass media followed

with a score of 3.613. The establishment of the IOTWS might arouse interest in this

subject from MNCs and bring in more resources, or international cooperation can be

promoted to attract more attention through media propaganda. IOTWS should expand

its contacts with both MNCs and the mass media.
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Table 5.3.1 Table Showing the Contacts of Different Organizations

IRO GA NGORI
Type

N Row % N Row % N Row %

Low 3 30.00 7 23.33 6 40.00
Median 3 30.00 6 20.00 5 33.33Local Communities

High 4 40.00 17 56.67 4 26.67
Low 0 0.00 5 16.67 4 25.00

Median 4 40.00 13 43.33 8 50.00NGOs
High 6 60.00 12 40.00 4 25.00
Low 3 33.33 10 34.48 9 56.25

Median 5 55.56 14 48.28 5 31.25MNCs
High 1 11.11 5 17.24 2 12.50
Low 1 10.00 4 14.29 2 13.33

Median 0 0.00 5 17.86 6 40.00
Domestic

Governments
High 9 90.00 19 67.86 7 46.67
Low 1 10.00 5 16.67 7 43.75

Median 2 20.00 11 36.67 3 18.75
Governments

Overseas
High 7 70.00 14 46.67 6 37.50
Low 0 0.00 4 13.33 2 12.50

Median 1 10.00 9 30.00 7 43.75
International or
Regional Org.

High 9 90.00 17 56.67 7 43.75
Low 1 10.00 2 6.67 0 0.00

Median 4 40.00 13 43.33 4 25.00
Universities or

Research Institutes
High 5 50.00 15 50.00 12 75.00
Low 3 33.33 6 21.43 6 37.50

Median 6 66.67 16 57.14 8 50.00
(International)
Mass Media

High 0 0.00 6 21.43 2 12.50
Low 2 20.00 3 10.00 4 25.00

Median 4 40.00 16 53.33 7 43.75
Individuals

(politicians, citizens)
High 4 40.00 11 36.67 5 31.25

Note: n=59

This study looked next at the impact and relationships for the interaction among

organizations, and made several discoveries. First, with regard to the contact with

local communities, 62.5% of IROs deem they have more influence than local
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communities in the interaction, 40% of the respondents in GAs think that they have

more influence than local communities in the interaction, while 37.5% of the

respondents in NGORIs say they have little contact with local communities. Among

those reporting they have contact, 25% of NGORIs say they have more influence than

the local communities. Second, with regard to the contact with NGOs, 55.6% of

respondents in IROs say they have comparable influence in the interaction with NGOs,

and 26.67% of respondents in GAs also think they have comparable influence in

interactions with the majority of NGOs. For NGORIs, 26.67% think they have

comparable influence in the interaction with other NGOs, while another 26.67% say

they have less influence than other NGOs.

Table 5.3.2 Cross Table of Interactions with Local Communities

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

Local Communities Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 1 12.50% 0 0.00% 5 62.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 25.00% 8

GA 4 13.33% 0 0.00% 12 40.00% 1 3.33% 10 33.33% 0 0.00% 3 10.00% 30

BGORI 2 12.50% 0 0.00% 4 25.00% 0 0.00% 3 18.75% 1 6.25% 6 37.50% 16

Org.

Type

Total 7 0 21 1 13 1 11 54

Note: n=59

Table 5.3.3 Cross Table of Interaction with NGOs

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

NGOs Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 33.33% 0 0.00% 5 55.56% 1 11.11% 0 0.00% 9

GA 3 10.00% 0 0.00% 7 23.33% 4 13.33% 8 26.67% 4 13.33% 4 13.33% 30

BGORI 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 2 13.33% 3 20.00% 4 26.67% 4 26.67% 1 6.67% 15

Org.

Type

Total 4 0 12 7 17 9 5 54

Note: n=59

Third, 33.33% of respondents in IROs think that they are more influential than
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MNCs in their interactions with MNCs, while another 33.33% of our respondents in

IROs say they have less influence. There are 34.48% respondents in GAs who say that

they have about the same influence in their interactions with MNCs, while another

27.59% of the respondents say they seldom have contact with MNCs. For NGORIs,

53.33% of those respondents say they have no influence or little contact. Fourth, with

regard to the interactions with domestic governments, as many as 60% of the

respondents in IROs believe they have comparable influence in the interaction

between the two. 33.33% of the respondents from GAs report that they have more

influence than other domestic governments, while 29.63% say they have comparable

influence. 46.67% of our NGORI respondents say the domestic government has

more influence over them than they have over domestic governements.

Table 5.3.4 Cross Table of Interaction with MNCs

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

MNCs Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 33.33% 1 11.11% 2 22.22% 3 33.33% 0 0.00% 9

GA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 13.79% 3 10.34% 10 34.48% 4 13.79% 8 27.59% 29

BGORI 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 13.33% 1 6.67% 4 26.67% 5 33.33% 3 20.00% 15

Org.

Type

Total 0 0 9 5 16 12 11 53

Note: n=59

Table 5.3.5 Cross Table of Interaction with Domestic Government

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

Domestic Government Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 20.00% 6 60.00% 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 10

GA 1 3.70% 1 3.70% 9 33.33% 5 18.52% 8 29.63% 3 11.11% 0 0.00% 27

BGORI 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 6.67% 7 46.67% 3 20.00% 2 13.33% 2 13.33% 15

Org.

Type

Total 2 1 10 14 17 6 2 52

Note: n=59
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With regard to the interaction among governments overseas, international or

regional organizations, and universities or research institutes, the majority of the

respondents in these three organizations, regardless of whether it is an IRO, GA, or

NGORI, think they have comparable influence. With regard to interaction with the

mass media, 30% of the respondents in IROs report that the mass media have great

influence on them, while another 30% say they seldom influence each other. A total of

50% of the GAs think they have less influence than the mass media, or even have

little contact in IOTWS affairs. For NGORIs, 33.33% of the respondents say they

seldom have contact with the mass media, and for those who report having contact,

26.67% of the respondents think they have comparable influence in their interactions

with the media. Finally, with regard to the interaction with individuals such as

scholars, politicians, and citizens, the majority, whether IROs, GAs, or NGORIs, also

believe that the influence between them is comparable.

Table 5.3.6 Cross Table of Interaction with Overseas Governments

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

Governments

Overseas
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 30.00% 4 40.00% 1 10.00% 1 10.00% 10

GA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 6.67% 4 13.33% 15 50.00% 4 13.33% 5 16.67% 30

BGORI 2 13.33% 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 1 6.67% 5 33.33% 1 6.67% 5 33.33% 15

Org.

Type

Total 3 1 2 8 24 6 11 55

Note: n=59
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Table 5.3.7 Cross Table of Interaction with International or Regional Organizations

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

IROs Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 2 20.00% 0 0.00% 7 70.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10

GA 0 0.00% 1 3.33% 2 6.67% 5 16.67% 16 53.33% 5 16.67% 1 3.33% 30

BGORI 1 7.14% 1 7.14% 0 0.00% 2 14.29% 5 35.71% 3 21.43% 2 14.29% 14

Org.

Type

Total 2 2 4 7 28 8 3 54

Note: n=59

Table 5.3.8 Cross Table of Interaction with Universities or Research Institutes

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

Universities or

Research Institutes
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 5 50.00% 4 40.00% 0 0.00% 10

GA 2 6.67% 1 3.33% 4 13.33% 1 3.33% 14 46.67% 7 23.33% 1 3.33% 30

BGORI 1 6.67% 1 6.67% 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 10 66.67% 2 13.33% 0 0.00% 15

Org.

Type

Total 3 2 6 1 29 13 1 55

Note: n=59

Table 5.3.9 Cross Table of Interaction with the (International) Mass Media

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

(International)

Mass Media
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 0 0.00% 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 3 30.00% 1 10.00% 3 30.00% 2 20.00% 10

GA 2 6.67% 1 3.33% 2 6.67% 3 10.00% 7 23.33% 8 26.67% 7 23.33% 30

BGORI 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 13.33% 4 26.67% 3 20.00% 5 33.33% 15

Org.

Type

Total 3 2 2 8 12 14 14 55

Note: n=59
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Table 5.3.10 Cross Table of Interaction with Individuals

A B C D E F G TotalInteraction with

Individuals Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

IRO 0 0.00% 1 10.00% 1 10.00% 0 0.00% 6 60.00% 1 10.00% 1 10.00% 10

GA 1 3.33% 0 0.00% 7 23.33% 4 13.33% 11 36.67% 4 13.33% 3 10.00% 30

BGORI 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 2 13.33% 2 13.33% 6 40.00% 2 13.33% 2 13.33% 15

Org.

Type

Total 2 1 10 6 23 7 6 55

Note: n=59

From the qualitative interviews, I also learned that in the current global

governance network structure, resource dependence is rather important, as many

respondents pointed out.

“We can’t do things alone. And no doubt there are people with great

ideas living in other areas of the world, so systems that end up being

for people to collaborate on this issues.” (P-2-1)

“It’s very difficult for them to take serious action when the funding isn’t 

[forthcoming]…the people are much safer now…they can get the 

information from different sources…” (P-9)

“there might be hope that that sort of an inter-agency, if you will group,

will help UN agencies address issues together as opposed to

independently, and then you’ll get that necessary critical mixing of 

ministers to make sure that, yeah, when agreements are made, they

mean it…they are not just words on paper.” (P-2)

“The Indonesian government said they do not need any international

assistance, they can handle it. However, the UN did send different

people to the site of the emergency to help assess the situation and
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coordinate….any international systems that were coming in. Because

even if the government of Indonesia does not make a request for

international assistance, different governments who are already on the

ground or working in Indonesia will go to the site to assess.” (P-3-4-5)

“…sometimes even if there’s no fund we can work with them…this is 

what would differentiate [us] from others…even the UN…I think we 

can always find ways to meet the requirements” (P-11-12)

“We obviously have money to donate; we contribute funds to the region,

to the countries hardest hit. We also have high technical capacity. We

are the leaders in tsunami warning systems…how organizations work

together….is really an amazing process. When you think you have a

disaster and you have all these NGOs, the US Government (which has

many government agencies) and then you have all these donors. And

you have the World Bank getting involved in this, and you have

everybody coming in… to help.” (P-1)

“So, I honestly think that an area we have not been as aggressive is

looking into our private foundations, such as the Gates Foundation,

such as the Clinton Foundation. These are areas that we have been

remiss at campaigning for assistance. So, that might be a possible

source for the future.” (P-2)

“They don’t [impose] any financial cost;, number two, they can learn

advanced technology from Japan. They can use Japanese technology to

prevent disaster…We have the technological resources in Japan, so we

have to make a resources matching.” (P-7-8)
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“You can see Japan mobilize a lot of resources to help the tsunami in

every country.” (S-10)

“They got some equipment from IRIS, they’re working with universities 

in Africa, and they also talked with petroleum companies and with

mining companies that operate in Africa. Those companies have a need

to hire people with expertise in geophysics, not because they are

worried about earthquakes, but because they use seismology to explore

the crust to learn where there are more minerals, where there’s more 

petroleum.” (S-1)

Rethinking the development of the contemporary world order [see Figure

3.2], it is very clear that horizontal self-coordination provides an adequate

explanation. When confronting a massive natural disaster, even a super

hegemonic state cannot tackle such a disaster alone. Remember when

Hurricane Katrina hit New Orleans in the US, the government of the US still

received assistance overseas so that the disaster area could recover in the

shortest time. Apparently, the concept of resource interdependence indicates

how we should deal with disasters together. Just as the interviewee pointed out,

“We can’t do things alone.”



- 141 -

5.4 Why Do Global Actors Cooperate in IOTWS?

Scholars of international relations point out that nations cooperate for several

reasons. These include: common interests, common aversions, comparative

advantages, and so on (Boyer, 1993; Stein1990). It is worth noting that first, the above

analysis takes the national state as the analytical unit; second, the focus of most of

these concerns is the arms race, trade cooperation or conflict, or cooperation on or the

distribution of natural resources, etc. In the current shared-risk society, under a

common threat such as a tsunami, how does cooperation among the global actors

come into being?

From our analysis of the qualitative data, I conclude that the cooperation of the

global actors on IOTWS is based on the following factors. First, because of disasters

such as cross-border attacks, the various actors are forced to be under a common

threat, which is also one of the characteristics of a shared-risk society, i.e.

shared risk. The nation state which must face the domestic political environment

must have a real-time, rapid and effective response to disasters that might bring harm.

“There’s challenges across the board for those looking for resources as 

well as those…everyone’s always looking for resources…we’re all in 

the same boat, in the end.” (P-2)

“Everybody knows that they have their own interest. What is interesting

is to see how people come together with their own agenda and interests

in order to address [an] emergency or natural disaster, [e.g.] in order

to address the threat of the avian flu. Vietnam has its interest, China

has its interest, Thailand has its interest; what they are scared of is that

the avian flu or a natural disaster goes beyond their border.” (P-3-4-5)
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“Suddenly people are discovering globalization, and you have

tsunamis that go beyond your little country or even beyond your big

country…Epidemics do not care about borders. You know that you can

not deal with it by yourself so you have to deal with others who are

also suffering from the same thing…but if it hits us and we cannot stop

it, we have to discuss it with the Chinese, the Vietnamese, the Thais, so

that we can contain it; because if it is not contained, it is going to hit

us.” (P-3-4-5)

“I think regional warning system is important…the impact of the

disaster is not just important for their country but their

neighbors...Australia tries to give assistance to Indonesia… because

they’re in the same region.” (S-10)

“In global meaning, we look at ‘global.’ There is also another 

terminology, global warming, there is no boundary. People in Japan

now are starting to notice this kind of crisis…somehow we became 

aware that there is such a natural disaster, not only earthquakes, but

also flood, draught and so many things happening in the world, not

only in individual countries, but at a global scale.” (S-4-5)

Besides, there are three factors for global actors to decide whether to take

cooperative action. First, whether the actors have the capacity of coping

with disasters; Respondents expressed this view as follows:

“Where do we put the spare stuff? Who is the essential staff, so we can

continue to run even because we have other interests in other parts of

the world, so they become interested. Their interest is that it does not
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spread. So, if it starts in Vietnam, which is close to China, and China

does not want it, and vice versa. So how can we stop it? Because if it

hits them, it is going to hit us and we do not want it. This is where you

start having cooperation.” (P-3-4-5)

Second, whether such cooperation can have shared benefit:

“What I am getting at is there are certain regional applications to

developing a warning system that are important that every country will

benefit from and this is where I think IOC comes in. IOC can help

build a strong regional framework from which each of the countries

can build its own warning system. Now in order to have a robust

warning system you need to have a regional center that has access to

all data... Maybe they dispute on exactly what the format might be, but

eventually they all agree and everybody benefits. The Europeans want

to see our satellite because our weather is their weather. It is a mutual

benefit.” (P-1)

“People are motivated to participate because they think they’ll get 

some benefit that they think they can’t get doing it alone. And that’s 

absolutely true. US feels that way and benefit by benefit, it could [be]

something as innocent as just increased intellectual capital.” (P-2-1)

“Everybody knows that they have their own interest. What is interesting

is to see how people come together with their own agenda and interest

in order to address [an] emergency or natural disaster, in order to

address the threat of the avian flu. Vietnam has its interest, China has

its interest, Thailand has its interest; what they are scared of is that the
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avian flu or a natural disaster goes beyond their border…The thing is,

how the UN and the countries, and regional associations can find

common ground, no illusion, knowing what they are capable of, that

common ground. Then it is by working on the common ground that you

might discover that you can trust; or say a common interest that is

depended on…Each has a different interest but they will see between 

themselves, what is the common thing, where is the common ground in

order to address the phenomenon, whether it is an emergency, tsunami,

avian flu or whatever; where they have a common interest in order to

reach a common goal which is common to both [of] them because both

of them are interested in finding the solution.” (P-3-4-5)

“It means our cooperation will benefit Japan from the world…to 

promote your international trade…kind of feedback to your nation.” 

(P-7-8)

“Imean…..arethose countries willing to joining this program because

of benefit or some other reasons?”(S-6)

Finally, it is the thought of common or shared values for all humanity,

such as humanitarianism, etc.

“Here is a commitment to saving lives because of the shared value of

mankind.” (P-2-1)

“I think primarily it is a humanitarian need…this has probably some 

diplomacy involved…” (P-9)

“Maybe somebody [has] to tell them…it doesn’t make your country fall 

apart; it just helps saving life.” (S-10)
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“And there’s a great deal of animosity that has been between the Turks

and the Greeks in [the] Eastern Mediterranean, but when the

Turkish,[Turks?] the Greeks had a terrible problem, some major

national disaster, the Turks were there. And these are people who are

spiteful to each other; they came to the aid and helped them in the

emergency. And that happens and your heart softens when you see

something like that. So you need to try and build on that and the

possibility.” (S-3)

“What we could possibly do to conduct some humanitarian

assistance…when we cooperate with other organizations, we always 

consider in our mind the common goals, like sustainable development,

or achieve some millennium developing goals which was agreed in

Johannesburg.” (S-4-5)

“When conflict leads to the fact that the work for the people’ssafety is

the ultimate goal…” (S-9)

To sum up the discussions in this section, it is known that no matter what factor

makes the actors decide to adopt a cooperation strategy, the topic of resource

interdependence under global governance appears all the more important.
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5.5 Summary

This study has considered global governance and international cooperation in the

IOTWS as a case study. Through the qualitative data and our analysis of Section 3 of

the questionnaire (see Appendix 5), I have examined research question one. First Ie

looked at the political economy context of the IOTWS. In the countries around the

Indian Ocean, the political economy context is much more complicated than it is for

the countries around the Pacific Ocean. That is one of the reasons why the IOTWS

was only established 40 years after the PTWS. Furthermore, the analysis reveals that

international/ regional organizations (IROs), government agencies (GAs), and

non-governmental organizations and research institutes (NGORIs) are the main global

actors in the development of the IOTWS.

Examining Hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 regarding the relations of global actors and

the outcomes of international cooperation and the different influences of global actors,

I see that the relationship between the organizational type and the outcome of view

broaden is significant. IRO has a higher score on view broaden than NGORI. The

external organizational constraint on these three types of organizations (IRO, GA,

and NGORI) is also different. The score of GAs is higher than that of NGORIs,

perhaps because of government's hierarchy system.

I also looked at the influence of different actors in their interaction. Looking at

the table in Section 5.3, I find that hypothesis 1.2 can be accepted. The influence of

MNCs and the international mass media on IOTWS is not as high as I predicted. This

means that from the perspective of resource interdependence, we can ask for more

resources to be contributed to the IOTWS from MNCs, and also try to attract the

notice of mass media on the topic of international disaster cooperation, so that people

can be aware of disasters and there will be better preparation.



- 147 -

I also looked at why actors cooperate in the IOTWS in this chapter. First, we

have to notice that we are in the context of a shared-risk society, which means every

actor in the world is threatened by disasters equally, since we are interdependent and

influence each other mutually. Actors ask at least three questions when they are

making a decision about participating in disaster reduction. Do the actors have enough

capacity to cope with disasters? Can the cooperation produce mutual benefits? And

are there any common values we share? It is worth mentioning that complicated

diplomacy scenarios in international disaster management are ignored in this study,

since I use the organization as the unit of analysis. This does not mean that I assume

the state will be deprived of power in contemporary world politics. I merely point out

that organizations have increasing influence under the assumption of global

governance.
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