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Abstract
Despite growing awareness and research into experiences 
of gender and sexual minorities – also known as lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, trans, queer, intersex, asexual and other iden-
tities (LGBTQIA+) – their needs and capacities are often 
overlooked in crisis response and disaster risk reduction. 
LGBTQIA+ peoples' vulnerability is shaped by social margin-
alisation, discrimination, and stigma, and exacerbated by 
dominant value systems and Western heteronormative fram-
ings of disaster experiences. We present a review of schol-
arship into gender and sexual minorities and disasters. We 
summarise extant knowledge and identify areas for growth 
in the field of disaster geographies. We argue that progress 
requires increased conceptual and methodological focus 
on diversity and the intersectional factors that exacerbate 
marginality, more inclusive knowledge production pathways 
focussed on risk reduction, and establishing methods for 
LGBTQIA+ people to be involved in research about them. 
More critical and inclusive research will not only aid progress 
in disaster geographies; it will also provide vital evidence 
with which to lobby policymakers and disaster management 
to pay closer attention to diversity and inclusion. By moving 
beyond normativity, cisgender-heterosexual assumptions, 
and homogenising identity labels, we can begin to address 
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Disasters are a product of vulnerability (Wisner et al., 2004), resulting from societal conditions and choices, which 
create systemic inequalities and marginalisation that, in turn, increase disaster risk for some groups and individuals 
(Kelman, 2020; Sword-Daniels et al., 2018). Hence, minority and socially marginalised groups, such as lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, trans, queer, intersex, asexual and other minority gender and sexual identities (LGBTQIA+), 1 are some of the 
most vulnerable to disasters (Gaillard, Gorman-Murray, et al., 2017; Gorman-Murray et al., 2018).

In recent decades, disaster management scholarship and practice have begun reducing emphasis on hazard 
responses, instead shifting their energies towards understanding vulnerabilities and disaster risk reduction (DRR) 
(e.g., UNDRR, 2005; UNDRR, 2015). The reimagined goal of many disaster management policies and agendas is to 
build disaster resilient communities (UNDRR, 2015). Resilience is a contested concept with diverse interpretations 
(Cretney, 2014). However, at its core, disaster resilience relates to capacities of individuals and communities to with-
stand the impacts of hazards and adapt to be better prepared in the future (Haworth et al., 2018). To build disaster 
resilience, we must understand who needs to be more resilient and why. Social characteristics alter people's risk 
exposure or their ability to cope with negative impacts.

Despite growing awareness of disasters as “gendered social experiences” (Enarson & Morrow, 1998; Enarson & 
Pease, 2016), consideration of gender and sexual minorities is still often absent in DRR and emergency management 
strategies. Research shows how LGBTQIA+ people experience unique disaster vulnerabilities linked to inequality and 
marginalisation (Gorman-Murray et al., 2016, 2018; Matthijsen, 2018). Yet, disaster management policies have tradi-
tionally been written by and for predominant groups (Eriksen, 2014), excluding the needs of minorities, such as LGBT-
QIA+ people (Dominey-Howes et al., 2016; Seglah & Blanchard, 2021). This ‘oversight’ extends to the development 
sector (Mills, 2015). The United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs; UN, n.d.b) also overlook gender 
and sexual diversity. The language of Goal 5 (“Gender equality”) is exclusionary and reinforces a male/female binary 
perspective on gender that excludes the lived experiences of gender and sexual minorities (Ongsupankul, 2019). 
Erasure of LGBTQIA+ people in the SDGs is significant, as the SDGs guide international development projects. It acts 
as a disincentive for states to devise inclusive policies and practices (Majeedullah et al., 2016).

This absence has direct impacts on the disaster experiences of LGBTQIA+ people. Following the 2010 Mt. Merapi 
eruption in Indonesia, emergency workers recorded information about evacuees according to a male/female binary. 
This policy directly excluded members of the local waria population, a ‘third gender’ group who are assigned male at 
birth, dress in attire traditionally associated with females, and identify as neither male nor female (Balgos et al., 2012). 
Similar experiences have been identified among aravanis people in Tamil Nadu, India (Pincha & Krishna, 2008) and 
baklas in the Philippines (Gaillard, 2012). Absent from official records, prevented from utilising female facilities, and 
at risk of abuse or violence in male facilities, these populations face significant risk because of cis-white-heteronor-
mative policy and practice.

Research and policies have also tended to homogenise the vulnerabilities of minorities, disregarding the 
complexity of intersecting traits and contextual factors, which produce a diversity of vulnerability within margin-
alised groups (Gorman-Murray et al., 2010; Hopkins, 2019). Gender and sexual identity are complex constructions 
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that vary between individuals (Sedgwick, 1993). Any individual's experiences of marginalisation are shaped by the 
intersections of multiple social factors (e.g., gender, race, class) that determine power relations (Crenshaw, 1989). 
Gaillard, Sanz, et al. (2017) argue that the male/female dichotomy is an insufficient construct with which to address 
the gendered dimensions of disaster. The framing of LGBTQIA+ experiences as homogeneous can further inequali-
ties, with the voices of more visible or dominant groups, such as gay cisgender men (McKinnon et al., 2017a), being 
viewed as representing all LGBTQIA+ experiences.

The field of disaster geographies has a history of grappling with socio-cultural dimensions of disasters, some-
times positioned as an alternative but complementary branch of inquiry to research paradigms more concerned with 
hazards (Dominey-Howes, 2018). Thinking in disaster geographies draws on a diverse canon of social science theo-
ries and approaches. It goes beyond hazards to consider topics like, for example, the historical, political, and social 
structures that operate as root causes of vulnerability and resilience (Wisner et al., 2004), black feminism and radical 
planning frameworks for understanding factors of racism, classism, and sexism in disaster planning (Jacobs, 2019), 
or the importance of acknowledging vicarious trauma associated with conducting disaster research (Eriksen, 2017).

Research in disaster geographies into sexual and gendered social experiences and vulnerability has reached a 
pivotal moment, requiring critical reflection and analysis to advance the current state of knowledge. That social 
marginality exacerbates the vulnerability of gender and sexual minorities is well-established in the literature reviewed 
for this paper. However, this has not yet been sufficiently recognised and translated into policy (though, some guide-
lines for supporting this process do exist, e.g., GAD Pod, 2016), nor has it sufficiently disrupted cis-white-heteronor-
mative and patriarchal frameworks that dominate disasters research more broadly.

In this paper, we review academic research into gender and sexual minorities and disasters, aiming to summarise 
extant knowledge and debates and identify areas for advancing disaster geographies towards greater inclusion of 
gender and sexual minorities. Below, we review the state of the field, identifying geography as a leading discipline 
in this research; noting thematic concentrations on vulnerabilities, and a focus on qualitative methodologies; and 
outlining key recommendations from the literature. In Section 3, we argue that advancing the field requires moving 
beyond the conceptual and methodological frameworks that have shaped its development. We call for research 
which looks beyond normative definitions and categorisations of sexuality and gender; which addresses the root 
causes of vulnerability while seeking to empower LGBTQIA+ people; and which more broadly considers how and by 
whom such research is conducted.

2 | STATE OF THE FIELD

2.1 | Geography as a leading discipline

Geography is inherently linked to socioeconomic factors shaped by broader historical, political, ideological, and 
other factors of place and space that create inequality, marginalisation, and associated vulnerability among particular 
identities. Human geography has long been recognised for its widely translatable and applicable concern with the 
meaning and (changing) organisation of places and space (Morrill, 1983). Stemming from activist and academic black 
feminism (Crenshaw, 1990), human geography has a history of investigating everyday life and identity through the 
important notion of intersectionality (Hopkins, 2019), with precise pertinence to gender and sexuality (Brown, 2012), 
and the tracing of individual experiences and lives beyond normative binaries (Johnston, 2016). Dominey-Howes 
et al. (2014) described how feminist geography and, relatedly, the disciplinary sub-fields of geographies of sexuali-
ties and queer geographies, elicit important insights into inequalities through lenses of gender and sexuality, which 
are highly applicable to marginality and disaster vulnerability. Johnston (2018, p. 929) informs, “feminist and queer 
geographers are able to examine how genders and sexualities matter when faced with the fragmentation of societal 
bonds, social and political governance, senses of entitlement and feelings of belonging”.

Queer and feminist geography has also been a place for challenging heteronormativity and advocating for positive 
social change (Johnston, 2017). Gaillard, Gorman-Murray et al. (2017) describe a much more established engagement 
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with gender and sexuality in geography compared to other fields. Geographers have been the most critical of heter-
onormative and gender-normative structures and practices in DRR, and, importantly, critical of themselves. They 
recognise diversity and complexity, and the need to work beyond fixed male/female and heterosexual/homosexual 
binaries, which reinforce conventional social discourse (Gaillard, Gorman-Murray, et al., 2017).

There was limited interest in gender by disaster scholars until the 1990s. Since then, most work has concerned 
gender as relating to (cisgender) women (Gaillard, Gorman-Murray, et al., 2017). Research into gender and sexual 
minorities in disaster is even more recent, with growth aligned to studies following key events, such as the 2004 
Indian Ocean Tsunami (Pincha & Krishna, 2008) and Hurricane Katrina in 2005 (D’Ooge, 2008; Stukes, 2014). 
Gaillard, Gorman-Murray et al. (2017) provide a fuller account of this growth.

Global policy agendas, such as the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005–2015 (UNDRR, 2005), Sendai Frame-
work for DRR (UNDRR, 2015), Millennium Development goals (UN, n.d.a), or the SDGs (UN, n.d.b), have placed 
increased emphasis on addressing individual and community vulnerabilities, disaster preparedness, and building resil-
ience. These goals place emphasis on inequality and marginalisation because of the inherent link to vulnerability 
(Sword-Daniels et al., 2018). This, in turn, may have influenced research agendas. However, it is difficult to ascertain 
the influence such policy trends have had on work relating to disasters and gender and sexual diversity, as none of 
them explicitly highlight these issues. The Sendai Framework for DRR and the SDGs, for example, both describe goals 
relating to gender inequalities, but almost exclusively refer to gender as the normative binary of heterosexual men 
and women (and boys and girls), thus marginalising gender and sexually diverse identities (Mills, 2015).

2.2 | Vulnerabilities

Published work thematically agrees on the vulnerability of, and uneven disaster impact on, gender and sexual 
minorities. These vulnerabilities are linked to social marginalisation, discrimination, and stigma (Alessi et al., 2018; 
Gorman-Murray et al., 2017; McKinnon et al., 2017b). They are exacerbated by various factors, including the lack 
of inclusion of LGBTQIA+ people and needs in disaster, emergency management, and/or development policies 
(Dominey-Howes et al., 2014; Gaillard, Gorman-Murray, et al., 2017; Sauer & Podhora, 2013; Yamashita et al., 2017); 
conflict with dominant religious beliefs and value systems (Dominey-Howes et al., 2016; Urbatsch, 2016); and West-
ern heteronormative framings of disaster management and disaster experiences (Dominey-Howes et al., 2014; 
Gaillard, Sanz, et al., 2017; Gorman-Murray et al., 2014; McKinnon, 2017).

This vulnerability is most often described in the context of disaster response and recovery, reflecting method-
ological focus on giving visibility to survivor experiences through post-disaster interviews and surveys. Disaster risk 
reduction for gender and sexual minorities receives little attention. Likewise, comparatively little attention is given to 
coping capacities and resilience qualities developed through lived experiences of marginality alongside vulnerabilities 
(hooks, 1989a). Exceptions include discussion of LGBTQIA+ social support networks and capacities observed during 
disaster relief and recovery in Australia (Gorman-Murray et al., 2017) and the Philippines (McSherry et al., 2015), and 
during the Covid-19 pandemic (Haworth, 2022), and a focus on community resources and capabilities of trans people 
for DRR in West Hollywood (Wisner et al., 2017).

2.3 | Diversity

Scholarship to date demonstrates diversity in terms of study participants, subjects, and who is included under 
the umbrella of gender diversity and sexual identities. McKinnon et al. (2017a) describe biases in media report-
ing of LGBTQIA+ experiences of disasters, whereby the voices of gay men are often (problematically) perceived to 
represent the voices of all LGBTQIA+ people. This dominance of gay male voices and their privilege within LGBT-
QIA+ populations has been argued to exacerbate vulnerability for lesbians, bisexual and trans women in disaster 
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responses (Gorman-Murray et al., 2016). Though some scholarship focuses on gay men (e.g., McKinnon et al., 2017b; 
Richards, 2010; Urbatsch, 2016), other studies have devoted attention elsewhere, such as to young queer women 
(Overton, 2014), transgender individuals (Gorman-Murray et al., 2018), and bakla, waria, and fa'afafine (identities 
outside Western gender norms; Gaillard, Sanz, et al., 2017; McSherry et al., 2015).

LGBTQIA+ people are often described as one collective, marginalised community. Reported experiences of indi-
vidual groups are therefore by extension, intentionally or otherwise, portrayed as representative of all gender and 
sexual minorities. Some authors have acknowledged this as an area to address in future work, asserting the impor-
tance of recognising heterogeneity and diversity of experiences, and marginality between groups and individuals 
within LGBTQIA+ communities, and in relation to intersections with race, socioeconomic status, language, culture, 
education, and more (Dominey-Howes et al., 2014; Gorman-Murray et al., 2017). Exceptions that do highlight inter-
sectional diversity are Ong's (2017) examination of inequalities within LGBTQIA+ groups and lower versus middle 
class gay men, and Cassal and Haworth's (2021) discussions of Covid-19 experiences and inequalities within LGBT-
QIA+ populations in Brazil related to race, gender, and class.

2.4 | Qualitative research

A lack of studies and evidence currently inhibits greater recognition of diversity (Dominey-Howes et al., 2014). 
Researchers have described difficulty in recruiting diverse participant samples in studies of gender diversity, sexual-
ity, and disasters (Cassal et al., 2021; Stukes, 2014). These limitations are particularly salient, as qualitative methods 
have dominated the field to date, such as interviews, focus groups, and surveys, or analysis of secondary sources. 
Given the invisibility of LGBTQIA+ lives in disaster research until the 2000s, these studies have been valuable in 
establishing gender and sexual diversity as necessary components of inclusive and effective geographical research. 
Interviews have given voice to previously silenced or ignored groups. Through stories of disaster survival, escalating 
impacts of marginality and discrimination are revealed within the already traumatic experiences of disaster. These 
methods will continue to be valuable in future research. However, we argue in Section 3 that an expanded method-
ological focus is necessary. First, to ensure that individuals who are reluctant to participate in an interview or survey 
for fear of revealing their sexual or gender identity are still able to communicate their experiences. Second, to move 
beyond the predominant focus on disaster response and recovery, towards methods that build capacity and foster 
participation in DRR policy and practice.

2.5 | Recommendations from the literature

Recommendations for future research, policy, and/or practice relating to gender and sexual diversity and disasters 
coalesce around four key areas.

First, scholars call for greater inclusion, representation, and visibility in multiple forms (e.g., McKinnon 
et al., 2017a). Informed by academic work, better integration and advocacy is needed of sexuality, gender diversity, 
and non-heteronormative perspectives into disaster and humanitarian policies and procedures. This includes recog-
nition of the intended and unintended impacts of disaster and humanitarian programmes that do, or do not, account 
for gender and sexual diversity (Alessi et al., 2018; Dominey-Howes et al., 2014; Gaillard et al., 2017a, 2017b; 
Gorman-Murray et al., 2014, 2018; Hilhorst et al., 2018; McSherry et al., 2015; Sauer & Podhora, 2013).

Second, increased policy integration, awareness, and better planning can be achieved through increased 
participation of LGBTQIA+ people and their representative organisations in planning processes, whereby they can 
define their own needs and experiences (Cassal & Haworth, 2021; Dominey-Howes et al., 2016; Gaillard, Sanz, 
et al., 2017; Haworth, 2021; Sauer & Podhora, 2013). This could include awareness training for disaster/humanitarian 
agencies, stakeholders, and broader populations into LGBTQIA+ marginality and related issues (Alessi et al., 2018; 
Gorman-Murray et al., 2018).
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Third, intersectional approaches are needed in research and DRR policies to enable deeper understanding of 
marginality and experiences of gender and sexual minorities in relation to race, class, age, education, language, 
religion, and other dimensions (Cassal & Haworth, 2021; Dominey-Howes et al., 2014, 2016; Gorman-Murray 
et al., 2017; Haworth, 2021; Overton, 2014; Richards, 2010).

Fourth, while more work is needed generally to document LGBTQIA+ experiences of disasters (Dominey-Howes 
et al., 2016; Urbatsch, 2016), more varied research is also required; more varied research contexts, locations, and 
methods (Dominey-Howes et al., 2022). Further research and policy work is needed to understand and enhance 
LGBTQIA+ peoples' coping capacities and resilience in disasters beyond considering vulnerabilities (Gorman-Murray 
et al., 2017, 2018; Haworth, 2022). Next, we build on this literature analysis to present ways forward to advance the 
field.

3 | ADVANCING THE FIELD

3.1 | Beyond normativity

Much extant disaster research adopts a normative framing of gender and sexuality. Even works that highlight and 
challenge culturally engrained gender norms largely engage with a male/female gender binary and heterosexuality 
(e.g., Whittaker et al., 2016). Several authors have called for a move beyond white, binary cisgender and heterosexual 
(Western) norms in understanding and reducing LGBTQIA+ disaster vulnerabilities (Dominey-Howes et al., 2014; 
Gaillard, Gorman-Murray, et al., 2017; Gorman-Murray et al., 2014; Rushton et al., 2019).

Just as feminist activism scholarship highlighted the interconnectedness, and widening scope, of axes of oppres-
sion for women through the lens of black women, racism, sexism, and class (hooks, 1981, 1984), and later inter-
sectionality (Crenshaw, 1989), critical geography and disasters scholarship needs to look beyond singular or binary 
approaches, that is, cis-white-heteronormative versus ‘other’. The diversity of identities and experiences within the 
so-called ‘LGBTQIA+ community’ demands we look for intersections of marginalisation among the groups within this 
‘community’ and examine and resist the structures that frame their collective experiences as one ‘group’; as ‘other’. If 
a singular focus on liberation from structural racism is a goal, then black women remain oppressed through structural 
sexism and reproduction of the patriarchy (hooks, 1981). Similarly, if a singular focus on liberation from homophobic 
oppression is a goal, then many members of LGBTQIA+ populations remain oppressed through other forms of struc-
tural and systemic social inequalities.

If we seek to address vulnerability and marginalisation of LGBTQIA+ people but do so only through a tradi-
tional cis-white-heteronormative frame, then we risk furthering divides within LGBTQIA+ populations. This is 
because those most conforming to, and already benefiting from, existing power and societal structures stand to 
profit the most, such as white males, those who can and choose to get married, and those with cisgender identities. 
Eddo-Lodge (2018) offers a perspective on contemporary feminism, which seeks not equality of the sexes but rather 
liberation from the structures, power dynamics, and standards that societies have built. These dictate how people 
behave and are treated in the world, and subordinate women, people of colour, and other non-white patriarchal 
identities. We argue for a similar approach to advance disaster geographies for gender and sexual minorities. Moving 
beyond cis-white-heteronormative analyses in disaster management and research can lead to analytical framings 
that elicit and accommodate diverse identities and needs, rather than trying to make them fit into a system built to 
neglect and exclude.

This will require critical examination of the systems of privilege that produce inequality and marginality. If gender 
and sexual minorities experience increased vulnerability not inherently because of their identity, but because of 
the societal and political processes that increase their disadvantage and exclusion, then the structures and condi-
tions of privilege, and the role of those advantaged by power in dominant oppressive structures, must be critiqued. 
Pease's (2010, p.128) exploration of “institutionalised heterosexuality and heteroprivilege” is instructive. It shows 
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how normativity of (cis)gender and (hetero)sexuality results in associated privileges being assumed and unquestioned. 
To address LGBTQIA+ marginality effectively, the assumed naturalness of heterosexuality must be interrogated as 
socially and systematically constructed (Pease, 2010).

As long as heteronormativity persists, so too will heterosexism, which increases the likelihood of homophobia 
and/or exclusion of non-heterosexual identities. Heterosexuality viewed as ‘normal’ implies LGBTQIA+ identities 
must be ‘abnormal’ (Katz, 1995). Because of traditional and pervasive heteronormative conceptions of citizenship 
and family structures, discrimination can persist even in countries where homosexuality has been decriminalised 
(Johnson, 2002). Issues surrounding normative assumptions of the (hetero)sexuality of citizens are integral to strug-
gles for LGBTQIA+ rights (Johnson & Mackie, 2020).

3.2 | Beyond categories

As a first step, researchers and policymakers should look beyond labels and categories that predefine minorities' 
experiences as uniform, and LGBTQIA+ people as uniformly vulnerable (Bryan & Mayock, 2012). There are as many 
different experiences of any gender and sexual identity as there are individual people. Collective terms (such as 
“LGBTQIA+”) are useful and there is power and collaborative strength in operating as a ‘collective voice’, particu-
larly in campaigning against common oppressions. Recent efforts to define a specifically “LGB” politics, which 
excludes and delegitimises transgender and non-binary people/identities, disrupts this collective voice by embracing 
cis-normative (and arguably transphobic) ideas of gender (McLean, 2021). Yet, LGBTQIA+ and similar groupings can 
also homogenise and mask other identity factors that inform diversity and inequality, such as race, nationality, or class 
(Anzaldúa, 1991).

Arguments against monolithic and static understandings of sexuality and gender identities are not new (e.g., 
Galupo et al., 2016; Sedgwick, 1993), yet such limited interpretations have persisted in disaster studies, policy, and 
practice. While LGBTQIA+ people may have some shared experiences, including of stigma and marginalisation, 
portraying LGBTQIA+ people as uniformly vulnerable furthers the narrative of LGBTQIA+ people as ‘other’ compared 
to cisgender heterosexual lives (Rasmussen, 2006). In this way, placing all LGBTQIA+ people together, without more 
careful and nuanced analysis, is itself an act of normativity.

We also know that in many cases normative categories simply do not work for representing lived experiences. 
For example, the transgender experience of sexuality is often misrepresented. Galupo et al. (2016, p. 93) describe 
how a

general conflation of gender identity and sexual orientation often leads researchers focused on sexual 
minority experience to conceptualise sexual orientation based on cisgender assumptions (Galupo, 
Davis, et al., 2014) and researchers focused on transgender experience to conceptualise gender iden-
tity based on heterosexual assumptions (Galupo, Bauerband, et al., 2014).

Historically, transgender people have not always felt included in the ‘LGBTQIA+ community’ (Fassinger & 
Arseneau, 2007). Issues around sexuality, and lesbian and gay experiences, have taken priority in LGBT liberation 
movements, and genderqueer identities have been excluded from trans movements (Catalano & Griffin, 2016). Look-
ing beyond LGBTQIA+ people as a uniform community will enable more accurate comprehension of the diversity of 
experiences, including inequalities and marginality within LGBTQIA+ populations. This includes between different 
subgroups (e.g., transgender people are often more stigmatised than gays and lesbians; Weiss, 2004), and within 
subgroups. Moving disaster geographies beyond cis-white-heteronormative categories (and stigmatising categories 
more broadly) to better recognise LGBTQIA+ diversity will allow for more informed assessment of the influences of 
culture and society on LGBTQIA+ lives, disaster vulnerability, and coping capacities.

HAWORTH eT Al. 7 of 15



3.3 | Beyond disaster response

The concentration in existing literature on response and recovery in part reflects a similar emphasis in disaster poli-
cies. Globally, many governments prioritise reactive funding models. In Australia, for example, it is estimated that 97% 
of all disaster funding is allocated to response and recovery while only 3% is spent on mitigation, preparedness, and 
resilience (Coppel & Chester, 2014). This is despite growing evidence that an increased focus on DRR would reduce 
loss of life and the financial costs of disaster, mitigating negative impacts on health and wellbeing (DAE, 2017; de Vet 
et al., 2019). For governments, emphasising disaster response over mitigation keeps disaster spending off the budget 
and provides political opportunities to display acts of leadership and apparent generosity during disasters (de  Vet 
et al., 2019).

A reactive approach also avoids the more challenging process of addressing the root causes of vulnerability 
(Dominey-Howes, 2018; Wisner et al., 2004). Kelman (2020, p. 137) states, “reducing vulnerability through social 
change could be widely achieved. Instead, active choices allocate the money available to activities creating vulnera-
bility”. Maintaining or exacerbating the vulnerability of marginalised groups is thus a choice made by those in power. 
Addressing its causes requires significant social, political, and economic commitment to initiate change. An impor-
tant focus of future research is to identify policies inside and outside disaster management that directly or indi-
rectly create vulnerability. Dominey-Howes et al. (2016), for example, demonstrate how religious organisations are 
granted exemptions under anti-discrimination legislation in New South Wales, Australia, including in provision of 
post-disaster services. Even if not acted upon, this ultimately marginalises LGBTQIA+ people in disasters (although, 
see also Stukes (2014) re capacity building through queer religious organisations). Similar policy analysis would offer a 
valuable research pathway through which to understand how specific policy decisions influence the everyday margin-
ality of LGBTQIA+ people – marginality magnified during disasters. As such, policy reform can be seen as a form of 
DRR, reducing the social conditions that produce vulnerability.

Another research pathway is to identify and empower existing organisations and networks through which 
LGBTQIA+ people currently mitigate their own vulnerability. Research identifies the value of LGBTQIA+ community 
support organisations and informal friendship and family networks to crisis response and recovery (Gorman-Murray 
et al., 2018; Haworth, 2021; Larkin, 2019). These organisations and networks could equally contribute to DRR. The 
response of LGBTQIA+ community organisations to the human immunodificiency virus (HIV)/acquired immunodifi-
ciency syndrome (AIDS) epidemic offers a valuable model. Often in the absence of government support—and often 
in the face of government hostility—LGBTQIA+ people responded to the AIDS crisis by establishing organisations 
of their own. Through these, they supported community members and developed and implemented risk reduction 
programs (Brown, 1997). There is substantial existing knowledge within LGBTQIA+ populations about how to reduce 
vulnerability to, and during, crises. Future research must be attentive to the ways existing support organisations and 
networks can both benefit and exclude individuals or identity groups within LGBTQIA+ populations, for example, 
based on race, gender identity, or bodily ability (Johnston, 2016).

3.4 | Expanding methodologies

As 2.4 outlines, qualitative interviews, questionnaires, or analysis of secondary sources have dominated research to 
date. While these methods continue to have value, there is a need for more creative, inclusive, and spatial methods, 
and for critical reflection upon who is conducting and involved in research.

First, larger, and more diverse samples will facilitate greater disaggregation of data and analyses along different 
axes to assess diversity within LGBTQIA+ populations. There are important links between stigma and civic partici-
pation, such as transgender individuals not accessing healthcare (Samuels et al., 2018), or people living with HIV not 
participating in community support groups (Mburu et al., 2014), because of fear of identity disclosure and discrimi-
nation. This fear may be extended to research participation, where certain people may not undertake interviews or 
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complete surveys to avoid exposure or stigma (Baez, 2002). While we recognise confidentiality processes in qualita-
tive research methods and reporting, these do not necessarily always equate to anonymity (Surmiak, 2018) (especially 
for marginalised people in small and targeted samples/contexts). Further, promises of confidentiality may not negate 
the fear of participation felt by potential research participants if they do not have strong awareness of or trust in such 
processes, which can be especially the case for people with long histories of social disadvantage resulting in low levels 
of trust in mainstream authoritative systems (Bonevski et al., 2014). Others have suggested that involving community 
groups can be useful in addressing recruitment barriers relating to mistrust (Bonevski et al., 2014). We suggest larger 
sample sizes may also encourage greater participation by reducing perceived risks like individual identification.

Second, research should more explicitly account for space in LGBTQIA+ marginality and disaster experiences. 
Personal safety, increased risk, and vulnerability are highly influenced by space. Examples include the destruction of 
important physical spaces for LGBTQIA+ people in disasters (Dominey-Howes et al., 2014), safe spaces in disaster 
response and recovery (McKinnon et al., 2017a), and the significance of online space (Ong, 2017). While human 
geography is germane to LGBTQIA+ disaster experiences, there has been a lack of explicit investigation of space 
relating to intersectionality as a determinant of diversity in LGBTQIA+ disaster experiences. Other areas of geography 
have employed methods that could be utilised more frequently in LGBTQIA+ disaster studies, such as geographic 
information systems applied through a feminist lens to understand influences and limits on everyday spatial patterns 
and behaviours of minority identities (Kwan, 2002).

Third, we argue for increased critical reflection upon research ethics. Who is conducting research into gender and 
sexual minorities? Who is making policies? How can we increase the influence of LGBTQIA+ voices? If institutional 
structures continue to exclude, we must develop research practices that enable marginalised people to advocate for 
themselves. For example, due to a lack of diversity in faculty and research positions, scholarship on trans embod-
iment, subjectivity, culture, and activism in the Global South has largely been conducted by non-trans academics, 
often in the Global North (Rizki, 2019). Moreover, due to discrimination and exclusion, trans and non-binary people 
are less likely to be in formal and/or higher education, which limits access to research and publication opportunities 
(Rizki, 2019). We must question whose voices we are listening to, and who is able to speak for whom. Who does 
our research empower, and how appropriate is it for more powerful groups to conduct work for or about those less 
powerful (Valdivia, 2002)? How valid is research about gender and sexual minorities when conducted and interpreted 
by cisgender heterosexuals?

We do not suggest that ‘outsiders’ of the groups being studied cannot carry out meaningful and ethical research. 
But we suggest that more reflection on research practices, validity, and limitations of interpretations, and power 
dynamics that influence research outcomes, should be included in research concerning gender and sexual minorities 
in disasters. hooks' (1989b: 44) statements on feminist and race research are enlightening: “scholars who write about 
an ethnic group to which they do not belong rarely discuss in the introductions to their work the ethical issues of their 
race privilege, or what motivates them, or why they feel their perspective is important”. Johnson (2008) describes 
how researchers who have centred themselves within their research are aware of their personal position, and have 
explored creative alternatives for crossing class, gender, ethnicity, and other social divides. Increased consideration 
for, and transparency of, positionality is needed in disaster geographies, especially where research informs DRR policy 
and practice.

Active inclusion of gender and sexual minorities in research methods, not only as research subjects, will 
support initial progress. This will not completely dismantle the confines of existing power-, patriarchal- and 
normative-structures, which pervade academic research and disaster management. However, it can begin to address 
some of the issues raised above. A project in El Salvador, Trinidad and Tobago, Barbados, and Haiti provides an 
example of such an approach. The project sought to “document experiences of gender-based violence and transpho-
bia in healthcare, education, and police encounters” (Lanham et al., 2019, p. 37). Transgender women were trained 
to interview other trans women, to facilitate more in-depth understandings of how the challenges they face can be 
considered in development projects. The women were also involved in participant recruitment and data interpre-
tation, playing an active part in shaping the research and results from their own perspectives and positionalities. 
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We acknowledge here, however, the importance of considering vicarious trauma in co-produced research, whereby 
researchers can potentially be (re)traumatised if/when exposed to difficult or sensitive topics and activities, as other 
geographers have previously described (e.g., Eriksen, 2017; Klocker, 2015).

4 | CONCLUSION

Recognition of the vulnerability and resilience of LGBTQIA+ people to disasters has shifted from being almost entirely 
absent in disaster policy and geographical research, to an acknowledged and developing area of study and reform. In 
this paper, we reviewed the current state of knowledge with the dual intention of highlighting absences and concep-
tualising ways forward for more LGBTQIA+ -inclusive disaster research, policy, and practice.

Research to date has revealed how discriminatory and cis-white-heteronormative policy and practice (re)produce 
the vulnerability of LGBTQIA+ populations. However, more research is needed to better understand how uneven 
levels of marginality and privilege within LGBTQIA+ populations exacerbate vulnerabilities for some subgroups and 
individuals. Johnston (2016, p. 672) argues, “too little attention is given to the gendered embodied differences of 
LGBTIQ community members, and transgender people in particular”. While Johnston sees continuing political value 
in the LGBTQIA+ acronym, she also calls for “specific attention” to be “given to trans and gender variant subjectivi-
ties.” In disaster geographies, and human geography more broadly, a tension remains regarding the use of the LGBT-
QIA+ acronym: it is both valuable for understanding and bringing attention to vulnerabilities of gender and sexual 
minorities, and potentially masks the specificities of experience and heightened degrees of marginality within groups.

We argue that inclusive research, heightened research ethics and reflections on positionality, and a strengthened 
focus on the experiences of trans and gender minority groups would offer important contributions. It is critical that 
theoretical or conceptual advances form the basis of policy reform. Gaillard and Mercer (2013) advocate for DRR 
policies that enable collaboration of diverse stakeholders for inclusive DRR. Further research is needed, first, to better 
understand the capacities of LGBTQIA+ people as stakeholders in DRR policy, and second, to identify and remove 
discriminatory hurdles limiting LGBTQIA+ voices.

Geographical insights must continue to debunk cis-white-heteronormative assumptions and approaches. More 
critical and inclusive research will address knowledge gaps and provide vital ammunition with which to lobby poli-
cymakers and disaster management to pay closer attention to diversity and inclusion. Ultimately, the pathway from 
marginalisation to inclusion of gender and sexual minorities starts with the end of neoliberalism and a toppling of the 
patriarchal power structures that uphold cis-white-heteronormativity.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We acknowledge Senior Professor Pauline McGuirk and the Early Career Visiting Fellowship programme at the 
Australian Centre for Culture, Environment, Society and Space at the University of Wollongong, Australia for facili-
tating the authors' initial collaboration. We thank Dr Will Eadson as section editor for their persistence in facilitating 
review and publication of this article, and we thank the anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments.

ORCID
Billy Tusker Haworth  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4191-9502
Scott McKinnon  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8903-7824
Christine Eriksen  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2906-9680

ENDNOTE
  1 There are different terms for these populations, with varying connotations. In this paper, we adopt the terms LGBTQIA+ and 

gender and sexual minorities interchangeably to include any/all non-cisgender, non-heterosexual, and/or non-normative 
identities, including those in non-Western contexts.

HAWORTH eT Al.10 of 15

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4191-9502
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8903-7824
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2906-9680


REFERENCES
Alessi, E. J., Kahn, S., Woolner, L., & Van Der Horn, R. (2018). Traumatic stress among sexual and gender minority refu-

gees from the Middle East, North Africa, and Asia who fled to the European Union. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 31(6), 
805–815. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.22346

Anzaldúa, G. (1991). To(o) queer the writer—Loca, escritora y chicana. In B. Warland (Ed.), Inversions: Writing by dykes, queers 
& lesbians (pp. 249–263). Press Gang.

Baez, B. (2002). Confidentiality in qualitative research: Reflections on secrets, power and agency. Qualitative Research, 2(1), 
35–58. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794102002001638

Balgos, B., Gaillard, J. C., & Sanz, K. (2012). The warias of Indonesia in disaster risk reduction: The case of the 2010 Mt Merapi 
eruption in Indonesia. Gender and Development, 20(2), 337–348. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552074.2012.687218

Bonevski, B., Randell, M., Paul, C., Chapman, K., Twyman, L., Bryant, J., Brozek, I., & Hughes, C. (2014). Reaching the hard-to-
reach: A systematic review of strategies for improving health and medical research with socially disadvantaged groups. 
BMC Medical Research Methodology, 14(1), 42. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-14-42

Brown, M. (1997). Replacing citizenship: AIDS activism and radical democracy. The Guilford Press.
Brown, M. (2012). Gender and sexuality I: Intersectional anxieties. Progress in Human Geography, 36(4), 541–550. https://doi.

org/10.1177/0309132511420973
Bryan, A., & Mayock, P. (2012). Speaking back to dominant constructions of LGBT lives: Complexifying ‘At Riskness’ for 

self-harm and suicidality among lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth. Irish Journal of Anthropology, 15(2), 8–15.
Cassal, L., & Haworth, B. T. (2021). Enfrentando a crise pelas margens: Experiências de pessoas LGBTI+ durante a ‘primeira 

onda’ da pandemia de Covid-19 no Rio de Janeiro e em São Paulo. Revista Brasileira De Estudos Da Homocultura, 4(15), 
307–335.

Cassal, L., Haworth, B. T., & Muniz, T. (2021). Aprendendo com experiências de pessoas LGBTI+ durante a Covid-19 em SP e 
RJ. HCRI Policy Brief Series. Available at: https://www.hcri.manchester.ac.uk/research/publications/policy-brief-series/
lgbtiq-covid-experiences/lgbtiq-covid-experiences-brazil/

Catalano, D. C. J., & Griffin, P. (2016). Sexism, heterosexism, and trans* oppression: An integrated perspective. In M. Adams 
& L. A. Bell (Eds.), Teaching for diversity and social justice (3rd ed., pp. 201–230). Routledge.

Coppel, J., & Chester, K. (2014). Natural disaster funding arrangements: Productivity commission inquiry report. Canberra: 
Productivity Commission. Available at: https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disaster-funding/report

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: A black feminist critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, 
feminist theory and antiracist politics (pp. 139–167). University of Chicago Legal Forum.

Crenshaw, K. (1990). Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity politics, and violence against women of color. Stanford 
Law Review, 43(6), 1241. https://doi.org/10.2307/1229039

Cretney, R. (2014). Resilience for whom? Emerging critical geographies of socio-ecological resilience. Geography Compass, 
8(9), 627–640. https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12154

DAE (Deloitte Access Economics). (2017). Building resilience to natural disasters in our states and territories. Canberra: DAE. 
Available at: http://australianbusinessroundtable.com.au/our-research

de Vet, E., Eriksen, C., Booth, K., & French, S. (2019). An unmitigated disaster: Shifting from response and recovery to miti-
gation for an insurable future. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 10(2), 179–192. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13753-019-0214-0

Dominey-Howes, D. (2018). Hazards and disasters in the Anthropocene: Some critical reflections for the future. Geoscience 
Letters, 5(1), 7. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40562-018-0107-x

Dominey-Howes, D., Gorman-Murray, A., & McKinnon, S. (2014). Queering disasters: On the need to account for 
LGBTI experiences in natural disaster contexts. Gender, Place & Culture, 21(7), 905–918. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
0966369x.2013.802673

Dominey-Howes, D., Gorman-Murray, A., & McKinnon, S. (2016). Emergency management response and recovery plans in 
relation to sexual and gender minorities in New South Wales, Australia. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 
16, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2016.02.004

Dominey-Howes, D., McKinnon, S., Gorman-Murray, A., & Eriksen, C. (2022). Sexual and gender minorities in disasters. In 
T. K. McGee & E. C. Penning-Rowsell (Eds.), Routledge Handbook of environmental hazards and society (pp. 259–272). 
Routledge.

D’Ooge, C. (2008). Queer Katrina: Gender and sexual orientation matters in the aftermath of the disaster. In B. WIllinger 
(Ed.), Katrina and the women of New Orleans (pp. 22–24). Newcomb College Centre for Research on Women – Tulane 
University.

Eddo-Lodge, R. (2018). Why I'm no longer talking to white people about race. Bloomsbury Publishing.
Enarson, E., & Morrow, B. H. (1998). The gendered Terrain of disaster: Through women's eyes. Praeger.
Enarson, E., & Pease, B. (2016). Men, masculinities, and disasters. Routledge.
Eriksen, C. (2014). Gender and Wildfire: Landscapes of uncertainty. Routledge.

HAWORTH eT Al. 11 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.22346
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794102002001638
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552074.2012.687218
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-14-42
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511420973
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511420973
https://www.hcri.manchester.ac.uk/research/publications/policy-brief-series/lgbtiq-covid-experiences/lgbtiq-covid-experiences-brazil/
https://www.hcri.manchester.ac.uk/research/publications/policy-brief-series/lgbtiq-covid-experiences/lgbtiq-covid-experiences-brazil/
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disaster-funding/report
https://doi.org/10.2307/1229039
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12154
http://australianbusinessroundtable.com.au/our-research
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-019-0214-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-019-0214-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40562-018-0107-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2013.802673
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2013.802673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2016.02.004


Eriksen, C. (2017). Research ethics, trauma and self-care: Reflections on disaster geographies. Australian Geographer, 48(2), 
273–278. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049182.2016.1230001

Fassinger, R. E., & Arseneau, J. R. (2007). “I’d rather get wet than be under the umbrella”: Differentiating the experiences and 
identities of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender people. In K. J. Biesche, R. M. Perez, & K. A. DeBord (Eds.), Handbook 
of counseling and psychotherapy with lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender clients (pp. 19–49). American Psychological 
Association.

Gaillard, J. C. (2012). People’s response to disasters: Vulnerability, capacities and resilience in Philippine context. Holy Angel 
University Press.

Gaillard, J. C., Gorman-Murray, A., & Fordham, M. (2017). Sexual and gender minorities in disaster. Gender, Place & Culture, 
24(1), 18–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1263438

Gaillard, J. C., & Mercer, J. (2013). From knowledge to action: Bridging gaps in disaster risk reduction. Progress in Human 
Geography, 37(1), 93–114. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132512446717

Gaillard, J. C., Sanz, K., Balgos, B. C., Dalisay, S. N. M., Gorman-Murray, A., Smith, F., & Toelupe, V. A. (2017). Beyond men and 
women: A critical perspective on gender and disaster. Disasters, 41(3), 429–447. https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12209

Galupo, M. P., Bauerband, L. A., Gonzalez, K. A., Hagen, D. B., Hether, S., & Krum, T. (2014a). Transgender friendship experi-
ences: Benefits and barriers of friendships across gender identity and sexual orientation. Feminism & Psychology, 24(2), 
183–215. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353514526218

Galupo, M. P., Davis, K. S., Grynkiewicz, A. L., & Mitchell, R. C. (2014b). Conceptualization of sexual orientation identity 
among sexual minorities: Patterns across sexual and gender identity. Journal of Bisexuality, 14(3–4), 433–456. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2014.933466

Galupo, M. P., Henise, S. B., & Mercer, N. L. (2016). “The labels don't work very well”: Transgender individuals' conceptualiza-
tions of sexual orientation and sexual identity. International Journal of Transgenderism, 17(2), 93–104. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/15532739.2016.1189373

Gender & Disaster (GAD) Pod: an initiative of WHGNE, WHIN & MUDRI. (2016). National gender and emergency 
management guidelines. Available at: https://knowledge.aidr.org.au/resources/national-gender-and-emergency- 
management-guidelines/

Gorman-Murray, A., Johnston, L., & Waitt, G. (2010). Queer(ing) communication in research relationships: A conversation 
about subjectivities, methodologies and ethics. In Queering methods and methodologies: Intersecting queer theory and 
social science research (pp. 97–112). Routledge.

Gorman-Murray, A., McKinnon, S., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2014). Queer domicide: LGBT displacement and home loss in 
natural disaster impact, response, and recovery. Home Cultures, 11(2), 237–261. https://doi.org/10.2752/1751742
14x13891916944751

Gorman-Murray, A., McKinnon, S., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2016). Masculinity, sexuality and disaster: Gendered LGBT experi-
ences in the 2011 Brisbane floods, Queensland, Australia. In E. Enarson & B. Pease (Eds.), Men, masculinities and disaster 
(pp. 128–139). Routledge.

Gorman-Murray, A., McKinnon, S., Dominey-Howes, D., Nash, C. J., & Bolton, R. (2018). Listening and learning: Giving 
voice to trans experiences of disasters. Gender, Place & Culture, 25(2), 166–187. https://doi.org/10.1080/09663
69x.2017.1334632

Gorman-Murray, A., Morris, S., Keppel, J., McKinnon, S., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2017). Problems and possibilities on the 
margins: LGBT experiences in the 2011 Queensland floods. Gender, Place & Culture, 24(1), 37–51. https://doi.org/10.1
080/0966369x.2015.1136806

Haworth, B. T. (2021). Learning from LGBTIQ+ experiences of COVID-19 in the UK for future crises. HCRI Policy Brief Series, 
1–21.

Haworth, B. T. (2022). The importance of queer community resilience. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 37(1), 
31–32.

Haworth, B. T., Bruce, E., Whittaker, J., & Read, R. (2018). The good, the bad, and the uncertain: Contributions of volunteered 
geographic information to community disaster resilience. Frontiers of Earth Science, 6, 183. https://doi.org/10.3389/
feart.2018.00183

Hilhorst, D., Porter, H., & Gordon, R. (2018). Gender, sexuality, and violence in humanitarian crises. Disasters, 42, S3–S16. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12276

hooks, b. (1981). Ain’t I a woman: Black women and feminism. Pluto Press.
hooks, b. (1984). Feminist theory: From margin to center. South End Press.
hooks, b. (1989a). Choosing the margin as a space of radical openness. In b. hooks (Ed.), Yearning: Race, gender, and cultural 

politics (pp. 203–209). South End Press.
hooks, b. (1989b). Talking back: Thinking feminist, thinking Black. South End Press.
Hopkins, P. (2019). Social geography I: Intersectionality. Progress in Human Geography, 43(5), 937–947. https://doi.

org/10.1177/0309132517743677
Jacobs, F. (2019). Black feminism and radical planning: New directions for disaster planning research. Planning Theory, 18(1), 

24–39. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095218763221

HAWORTH eT Al.12 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1080/00049182.2016.1230001
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1263438
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132512446717
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12209
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353514526218
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2014.933466
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2014.933466
https://doi.org/10.1080/15532739.2016.1189373
https://doi.org/10.1080/15532739.2016.1189373
https://knowledge.aidr.org.au/resources/national-gender-and-emergency-management-guidelines/
https://knowledge.aidr.org.au/resources/national-gender-and-emergency-management-guidelines/
https://doi.org/10.2752/175174214x13891916944751
https://doi.org/10.2752/175174214x13891916944751
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2017.1334632
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2017.1334632
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2015.1136806
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2015.1136806
https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2018.00183
https://doi.org/10.3389/feart.2018.00183
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12276
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517743677
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517743677
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095218763221


Johnson, C. (2002). Heteronormative citizenship and the politics of passing. Sexualities, 5(3), 316–336. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1363460702005003004

Johnson, C., & Mackie, V. (2020). Sexual citizenship in comparative perspective. In N. A. Naples (Ed.), A companion to sexuality 
studies (pp. 335–356). Wiley-Blackwell.

Johnson, L. C. (2008). Re-Placing gender? Reflections on 15 years of gender, place and culture. Gender, Place & Culture, 15(6), 
561–574. https://doi.org/10.1080/09663690802518412

Johnston, L. (2016). Gender and sexuality I: Genderqueer geographies? Progress in Human Geography, 40(5), 668–678. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0309132515592109

Johnston, L. (2017). Gender and sexuality II: Activism. Progress in Human Geography, 41(5), 648–656. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0309132516659569

Johnston, L. (2018). Gender and sexuality III: Precarious places. Progress in Human Geography, 42(6), 928–936. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0309132517731256

Katz, J. (1995). The invention of heterosexuality. Dutton.
Kelman, I. (2020). Disaster by choice. Oxford University Press.
Klocker, N. (2015). Participatory action research: The distress of (not) making a difference. Emotion, Space and Society, 17, 

37–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emospa.2015.06.006
Kwan, M. (2002). Feminist visualization: Re-envisioning GIS as a method in feminist geographic research. Annals of the Asso-

ciation of American Geographers, 92(4), 645–661. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00309
Lanham, M., Ridgeway, K., Dayton, R., Castillo, B. M., Brennan, C., Davis, D. A., Emmanual, D., Morales, G. J., Cheririser, C., 

Rodriguez, B., Cooke, J., Santi, K., & Evens, E. (2019). “We’re going to leave you for last, because of how you are”: Trans-
gender women’s experiences of gender-based violence in healthcare, education, and police encounters in Latin America 
and the Caribbean. Violence and Gender, 6(1), 37–46. https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2018.0015

Larkin, B. (2019). Pride and prejudice: LGBTIQ+ community responses to disaster events worldwide. Australian Journal of 
Emergency Management, 34, 4.

Majeedullah, A., Wied, K., & Mills, E. (2016). “Gender, sexuality and the sustainable development goals: A meta-analysis of mech-
anisms of exclusion and avenues for inclusive development”. (No. IDS Evidence Report; 206). Institute of Development 
Studies. Available at: https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/12636

Matthijsen, N. (2018). Coming together. Experiences and lessons from an LGBTQI project in three countries. Gender and 
Development, 26(1), 139–153. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552074.2018.1429100

Mburu, G., Ram, M., Siu, G., Bitira, D., Skovdal, M., & Holland, P. (2014). Intersectionality of HIV stigma and masculinity 
in eastern Uganda: Implications for involving men in HIV programmes. BMC Public Health, 14(1), 1061. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1061

McKinnon, S. (2017). Straight disasters: The (hetero) sexual geographies of Hollywood disaster movies. Geojournal, 82(3), 
503–515. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-016-9697-z

McKinnon, S., Gorman-Murray, A., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2017a). Disasters, queer narratives, and the news: How are LGBTI 
disaster experiences reported by the mainstream and LGBTI media? Journal of Homosexuality, 64(1), 122–144. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1172901

McKinnon, S., Gorman-Murray, A., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2017b). Remembering an epidemic during a disaster: Memories 
of HIV/AIDS, gay male identities and the experience of recent disasters in Australia and New Zealand. Gender, Place & 
Culture, 24(1), 52–63. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1249352

McLean, C. (2021). The growth of the anti-transgender movement in the United Kingdom: The silent radicalization of the Brit-
ish electorate. International Journal of Sociology, 51(6), 473–482. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2021.1939946

McSherry, A., Manalastas, E. J., Gaillard, J. C., & Dalisay, S. N. M. (2015). From deviant to Bakla, strong to stronger: Main-
streaming sexual and gender minorities into disaster risk reduction in the Philippines. Forum for Development Studies, 
42(1), 27–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/08039410.2014.952330

Mills, E. (2015). “Leave no one behind”: Gender, sexuality and the sustainable development goals. (No. IDS Evidence Report; 
154). Institute of Development Studies. Available at: https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/leave-no-one-behind-gender- 
sexuality-and-the-sustainable-development-goals/

Morrill, R. (1983). The nature, unity and value of geography. The Professional Geographer, 35(1), 1–9. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0033-0124.1983.00001.x

Ong, J. C. (2017). Queer cosmopolitanism in the disaster zone: ‘My Grindr became the United Nations’. International Commu-
nication Gazette, 79(6–7), 656–673. https://doi.org/10.1177/1748048517727177

Ongsupankul, W. (2019). Finding sexual minorities in United Nations Sustainable development goals: Towards the Decon-
struction of gender binary in international development policies. LSE Law Review, 5, 1–30. Available at: https://lawre-
view.lse.ac.uk/articles/abstract/40/

Overton, L. R. A. (2014). From vulnerability to resilience: An exploration of gender performance art and how it has enabled 
young women's empowerment in post-hurricane new Orleans. Procedia Economics and Finance, 18, 214–221. https://
doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(14)00933-2

HAWORTH eT Al. 13 of 15

https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460702005003004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460702005003004
https://doi.org/10.1080/09663690802518412
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515592109
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515592109
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132516659569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132516659569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517731256
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517731256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emospa.2015.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.00309
https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2018.0015
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/12636
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552074.2018.1429100
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1061
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-016-9697-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1172901
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1172901
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1249352
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2021.1939946
https://doi.org/10.1080/08039410.2014.952330
https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/leave-no-one-behind-gender-sexuality-and-the-sustainable-development-goals/
https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/leave-no-one-behind-gender-sexuality-and-the-sustainable-development-goals/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0033-0124.1983.00001.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0033-0124.1983.00001.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1748048517727177
https://lawreview.lse.ac.uk/articles/abstract/40/
https://lawreview.lse.ac.uk/articles/abstract/40/
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(14)00933-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(14)00933-2


Pease, B. (2010). Undoing privilege: Unearned advantage in a divided world. Zed Books Ltd.
Pincha, C., & Krishna, H. (2008). Aravanis: Voiceless victims of the tsunami. Humanitarian Exchange, 41, 41–43.
Rasmussen, M. L. (2006). Becoming subjects: Sexualities and secondary schooling. Routledge.
Richards, G. (2010). Queering Katrina: Gay discourses of the disaster in new Orleans. Journal of American Studies, 44(3), 

519–534. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0021875810001210
Rizki, C. (2019). Latin/x American trans studies: Toward a travesti-trans Analytic. Transgender Studies Quarterly, 6(2), 145–155. 

https://doi.org/10.1215/23289252-7348426
Rushton, A., Gray, L., Canty, J., & Blanchard, K. (2019). Beyond binary: (Re) defining “gender” for 21st century disaster risk 

reduction research, policy, and practice. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16(20), 3984. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16203984

Samuels, E. A., Tape, C., Garber, N., Bowman, S., & Choo, E. K. (2018). “Sometimes you feel like the freak show”: A qualitative 
assessment of emergency care experiences among transgender and gender-nonconforming patients. Annals of Emer-
gency Medicine, 71(2), 170–182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2017.05.002

Sauer, A. T., & Podhora, A. (2013). Sexual orientation and gender identity in human rights impact assessment. Impact Assess-
ment and Project Appraisal, 31(2), 135–145. https://doi.org/10.1080/14615517.2013.791416

Sedgwick, E. K. (1993). Queer and now. In D. E. Hall, A. Jagose, A. Bebell, & S. Potter (Eds.), The Routledge queer studies reader 
(pp. 3–17). Routledge.

Seglah, H. A., & Blanchard, K. (2021). LGBTQIA+ people and disasters. DRR Dynamics. Available at: https://irp.cdn-website.
com/cde3424c/files/uploaded/LGBTQIA%2B%20report-3.pdf

Stukes, P. A. (2014). A caravan of hope-gay Christian service: Exploring social vulnerability and capacity-building of lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex identified individuals and organizational advocacy in two post Katrina disas-
ter environments. PhD thesis. Texas Woman's University. Available at: https://search.proquest.com/openview/
a1e5283ef47d7d6921085f5a00759680/1?pq-origsite=gscholarandcbl=18750anddiss=yandcasa_token=oreptT8GR-
SEAAAAA:cs17TO3At9OJ8c1T5xfJYWoEb9Iv7TiQTCfWLxZTf6O6-U5fmXAslhcrBmkjYm4ed9CHVDOGcsU

Surmiak, A. (2018). Confidentiality in qualitative research involving vulnerable participants: Researchers’ perspectives. Forum 
for Qualitative Social Research, 19(3), 393–418.

Sword-Daniels, V., Eriksen, C., Hudson-Doyle, E. E., Alaniz, R., Adler, C., Schenk, T., & Vallance, S. (2018). Embodied Uncer-
tainty: Living with complexity and natural hazards. Journal of Risk Research, 21(3), 290–307. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
3669877.2016.1200659

United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction [UNDRR]. (2005). Hyogo framework for action 2005-2015. UNDRR. Avail-
able at: https://www.unisdr.org/we/coordinate/hfa

United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction [UNDRR]. (2015). Sendai framework for disaster risk reduction 2015-2030. 
UNDRR. Available at: http://www.preventionweb.net/files/43291_sendaiframeworkfordrren.pdf

United Nations (UN). (n.d.a). Millennium development goals. Available at: https://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/
United Nations (UN). (n.d.b). Sustainable development goals. Available at: https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/
Urbatsch, R. (2016). Judgement days: Moral attitudes in the wake of local disasters. Disasters, 40(1), 26–44. https://doi.

org/10.1111/disa.12138
Valdivia, A. N. (2002). Bell hooks: Ethics from the margins. Qualitative Inquiry, 8(4), 429–447. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 

10778004008004003
Weiss, J. T. (2004). GL vs. BT: The archaeology of biphobia and transphobia in the U.S. lesbian and gay community. Journal of 

Bisexuality, 3(3–4), 25–55. https://doi.org/10.1300/j159v03n03_02
Whittaker, J., Eriksen, C., & Haynes, K. (2016). Gendered responses to the 2009 black saturday bushfires in Victoria, Australia. 

Geographical Research, 54(2), 203–215. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12162
Wisner, B., Berger, G., & Gaillard, J. C. (2017). We’ve seen the future, and it’s very diverse: Beyond gender and disaster in 

West Hollywood, California. Gender, Place & Culture, 24(1), 27–36. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1204995
Wisner, B., Blaikie, P., Cannon, T., & Davis, I. (2004). At risk: Natural hazards, people's vulnerability and disasters (2nd ed.). 

Routledge.
Yamashita, A., Gomez, C., & Dombroski, K. (2017). Segregation, exclusion and LGBT people in disaster impacted areas: Expe-

riences from the Higashinihon Dai-Shinsai (great East-Japan disaster). Gender, Place & Culture, 24(1), 64–71. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1276887

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

HAWORTH eT Al.14 of 15

Billy Tusker Haworth is a Research Fellow in the School of Geosciences, University of Sydney, and Honorary Affil-
iate of the Humanitarian and Conflict Response Institute, University of Manchester. Their main research areas 
include critical and participatory GIS, disaster vulnerability and resilience, LGBTQIA+ marginality, and graffiti in 

https://doi.org/10.1017/s0021875810001210
https://doi.org/10.1215/23289252-7348426
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16203984
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2017.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/14615517.2013.791416
https://irp.cdn-website.com/cde3424c/files/uploaded/LGBTQIA%2B%20report-3.pdf
https://irp.cdn-website.com/cde3424c/files/uploaded/LGBTQIA%2B%20report-3.pdf
https://search.proquest.com/openview/a1e5283ef47d7d6921085f5a00759680/1?pq-origsite=gscholarandcbl=18750anddiss=yandcasa_token=oreptT8GRSEAAAAA:cs17TO3At9OJ8c1T5xfJYWoEb9Iv7TiQTCfWLxZTf6O6-U5fmXAslhcrBmkjYm4ed9CHVDOGcsU
https://search.proquest.com/openview/a1e5283ef47d7d6921085f5a00759680/1?pq-origsite=gscholarandcbl=18750anddiss=yandcasa_token=oreptT8GRSEAAAAA:cs17TO3At9OJ8c1T5xfJYWoEb9Iv7TiQTCfWLxZTf6O6-U5fmXAslhcrBmkjYm4ed9CHVDOGcsU
https://search.proquest.com/openview/a1e5283ef47d7d6921085f5a00759680/1?pq-origsite=gscholarandcbl=18750anddiss=yandcasa_token=oreptT8GRSEAAAAA:cs17TO3At9OJ8c1T5xfJYWoEb9Iv7TiQTCfWLxZTf6O6-U5fmXAslhcrBmkjYm4ed9CHVDOGcsU
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2016.1200659
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2016.1200659
https://www.unisdr.org/we/coordinate/hfa
http://www.preventionweb.net/files/43291_sendaiframeworkfordrren.pdf
https://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12138
https://doi.org/10.1111/disa.12138
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778004008004003
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778004008004003
https://doi.org/10.1300/j159v03n03_02
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12162
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1204995
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1276887
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2016.1276887


How to cite this article: Haworth, B. T., McKinnon, S., & Eriksen, C. (2022). Advancing disaster geographies: 
From marginalisation to inclusion of gender and sexual minorities. Geography Compass, e12664. https://doi.
org/10.1111/gec3.12664

HAWORTH eT Al. 15 of 15

conflict-affected spaces. Recently, Billy led a project researching the experiences of LGBTQIA+ people during 
COVID-19 in the UK and Brazil, with implications for more inclusive crisis responses and disaster risk reduction.

Scott McKinnon is a Research Fellow in the Australian Centre for Culture, Environment, Society and Space 
(ACCESS), University of Wollongong. He has a research background in disasters research, geographies of memory, 
and histories and geographies of sexuality. Scott is co-editor of Disasters in Australia and New Zealand: Historical 
Approaches to Understanding Catastrophe (Palgrave MacMillan 2020).

Dr. Christine Eriksen is a Senior Researcher in the Centre for Security Studies at ETH Zurich, Switzerland. With 
a particular interest in social dimensions of disasters, she gained international research recognition by bringing 
human geography, social justice, and environmental hazards into dialogue. Christine is the author of two books 
and over 75 articles and book chapters, which examine social vulnerability and risk adaptation in the context of 
environmental history, cultural norms, and political agendas.

https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12664
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12664

	Advancing disaster geographies: From marginalisation to inclusion of gender and sexual minorities
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	2 | STATE OF THE FIELD
	2.1 | Geography as a leading discipline
	2.2 | Vulnerabilities
	2.3 | Diversity
	2.4 | Qualitative research
	2.5 | Recommendations from the literature

	3 | ADVANCING THE FIELD
	3.1 | Beyond normativity
	3.2 | Beyond categories
	3.3 | Beyond disaster response
	3.4 | Expanding methodologies

	4 | CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	ORCID
	ENDNOTE
	REFERENCES


