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ABSTRACT: This narrative review examines strategies, 
policies, and lessons learned in crisis management within public 
administration, focusing on institutional resilience, governance 
structures, communication, cyber resilience, and technology 
integration. The purpose of this review is to synthesize current 
evidence and identify the main factors influencing effective crisis 
responses. A systematic search of peer-reviewed literature was 
conducted using databases including Scopus, PubMed, and 
Google Scholar, employing keywords such as crisis 
management, public administration, emergency response, 
disaster management, resilience, and risk communication. 
Inclusion criteria emphasized studies addressing governance, 
policy, and institutional practices in crisis contexts, while 
irrelevant or non-peer-reviewed sources were excluded. Findings 
reveal that institutional resilience, supported by managerial 
capacity, emergency planning, and adaptive responses, is 
essential for sustaining services during crises. Governance 
structures that balance centralization and decentralization, 
coupled with strong coordination, are more effective than rigidly 
centralized or fragmented systems. Transparent communication 
fosters citizen trust, as demonstrated in Taiwan and Singapore, 
while communication failures, such as in Brazil, undermine 
compliance. Emerging evidence highlights the critical role of 
cyber resilience, with cyberattacks disrupting public services 
globally during COVID-19. The integration of advanced 
technologies, supported by administrative capacity, further 
enhances crisis responsiveness. However, disparities between 
developed and developing countries underscore the role of 
systemic inequalities in shaping outcomes. The review concludes 
that future policies should strengthen institutional capacity, 
promote participatory governance, and invest in digital 
resilience, while further research is needed on long-term and 
cross-context evaluations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Crisis management within the realm of public administration has increasingly become a focal point 

of academic inquiry and policy discourse, reflecting the rising frequency and complexity of crises 
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confronting governments and societies worldwide. Defined as the practices and systems required 

to identify, respond to, and manage both external and internal crises, the concept encompasses 

various phases including prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery (Boin & Lodge, 2016). 

It not only involves strategic decision-making during high-risk situations but also the preservation 

of public legitimacy through transparent communication and effective coordination among 

governmental agencies and civil society (Christensen et al., 2015). The relevance of crisis 

management is evident in a multitude of global challenges—from health emergencies such as 

pandemics to natural disasters, cyber threats, and socio-political upheavals—that continuously test 

the resilience and adaptability of public institutions. 

In recent years, scholarship has expanded to examine crisis management as both a theoretical 

construct and a field of practice. Studies focusing on risk communication during health crises, such 

as the Zika outbreak, emphasize the role of timely and credible communication in ensuring 

effective crisis governance (Hagen et al., 2020). Moreover, research highlights the importance of 

addressing the social dynamics that shape public trust and transparency, which ultimately influence 

the legitimacy of government actions during crises (Jaziri & Miralam, 2021; Boin & Lodge, 2016). 

This dual dimension—combining organizational strategies with societal expectations—underpins 

much of the literature, positioning crisis management as a multidimensional phenomenon 

requiring both institutional preparedness and adaptive governance structures. 

The significance of crisis management in public administration is underscored by empirical 

evidence from recent global events. For instance, the COVID-19 pandemic revealed critical 

vulnerabilities in health systems and institutional responses worldwide, reinforcing the urgent need 

for robust crisis management frameworks (Boin & Lodge, 2016). Burkle and Devereaux (2020) 

documented how inconsistencies in policy-making across state and local governments in the 

United States led to resource competition, notably for vital medical equipment, thereby 

exacerbating public health risks. Similarly, studies from China and Brazil demonstrate how 

countries leverage prior crisis experiences to refine policies and reduce the impact of subsequent 

health emergencies (Sun et al., 2018; Andrade et al., 2021). Singapore, for example, showcased how 

preparedness and rapid response could significantly mitigate the spread of infectious diseases, 

despite significant challenges (Woo, 2020). Collectively, these cases affirm that effective crisis 

management directly influences public health outcomes, institutional legitimacy, and social 

stability. 

Statistical analyses and comparative research further demonstrate the global relevance of crisis 

management. The pandemic experience highlighted stark disparities in institutional capacity and 

governance performance across regions. While resource-rich nations generally exhibited more 

comprehensive infrastructures and swifter responses, many low- and middle-income countries 

encountered severe obstacles due to limited resources and weaker institutional frameworks 

(Christensen et al., 2015; Shao et al., 2022). These disparities underline the necessity of context-

sensitive strategies, as crisis management cannot be divorced from the structural and socio-political 

realities within which it is practiced. In Brazil, collective action during COVID-19 was constrained 

by institutional tensions, whereas in the United States, decentralized governance created 

fragmentation in crisis responses (Andrade et al., 2021; Burkle & Devereaux, 2020). By contrast, 

Singapore’s centralized yet adaptive approach demonstrates the potential of well-prepared systems 

to act decisively in critical moments (Woo, 2020). 
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Despite the growing body of knowledge, significant challenges persist in the implementation of 

crisis management in the public sector. One central issue is the lack of sufficient resources and 

institutional capabilities to respond effectively to crises. Many governments lack clear, 

comprehensive protocols for managing emergencies, as well as adequate access to technology and 

real-time data required for rapid decision-making (Christensen et al., 2015; Hagen et al., 2020). 

Burkle and Devereaux (2020) further note that deficiencies in coordination mechanisms across 

jurisdictions frequently impede efficient responses. Communication failures also remain a 

recurring problem; inadequate transparency undermines public trust, while misinformation 

exacerbates panic and weakens compliance with government directives (Andrade et al., 2021). The 

Korean experience during COVID-19 illustrates the centrality of strong communication capacity 

and organizational coordination to effective crisis governance (Christensen et al., 2015). 

Another persistent challenge lies in the limited integration of past experiences into institutional 

learning processes. Although many countries conduct post-crisis evaluations, the findings are often 

underutilized in the formulation of long-term strategies (Jaziri & Miralam, 2021). Furthermore, the 

dominance of case-specific studies leaves gaps in the development of generalizable theories and 

frameworks applicable across different contexts. The lack of longitudinal studies assessing the 

enduring effectiveness of crisis policies further constrains the capacity to derive lessons for future 

preparedness (Sun et al., 2018; Woo, 2020). These challenges reveal the urgent need for public 

administrations to institutionalize adaptive learning mechanisms, enabling them to refine strategies 

and avoid repeating past mistakes. 

A critical gap in the literature is the limited exploration of inter-ministerial and inter-agency 

coordination. While numerous studies document the immediate responses of individual 

institutions, fewer address how cross-sectoral collaboration shapes overall crisis outcomes (Burkle 

& Devereaux, 2020). The scarcity of empirical research on collaborative governance frameworks 

during emergencies constrains efforts to build integrated strategies. Moreover, the existing 

literature insufficiently examines the role of interdisciplinary and cross-sectoral approaches in 

enhancing preparedness and adaptability (Yun et al., 2024; Sinaj et al., 2024). This gap underscores 

the need for a comprehensive synthesis of strategies, policies, and lessons learned across contexts 

to inform future crisis governance. 

The purpose of this review, therefore, is to critically examine the strategies and policies employed 

in crisis management within public administration, while extracting lessons that can enhance future 

preparedness and resilience. By synthesizing existing evidence, the review aims to identify the main 

factors influencing the effectiveness of crisis responses, including resource capacity, institutional 

coordination, communication, transparency, and adaptability (Ling, 2021; Hagen et al., 2020; Boin 

& Lodge, 2016). Through this analysis, the study seeks to contribute to the theoretical and practical 

advancement of crisis governance, offering a framework that integrates institutional resilience with 

societal trust and legitimacy. 

The scope of the review encompasses both developed and developing country contexts, 

acknowledging the significant variations in resource availability, governance capacity, and socio-

political conditions that shape crisis management outcomes. While developed countries often 

benefit from robust infrastructures and advanced technologies, they are not immune to 

coordination challenges and legitimacy crises, as seen in the fragmented responses of the United 
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States and the United Kingdom (Burkle & Devereaux, 2020). Conversely, developing countries 

frequently face constraints in resource mobilization and institutional stability, leading to slower 

and more uneven recoveries (Ling, 2021; Shao et al., 2022). By analyzing a diverse range of cases—

including Brazil, China, Singapore, South Korea, and others—this review aims to draw insights 

that are globally relevant yet sensitive to contextual particularities. Such an approach is essential 

for advancing both academic understanding and practical policy-making in the field of crisis 

management within public administration.  

 

METHOD 

The methodology adopted in this review was designed to ensure a rigorous and systematic 

examination of the literature on crisis management within the context of public administration. 

The overarching objective was to collect, screen, and synthesize evidence that offers insights into 

how governments and public institutions prepare for, respond to, and recover from crises of 

varying scales. To achieve this, the process entailed a structured literature search, the application 

of inclusion and exclusion criteria, careful categorization of research types, and systematic 

screening and evaluation to ensure that only relevant and high-quality studies were considered. 

The literature collection process began with the identification of appropriate databases that host 

extensive scholarly publications across disciplines relevant to public administration and crisis 

management. Three major databases were selected: Scopus, PubMed, and Google Scholar. Scopus 

was chosen for its wide coverage of peer-reviewed journals across social sciences and public policy. 

PubMed was particularly useful for accessing studies related to health crises, pandemics, and public 

health responses, which represent a central aspect of crisis management. Google Scholar was 

included to capture interdisciplinary and emerging works that may not be fully indexed in other 

databases but remain relevant to the subject. The simultaneous use of these databases allowed for 

a comprehensive pool of studies spanning governance, health, emergency management, disaster 

preparedness, and resilience. 

In designing the search strategy, a combination of keywords was developed to reflect the 

multidimensional scope of crisis management in public administration. The keywords employed 

included “crisis management,” “public administration,” “emergency response,” “disaster 

management,” “public health crises,” “policy responses,” “resilience,” “stakeholder engagement,” 

and “risk communication.” Boolean operators such as “AND” and “OR” were applied to refine 

searches, ensuring that the retrieved studies covered a broad but focused spectrum of relevant 

literature. For instance, searches such as “crisis management AND public administration” or 

“resilience AND policy responses” were executed to capture research at the intersection of 

governance, management, and crisis contexts. Additionally, keyword variations and synonyms 

were tested to ensure inclusivity, acknowledging that different authors may employ slightly 

different terminology to describe similar concepts. 

The criteria for inclusion and exclusion were carefully established to maintain both the relevance 

and quality of the selected literature. The inclusion criteria consisted of studies published in peer-

reviewed journals, ensuring a standard of scholarly rigor. Articles were required to directly engage 

with themes of crisis management in public administration, encompassing both theoretical 
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frameworks and empirical studies. Publications that analyzed policy, strategies, or practices of crisis 

management in local, national, or global contexts were considered highly relevant. To ensure the 

timeliness of the review, emphasis was placed on works published within the last fifteen years, 

while older but seminal works were retained if they provided foundational insights into crisis 

management theory. 

Conversely, exclusion criteria were employed to filter out studies that did not meet the objectives 

of the review. Non-peer-reviewed publications, popular articles, or opinion pieces were excluded 

due to the lack of methodological rigor. Research that focused solely on technical or engineering 

aspects of crisis response without any managerial or policy analysis was also excluded, as the focus 

of this review lies within the realm of public administration. Additionally, studies that only 

tangentially mentioned crisis management without offering substantive contributions to 

understanding strategies, governance structures, or stakeholder engagement were removed during 

the screening process. 

The review included a range of study types to capture the diverse approaches taken in the field of 

crisis management. Empirical studies, including case studies of governmental responses to crises 

such as pandemics or natural disasters, were especially valuable in illustrating real-world practices 

and challenges. Comparative studies across different jurisdictions were also incorporated to 

provide insights into how varied governance contexts influence crisis outcomes. Additionally, 

theoretical works and conceptual frameworks were considered essential for grounding the 

empirical findings within established academic discourse. Experimental or randomized controlled 

trials were less common in this field due to the practical and ethical challenges of simulating crises, 

but where available, they were acknowledged. Narrative reviews and systematic reviews conducted 

by other scholars were included as secondary resources to enhance synthesis and identify recurring 

themes across multiple contexts. 

The literature selection process followed a multi-step procedure to ensure reliability and 

transparency. Initially, search results were imported into a reference management tool, where 

duplicates were identified and removed. Titles and abstracts of the retrieved studies were screened 

to assess their relevance against the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Articles that met the 

preliminary criteria were then subjected to full-text review. This stage involved a more detailed 

evaluation of each study’s methodology, findings, and relevance to the review’s objectives. The 

evaluation process paid particular attention to the clarity of research questions, the robustness of 

methodological approaches, and the extent to which findings contributed to the understanding of 

crisis management in public administration. 

Throughout the screening process, an emphasis was placed on ensuring diversity in the 

geographical coverage and thematic scope of the included literature. Studies from both developed 

and developing nations were retained to capture variations in institutional capacity, governance 

structures, and socio-political environments. This balance was important to provide a global 

perspective on crisis management while remaining sensitive to contextual differences. For 

example, while highly developed nations often possess greater institutional resources, studies from 

developing countries highlighted unique challenges such as limited infrastructure, political 

instability, and resource scarcity, which significantly influence crisis management effectiveness. 
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In evaluating the selected articles, criteria of quality assessment were applied. Each study was 

assessed for methodological rigor, clarity of reporting, and the robustness of evidence provided. 

Empirical studies were examined for the adequacy of data collection and analysis methods, while 

theoretical works were evaluated based on their contribution to conceptual clarity and framework 

development. Reviews and secondary analyses were assessed for the transparency of their 

methodology and the comprehensiveness of their synthesis. This rigorous evaluation process 

ensured that only studies with substantive contributions were integrated into the narrative review. 

Finally, the analysis and synthesis of the included literature followed a thematic approach. The 

findings were organized into key themes that emerged consistently across the studies, such as 

institutional resilience, governance structures, communication strategies, stakeholder engagement, 

and the role of technology. These themes provided a structured framework for presenting the 

results while ensuring that the synthesis remained comprehensive and logically coherent. The 

thematic organization also facilitated comparisons across different geographic regions and 

governance contexts, thereby enhancing the generalizability of the insights generated. 

In conclusion, the methodology of this review combined systematic search strategies, rigorous 

inclusion and exclusion criteria, and thematic synthesis to construct a comprehensive overview of 

crisis management in public administration. By employing multiple databases, carefully chosen 

keywords, and structured screening processes, the review ensured that only high-quality and 

relevant studies were included. This methodological rigor provides a strong foundation for the 

subsequent analysis of strategies, policies, and lessons learned in crisis management, ultimately 

contributing to both scholarly understanding and practical policy guidance in the field.  

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

Resilience of Institutions and Health Systems 

The literature consistently emphasizes that resilience within public institutions and health systems 

is a decisive factor in mitigating the impacts of pandemics and disasters. Key elements contributing 

to resilience include effective managerial support, comprehensive emergency planning, and strong 

adaptive capacities in rapidly changing environments (You, 2020; Yun et al., 2024). The experience 

of South Korea during the COVID-19 pandemic provides a striking example of this principle in 

action. The integration of technology across public health processes—such as contact tracing 

systems and widespread testing—substantially enhanced the country’s ability to manage the crisis 

efficiently (Yun et al., 2024; Choi et al., 2020). Beyond technological infrastructure, the training 

and development of human resources also proved critical in sustaining healthcare services during 

prolonged periods of stress, underscoring the importance of investing in skilled personnel as a 

pillar of resilience (Yun et al., 2024). 

Comparative analyses across countries reveal how resilience policies yield varying outcomes in 

public health crises. In Brazil, the rapid mobilization of multi-sectoral collaboration during 

COVID-19 fostered a more resilient response, with government agencies, private actors, and civil 

society coordinating efforts to contain the pandemic (Andrade et al., 2021). Sweden, by contrast, 

pursued a mitigation-oriented strategy that relied on leveraging a well-trained public sector 

workforce and skilled healthcare professionals. This approach demonstrated that human resource 
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capacity can act as a substitute for strict lockdowns when combined with robust risk mitigation 

policies (Sparf et al., 2022). Collectively, these experiences highlight that collaborative strategies 

and strong institutional frameworks correlate with enhanced resilience during crises, a conclusion 

further reinforced by comparative reviews suggesting that countries with higher levels of cross-

sectoral cooperation perform better in sustaining health and social stability (Catello, 2024). 

 

Governance Structures and Coordination 

A significant body of literature has examined how governance structures shape the effectiveness 

of crisis management, with particular focus on centralized versus decentralized systems. 

Centralized structures, such as Singapore’s approach to the COVID-19 pandemic, are often lauded 

for their ability to enforce rapid and consistent decision-making. During critical stages of the 

pandemic, Singapore’s centralized system facilitated swift implementation of nationwide testing, 

quarantine, and vaccination programs, thereby minimizing confusion and delays (Wong et al., 

2022). Conversely, decentralized governance models are argued to offer greater flexibility and local 

responsiveness. However, they also introduce variability in outcomes, as effectiveness depends 

heavily on the capacity and resources available at the local level (Sparf et al., 2022; Roberts, 2022). 

Cross-national comparisons underscore the importance of coordination between different tiers of 

government. Italy’s struggles during COVID-19, for instance, were attributed in part to difficulties 

in aligning national directives with regional implementation, leading to delays and inconsistencies 

in crisis response (Mascio et al., 2020). Similarly, research on Korea highlights the critical role of 

coordinated action across central and local governments in shaping more coherent responses 

(Greer et al., 2020). Within Europe, Germany’s more centralized model contrasted sharply with 

Sweden’s decentralized approach, illustrating how the management of resources and 

intergovernmental communication significantly influenced crisis outcomes (Parker & Stern, 2022; 

Roberts, 2022). Collectively, the evidence indicates that governance structures that balance central 

authority with localized flexibility, supported by robust coordination mechanisms, are best 

positioned to manage crises effectively (Christensen et al., 2015). 

 

Communication and Public Engagement 

Public communication, particularly through digital and social media platforms, emerged as a 

central theme in the reviewed literature. Transparent and timely communication was repeatedly 

identified as a mechanism for fostering trust and ensuring citizen compliance during crises. Hagen 

et al. (2020) emphasized that effective communication strategies not only disseminate essential 

information but also mitigate uncertainty and anxiety among the public. Further, Li and Lee (2022) 

and Graham and Sibbald (2021) demonstrated empirically that responsive communication 

addressing public concerns enhances trust in governmental institutions. 

The case of Singapore illustrates how consistent and clear updates through official social media 

channels contributed to positive public perceptions of governmental efficiency in managing the 

COVID-19 crisis (Woo, 2020). Similarly, Taiwan’s early communication strategy, characterized by 

rapid information dissemination and transparency, correlated with high levels of public compliance 
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and community support for public health measures (Hassan et al., 2021). In stark contrast, Brazil 

provides an example of communication failure. Conflicting political statements and the spread of 

low-quality information eroded public trust, creating obstacles in enforcing necessary health 

interventions (Jaziri & Miralam, 2021; Andrade et al., 2021). These cases collectively demonstrate 

that communication strategies not only inform but also shape public behavior, directly influencing 

the effectiveness of crisis management efforts. 

 

Cyber Resilience and Emerging Threats 

The growing prevalence of cyber threats adds a new dimension to crisis management in public 

administration. The concept of cyber resilience is defined as the capacity of public institutions to 

protect information systems from cyberattacks while maintaining operational continuity during 

disruptions (Astori et al., 2020; Boin & Lodge, 2016). Effective cyber resilience requires robust 

cybersecurity policies, comprehensive staff training, and efficient recovery strategies. These 

measures are increasingly seen as indispensable components of crisis management frameworks, 

particularly as crises frequently create opportunities for malicious actors to exploit institutional 

vulnerabilities. 

Empirical studies highlight the severe impacts of cyberattacks on public institutions, particularly 

in the healthcare sector during the COVID-19 pandemic. For instance, ransomware attacks 

disrupted hospital operations in several countries, forcing the suspension of critical medical 

services (Bednarski et al., 2020; Tomaževič et al., 2023). In the United States, some hospitals were 

compelled to postpone surgeries and divert patients due to compromised information systems, 

underscoring the life-threatening consequences of inadequate cyber resilience (Bednarski et al., 

2020). These findings highlight that cyber resilience must be treated not as an auxiliary concern 

but as a central pillar of crisis management, integrated alongside traditional preparedness and 

response strategies. 

 

Role of Technology and Administrative Capacity 

The literature also points to the transformative role of technology in enhancing administrative 

capacity during crises. Advanced tools such as artificial intelligence (AI), big data analytics, and 

integrated information systems have been widely adopted to improve decision-making processes 

and strengthen evidence-based governance. Shao et al. (2022) and Steccolini (2018) argue that 

technology supports more timely and accurate data collection, allowing governments to anticipate 

trends and deploy resources more effectively. During COVID-19, digital systems were 

instrumental in facilitating contact tracing, vaccination scheduling, and public information 

dissemination, which collectively improved the speed and precision of governmental responses. 

The extent to which technology translates into effective crisis management is closely tied to 

institutional capacity. In developed countries such as Japan and Germany, high levels of 

technological adoption and efficient data management enabled systematic and coordinated 

responses to COVID-19 (Rennie et al., 2018; Boschiero, 2021). Conversely, developing countries 

often faced significant barriers, including inadequate infrastructure, limited human resource 
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capacity, and lower levels of digital literacy. The Brazilian case during COVID-19 highlights this 

disparity: insufficient information technology capacity exacerbated uncertainties and impeded the 

implementation of coherent health policies (Jaziri & Miralam, 2021; Andrade et al., 2021). This 

evidence reinforces the view that technology alone is not sufficient; it must be embedded within 

strong institutional frameworks and supported by investments in administrative capacity to yield 

meaningful results. 

Taken together, the findings from these thematic areas provide a comprehensive understanding of 

the strategies, policies, and lessons emerging from crisis management in public administration. 

Institutional resilience, governance structures, communication strategies, cyber resilience, and the 

integration of technology each play indispensable roles in shaping outcomes. Importantly, 

comparative evidence across countries underscores that context matters: strategies effective in one 

governance or resource environment may not translate seamlessly to another. Thus, the reviewed 

literature highlights the necessity of tailoring crisis management approaches to specific socio-

political and institutional contexts while drawing on shared global lessons to enhance preparedness 

and resilience. 

The findings of this review provide a strong foundation for analyzing crisis management in public 

administration and its theoretical, systemic, and practical implications. A central dimension of the 

discussion is whether the reviewed evidence reinforces or challenges existing theories of crisis 

management, and how systemic factors shape institutional performance in crises. Furthermore, 

the discussion highlights innovative solutions emerging from the literature, alongside identifying 

persistent research limitations that warrant further inquiry. 

 

Reinforcing or Challenging Crisis Management Theory 

The evidence strongly reinforces the theoretical assertion that institutional resilience and 

transparent communication are indispensable for effective crisis management. Boin and Lodge 

(2016) emphasized that public institutions must be designed with flexibility and adaptive capacity 

to respond rapidly to crises. This perspective is validated by empirical studies of South Korea’s 

COVID-19 response, which revealed how the integration of digital technologies with transparent 

communication strategies fostered trust and compliance among citizens (Yun et al., 2024; Choi et 

al., 2020). Such findings align with broader theories that place communication and adaptability at 

the core of crisis governance, confirming their centrality in shaping public legitimacy during 

emergencies. 

At the same time, the evidence challenges conventional assumptions in crisis management 

literature, particularly the notion that centralized governance structures inherently outperform 

decentralized ones. While Singapore’s centralized approach facilitated swift, consistent decision-

making (Wong et al., 2022), research on Sweden and other decentralized systems suggests that 

local flexibility can be equally advantageous, provided that coordination mechanisms are strong 

(Sparf et al., 2022; Roberts, 2022). Italy’s difficulties in coordinating between central and regional 

governments (Mascio et al., 2020) further illustrate that centralization without adequate 

collaboration does not guarantee success. These insights imply that the effectiveness of governance 
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structures cannot be generalized, but must instead be evaluated in relation to institutional capacity, 

political coherence, and societal trust. 

 

Systemic Factors Influencing Success and Failure 

Systemic factors emerge as decisive in explaining divergent crisis outcomes across national 

contexts. The first factor is political and managerial support, which determines the degree of 

coherence in crisis response. Countries such as Taiwan and Singapore demonstrated that proactive 

political leadership, combined with managerial capacity, can generate high levels of public 

compliance and organizational efficiency (Woo, 2020; Hassan et al., 2021). Conversely, Brazil’s 

fragmented political landscape undermined policy coherence, creating competing priorities that 

hampered collective action (Andrade et al., 2021; Jaziri & Miralam, 2021). These findings 

emphasize that governance quality is as critical as institutional resources in shaping effective crisis 

management. 

Another systemic factor is the distribution of resources across institutions and regions. Evidence 

shows that developing countries often face disproportionate challenges due to insufficient 

infrastructure, constrained health systems, and limited access to technologies (Sun et al., 2018; 

Steccolini, 2018). For instance, Brazil’s limited technological infrastructure impeded the 

implementation of consistent health policies during COVID-19 (Andrade et al., 2021), while 

Sweden benefited from a highly trained public workforce that mitigated the need for stringent 

restrictions (Sparf et al., 2022). These disparities highlight the systemic inequality in resource 

allocation that continues to shape global crisis management capacity. 

Institutional coordination is also a critical systemic determinant of success or failure. Studies from 

Europe and Asia underscore the importance of aligning national, regional, and local actors in 

coherent crisis responses. Greer et al. (2020) demonstrated how effective coordination across 

government tiers in Korea facilitated consistent pandemic responses, while Germany’s semi-

centralized structure enabled balanced resource distribution (Parker & Stern, 2022). By contrast, 

Italy’s weak intergovernmental coordination magnified the impact of the pandemic, demonstrating 

the risks of fragmented institutional structures (Mascio et al., 2020). These findings suggest that 

effective coordination—rather than governance type alone—is the systemic linchpin of crisis 

management. 

 

Innovative Solutions for Overcoming Barriers 

The reviewed literature highlights several innovative approaches for overcoming institutional 

barriers and enhancing crisis policy effectiveness. One recurring recommendation is the provision 

of targeted training and capacity development for public servants. Woo (2020) emphasizes that 

well-prepared personnel are essential for rapid and adaptive responses, a conclusion supported by 

Yun et al. (2024), who highlight the importance of human resource development in sustaining 

healthcare systems during crises. Investments in training are therefore not merely supplementary 

but foundational for building institutional resilience. 
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A second solution lies in the integration of digital technologies and advanced information systems. 

Shao et al. (2022) argue that artificial intelligence and big data analytics can enhance decision-

making precision, enabling governments to act more proactively during emergencies. Steccolini 

(2018) further illustrates how technology-assisted data collection improved the timeliness of 

responses during the COVID-19 crisis. However, as Brazil’s experience demonstrates, technology 

must be supported by institutional capacity and political coherence to be effective (Andrade et al., 

2021). This underscores the importance of pairing technological investments with broader 

governance reforms. 

Public engagement through digital platforms also emerges as a promising avenue for enhancing 

responsiveness. Li and Lee (2022) note that participatory approaches, enabled by social media and 

online consultation platforms, increase the legitimacy of policy measures by incorporating citizen 

voices. During COVID-19, Taiwan’s transparent communication strategy demonstrated how 

involving the public can foster high compliance and shared responsibility for crisis outcomes 

(Hassan et al., 2021). Such evidence suggests that governments should move beyond one-way 

communication and adopt dialogic models that actively integrate public feedback. 

Cross-sectoral collaboration is another innovative strategy identified in the literature. Burkle (2020) 

highlights how collaboration between health institutions, civil society, and the private sector in 

Europe and East Asia reduced the strain on public systems during crises. Similarly, Andrade et al. 

(2021) describe how Brazil’s intersectoral partnerships, despite political challenges, contributed to 

faster mobilization of resources. These cases indicate that collaborative governance can 

compensate for institutional weaknesses by pooling resources and expertise across sectors, creating 

a more resilient crisis management ecosystem. 

 

Limitations of Current Research and Future Directions 

Despite significant progress, current research on crisis management in public administration 

exhibits several limitations that constrain its applicability and generalizability. A key limitation is 

the predominance of case-specific studies that focus on particular crises or national contexts. While 

these studies provide rich insights, they often lack the comparative depth needed to build 

generalizable theories of crisis governance (Jaziri & Miralam, 2021). The scarcity of longitudinal 

studies further exacerbates this issue, as most research evaluates crisis responses in real time or 

shortly afterward, without assessing the long-term effectiveness of policies (Sun et al., 2018). This 

limits the ability to draw lessons on sustainability and institutional learning. 

Another limitation is the underrepresentation of developing country contexts in the literature. 

While studies from advanced economies such as Singapore, Korea, and Germany dominate, fewer 

empirical analyses focus on crisis management in resource-constrained settings, despite these being 

contexts where crises often cause disproportionate harm (Steccolini, 2018). Expanding the scope 

of research to include diverse institutional environments is essential for generating globally relevant 

insights. 

Methodological limitations also remain prevalent. Many studies rely heavily on qualitative 

approaches such as case studies and interviews, which, while valuable, may introduce subjectivity 

and limit replicability. Quantitative approaches, particularly cross-national statistical analyses, 
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remain relatively underutilized in this field (Boschiero, 2021). Future research would benefit from 

mixed-method designs that combine qualitative depth with quantitative breadth to strengthen the 

robustness of findings. 

Finally, while cyber resilience and emerging threats are increasingly acknowledged, empirical 

studies in this area remain limited. Although recent work highlights the devastating impacts of 

cyberattacks on public institutions (Bednarski et al., 2020; Tomaževič et al., 2023), research on 

integrated cyber crisis management strategies remains underdeveloped. Given the rising prevalence 

of cyber threats, further inquiry into the intersection of digital governance and crisis management 

is both timely and necessary. 

In light of these limitations, several avenues for future research emerge. Longitudinal studies 

assessing the durability of crisis policies over time would enhance understanding of institutional 

learning processes. Comparative analyses across diverse governance contexts, particularly 

involving underrepresented regions, could strengthen the generalizability of theories. Moreover, 

greater methodological diversity, particularly the integration of quantitative techniques, could help 

validate and extend existing insights. Lastly, further exploration of cyber resilience within crisis 

management frameworks would provide critical guidance for governments navigating the evolving 

threat landscape.  

 

CONCLUSION  

This review highlights that effective crisis management in public administration relies on 

institutional resilience, balanced governance structures, transparent communication, cyber 

resilience, and the integration of technology with strong administrative capacity. The findings 

reinforce theoretical perspectives emphasizing adaptability and trust as central elements of crisis 

governance (Boin & Lodge, 2016; Yun et al., 2024). Cross-country evidence illustrates that 

proactive political support, resource integration, and intergovernmental coordination are decisive 

factors for success, while political fragmentation and resource scarcity significantly hinder effective 

responses (Woo, 2020; Andrade et al., 2021). The discussion further underscores that systemic 

inequities, particularly between developed and developing nations, shape divergent crisis 

outcomes, reinforcing the urgency for more inclusive and context-sensitive strategies. 

Policy implications point to the need for capacity-building through training, institutional 

investments in digital technologies, and collaborative governance networks that bridge public, 

private, and civil society actors. Transparent public communication and participatory approaches 

are equally critical in fostering legitimacy and citizen compliance. Future research should prioritize 

longitudinal and comparative studies, especially in underrepresented contexts, to strengthen theory 

and practice in crisis management. Expanding empirical work on cyber resilience also represents 

an urgent agenda given the rising prevalence of digital threats. Ultimately, the review underscores 

that crisis management strategies must be tailored to national and institutional contexts while 

drawing on global lessons to enhance preparedness, resilience, and equity in public administration.  
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