MULTI-RISK GOVERNANCE: FROM SCIENCE TO POLICY-MAKING
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Risk governance is a systemic approach to decision and policy-making processes dealing with
natural and technological risks, based on principles such as cooperation, participation, and
effective risk management. It pertains to formal institutions empowered to enforce
compliance, as well as informal arrangements, that stakeholders either have agreed to or
perceive to be in their interest (Renn, 2008). As governance, in general, refers to the
processes of decision making and implementation, risk governance applies the principles of
good or sound identification, assessment, management and communication of risks (IRGC,
2011). Multi-risk governance, the concept at the core of this paper, focuses not only on single
(individual) hazards and risks, but on multiple hazards and their associated risks, while being
especially aware of the the effects of their possible interactions at all levels of the disaster
assessment scheme. More precisely, multi-risk concerns events threatening the same elements
at risk without chronological coincidence, or events occurring at the same time or shortly
following each other, either independently, or because they are dependent upon one another,
or because they are caused by the same triggering event or hazard (EU, 2000; EU 2007; EC
2010; SEC 2010).
The implementation of multi-risk governance and its actual use in decision-making
processes in practice is still an open question. For example, the European Union Internal
Security Strategy promotes the establishment of a coherent risk management policy, which
should improve the link between risk (and multi-risk) assessment and decision-making
(COM, 2010, p. 673). The scientific evidence shows that our knowledge about the assessment
of multi-risk is increasing. Yet, the understanding of how existing and new knowledge can be
used by practitioners within the framework of existing governance systems has only
undergone preliminary development. Greater effort should be made in order to include
knowledge about institutional settings and individual patters of decision-making, such as
cognitive biases influencing perceptions of probabilities for multiple risks from different
stakeholders. Also, more attention should also be devoted to the process of communication
between science and policy-making in order to address the challenges which decision-makers
are facing to reduce multiple risks.
In order to better address these challenges, two key points need to be taken into
account. First, the perceptions of the probabilities and the following up strategies on risk
mitigation are influenced by cognition from stakeholders, by how probable or destructive they
assume the risk is in comparison to other risks. As scientific evidence shows, this process is
often influenced by behavioural biases, from which the loss aversion, availability heuristics
and limited worry are the most frequent ones (Komendantova et al., 2013). The process of
decision-making is defined not only by the individual cognition of different stakeholders and
institutional partners, in which the decision takes place, but also by the process of risk
communication between science and policy.
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Second, to be able to understand how scientific knowledge on multi-risk can contribute
to decreasing the losses from natural disasters, we need to examine the frameworks employed
in the field of risk management as well as interactions between science and practice in terms
of knowledge transfer and the applicability of results (Kappes et al., 2011). Successful risk
mitigation strategies demand appropriate mechanisms to communicate and to transfer risk
knowledge to different stakeholders. The communication process from science to policymaking could be facilitated through the application of decision-support tools. These tools
could be also useful to avoid cognitive biases in individual decision-making. However, to be
useful in decision-making, they must respond to the expectations and needs of practitioners
and policy-making community. Currently developed tools for multi-risk can be too complex
or require too high volumes of data to be useful for making decisions about preparing and
planning for multi-risk disaster in a region and optimizing the allocation of resources. They
can, however, be somewhat useful for practitioners and very useful for academics to
understand the distribution of losses for different sectors and to compare risk scenarios
(Komendantova et al., 2014).
Our recommendations based on interactions with stakeholders (Mrzyglocki, 2013) are
that the multi-risk decision-support tools can be used for the communication of multi-risk
parameters to different stakeholders and therefore for the correction of cognitive biases
towards perceptions of probabilities of multiple risks. They can also be used for the
communication of results from science to policy-making, especially by applying visual
presentations of what might happen in case of a multi-hazard disaster (Mignan et al, 2013).
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