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At times of emergency, political and administrative leaders are forced to 

make decisions with insufficient resources and under great political and social 

pressure. They often lack information. time, and administrative resources 

(human resources, facilities. and funds) to take initial countermeasures. 

Sometimes these leaders have little experience in handling disasters and no 

expertise with the technical and engineering challenges they face. 

People expect their leaders to be "omnipotent" in these situations; however, 

the reality is that they are not able to control or solve emergencies alone. They 

need support and advice from their peers and subordinate officials as a top-

down leadership style does not function in such contexts. 

However, important information and data may be screened, filtered, and 

abandoned intentionally or unintentionally in bottom-up administrative 

procedures. Coordination and demarcation of roles and responsibilities among 

the respective organizations become crucial. As Boin et al. (2005) state, "crisis 

decision making takes place in some type of small-group setting in which 

political and bureaucratic leaders interact and reach some sort of collective 

decision -whether by unanimity or majority rule." (P.45) 

In this paper, the author looks at the case of the 2011 Fukushima Nuclear 

Power Plant accident, focusing on the first few days after the disaster. The 
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paper observes the interactions among the members of the small top decision-

making group and makes a descriptive analysis of the members'behavioral 

patterns at times of unexpected and emergency circumstances. 

Behavioral Patterns of Small Decision-Making Groups 

In the academic field of organizational theory, it has been argued that a 

small group and its members tend to show particular behavioral patterns when 

the group tries to make important decisions under political or social pressure. 

Sometimes a vocal member takes control, silences other members, and 

dominates the discussion. In other cases, an extreme opinion corrupts a rational 

discussion. Such group dynamics are called "risky shift" (Kuwata 2010). 

One of the most famous studies of the behavioral tendencies of small 

groups is that ofirving L. Janis called "groupthink syndrome." Janis conducted 

a survey of policy fiascos by the US government or the US President and his 

proteges. In each case, a small group for top decision-making was formed of 

executive members, including special advisors to the President, high-level 

department officials, and military leaders. From his research, Janis concluded 

that group think has three types of symptoms: (1) overestimation of the group -

its power and morality, (2) closed-mindedness, and (3) pressures toward 

uniformity. The members lose rationality and become reluctant to consider 

risks and tend to reach "optimistic" conclusions (Janis 1982 and't Hart 1990). 

Also, Boin et al. (2005) point out that if small crisis teams are close-knit, 

they may fall prey to "bunker syndrome" where the members tend to "stick 

together in relative isolation from their regular organizational and external 

constituencies, and for the group as a whole to reify its own view of the crisis 

even though more and more actors in the outside world are shifting 

perspectives and priorities. (P .47) 
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In real situations, these small decision-making groups do not always consist 

of close peers, assistants, and officials. Sometimes the members will meet each 

other for the first time at the initial meeting of the emergency management 

group. They do not recognize each other nor know each other's personal 

character or career background. Boin et al. (2005) note the challenges and 

problems of such groups, referring to them collectively as "new group 

syndrome." Particularly at the crucial moment of decision-making, members 

become reluctant to say their opinions or observations since they are not sure 

about their role, responsibility, or authority in the group. They try to shift the 

blame by following and supporting the decisions made by influential figures 

(Boin et al. 2005, Hood 2010). 

To analyze the decision-making process and small group dynamics in the 

management of the nuclear power plant accident in Fukushima, the author 

conducted interviews of top decision-makers, central and local government 

officials, and citizens who were forced to evacuate the areaりAlso,various 

books written by persons involved in the incident and by journalists as well as 

official documents published by the respective government ministries and 

agencies were consulted to gain a full picture of the group dynamics. 

The author posits that the small group for critical decision-making was 

formed during the period of crisis management and that the group showed 

signs of "new group syndrome." The core and influential members of the group 

1) The author had the opportunity to interview top decision-makers and local government 

officials by joining the working group for the investigation conducted by the Nippon Saiken 

Initiative (Rebuild Japan Initiative Foundation; founder and chairman of the foundation: Dr 

Yoichi Funabashi; http://rebuildjpn.org/en/). Also, research funds from Grants-in-Aid for 

Scientific Research (Ref. no. 22330049, Team leader: Prof. Hiroo Ichikawa, PhD) covered 

the travel expenses related to the interviews. 
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also demonstrated symptoms of "bunker syndrome." The following sections 

will illustrate the circumstances of the multiple disasters and will describe two 

specific cases where small group dynamics influenced decision-making. 

Occurrence of Multi le Emergencies and the Government's Res onse 

At 14:46 on March 11, 2011. Japan experienced the biggest e紅thquakein 

its recorded history, and the coastal zone of the northern mainland (around 500 

km, or 310 miles) experienced catastrophic tsunami damage. A total of 15,885 

people were killed, and 2. 623 remain missing as of April 2014 (National Police 

Agency 2014)翌Financialdamage to the capital stock is estimated to be over 15 

trillion Japanese yen (Cabinet Office 2012a)翌TheFukushima Dai-ichi (No. 1) 

Nuclear Power Station (hereafter, "Fl") was crippled by the tsunami. and 

radioactive substances were released throughout the region. 

One of the unique characteristics of the situation was that multiple 

disasters occurred one after the other over a short period of time. The 

earthquake caused the tsunami, and the tsunami paralyzed the logistics and 

power supply networks and destroyed the nuclear power plant. At Fl, four 

nuclear reactors lost electricity and so reactor cooling systems could not be 

powered. The backup diesel generators located underground were also 

seriously damaged due to seawater exposure. Eventually, three of the reactors 

could no longer be controlled, and this resulted in core meltdowns. To make 

matters even worse, oxygen generated by a chemical reaction in the plants 

caused explosions inside the reactor buildings. Due to these accidents, 

Z) Drowning was indicated as the cause of death in 90.6 percent of deaths (Fire and Disaster 
Management Agency 2013) 

3) Excluding the financial impact of the nuclear accident. 
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radioactive substances were released into the environment. The government 

issued a mandatory evacuation order to the 113. 000 citizens living in the area 

municipalities, and the people were forced to abandon their houses, farmland, 

and livestock (Cabinet Office 2012b). In March 2012, one year after the incident. 

the government started to rezone the mandatory evacuation area, but it is 

estimated that 54. 000 citizens will not be able to return to their hometowns for 

more than six years due to the high level of radiation (Asahi Shim bun 2013). 

Prime Minister Naoto Kan (hereafter. "PM'') and other ministers were 

attending a meeting of the Committee on Audit of the House of Councillors at 

14:46 on March 11 when the earthquake struck. To respond to these national-

level emergencies, the goverrunent summoned the Cabinet Emergency 

Management Team (hereafter. ℃ EMT ..) to the Emergency Management 

Center (hereafter, "EMC") immediately after the incident occurred (lnves-

tigation Committee on the Accident at the Fukushima Nuclear Power Station of 

Tokyo Electric Power Company 2012). The EMC was located in the basement 

of the Prime Minister's Office, and the CEMT team members (ministers and 

directors from the ministries concerned, which are under the list of CEMT 

management manual.) immediately gathered there. All ministers other than the 

PM and CEMT members were sent back to their ministries to collect 

information on the damage caused by the earthquake. By 15: 14, the first 

meeting of CEMT was held, and the PM decided to establish an Extreme 

Disaster Management Headquarters4l (hereafter, EDMH). The EDMH is an 

4) This was the first time for an EDMH to be established since the enactment of the Disaster 

Countermeasures Basic Act. The EDMH's functions are overseen by the Cabinet Office. At 

the time of small to medium size contingencies, a Major Disaster Countermeasures 

Headquarters is established, and the minister in charge of the relevant policies is 
designated the director-general (Kan 2012). 
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organization which delegates extra authorities to the PM, allowing him or her to 

issue direct orders not only to government ministers but also to prefectural 

governors and municipal mayors. It was also decided to hold the first meeting of 

the EDMH immediately, and all the Cabinet ministers and respective directors 

from the ministries were summoned to the EMC. At 15:37, the first EDMH 

meeting was held. and the various ministers each gave a report on the situation 

in the disaster area. Due to the damage to communications infrastructure and 

the vast devastation in the coastal zones, information from the affected area was 

r 1mited at the 1rut1al stage. 5) 

Also. the complexity of the administrative structure hindered disaster 

management. Japan's nuclear emergency management structure was convo-

luted even before the accident due to the administrative reform in 2001. One of 

the unique characteristics of Japan's disaster countermeasures structure is that 

the roles and responsibilities of the ministries are complex and fuzzy. In 

principle, when a natural or human-caused disaster occurs, the Director-

General for Disaster Management from the Cabinet Office is designated the 

coordinator of countermeasures programs. However, the actual roles and 

responsibilities for disaster response measures are assigned to the ministry 

which has relevant policy programs and experts. In the case of nuclear 

accidents. the Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency (hereafter, "NISA"6)) was 

designated as the agency in charge of disaster management while the Nuclear 

Safety Commission (hereafter, "NSC") was in charge of "planning, deliberation 

and making decisions on regulations and policies related to nuclear safety as 

5J Even at 22:00 on March 11, more than six hours after the earthquake, the official number of 
casualties reported to the EMC was 88 people (Fukuyama 2012). 

6l NISA was restructured into the Nuclear Regulation Authority (http:/ /www.nsr.go.jp/) as 
an affiliated agency under the Ministry of the Environment after the Fukushima incident. 
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Figure 1. Inter-organizational Structure on March 15 
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well as prevention of radiation hazards, based on expert knowledge on nuclear 

technologies and radiological protection" (NSC 2010). An affiliated committee 

under the Cabinet Office? the NSC was expected to give advice in the case of 

emergency. 

Figure 1 shows the correlative relationship among the different organs at 

the most serious stage of the nuclear crisis management. "The ad-hoc group of 

decision makers" and "the Director-General ofGovernment-TEPCO integrated 

7l The NSC was restructured and made part of the Nuclear Regulation Authority in 2012. 
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Disaster Management headquarters had no legal grand for making decision and 

orders to "official" governmental organization and the electric power supply 

companies, but they played major roles for the incident. 

Nuclear Accident and Disruptions in Administrative Coordination 

During this first meeting of the EDMH, the group realized that Fl had been 

crippled by the tsunami and the situation was serious. According to Tokyo 

Electric Power Company (hereafter, "TEPCO"), the FI reactor's SCRAM 

system was activated right after the earthquake, stopping the chain reaction. 

Although all the operating reactors had been shut down, its cooling system 

needed to be in operation since the uranium fuel was high in temperature. The 

first tsunami hit Fl around 15: 27, and the second tsunami hit around 15:35. 

Although they were aware of the great risk of Tsunami to the population on the 

coastal zone at this stage, the serious damage to the nuclear plant was a big 

surprise and threat. The highest wave which struck the area is approximated at 

11.5 to 15.5 s) m. As mentioned above, the tsunami incapacitated the entire 

electricity supply system at the site, and the system for cooling the reactors was 

completely paralyzed. 

At 15: 42, the Fukushima Nuclear Power Station reported the incident to 

NISA via the TEPCO Head Office in Tokyo. NISA was the organization in 

charge of managing nuclear emergencies, and in charge of implementing the 

Act on Special Measures Concerning Nuclear Emergency Preparedness. NISA 

immediately reported the incident to the EDMH, the Ministry of Economy, 

S) Photographs of the tsunami-hit facilities are provide by TEPCO at 
http://photo.tepco.eo.jp/date/2011/201105-j/110519-0lj.html and 
http:/ /photo.tepco.co.jp/index-j.html. 
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Trade and Industry (hereafter, "METI"). and relevant organizations.9l The PM 

decided to establish the Nuclear Power Plant Accident Countermeasures Unit 

separately from the EDMH due to its nature of the political and social 

sensitiveness, but they struggled to get information on the situation at Fl. 

At the same time, METI, the parent organ of NISA, launched the 

Emergency Response Center (hereafter "ERC") at their offices and also 

attempted to operate the Off-site Emergency Center (hereafter "OEC") near 

Fl. OECs had been set up nationwide near nuclear power stations and 

designated as the frontline accident management office of the central 

government in the event of a nuclear crisis. It was also planned that the OEC 

would coordinate the efforts of the central government, prefectural govern-

ments, municipalities, electric power suppliers, and other relevant institutions 

for accident management. The PM had the authority to delegate legal and 

administrative authorities to the OEC Director10l to handle an emergency in a 

timely manner. 

Located 5 km (3 .1 miles) away from the power station, the OEC near Fl 

was expected to start operation immediately after the earthquake. but it had 

been rendered inoperable by the earthquake. NISA and METI had not 

anticipated that an earthquake might cripple both a nuclear power plant and an 

OEC, but in fact the OEC for Fl had suffered a blackout and loss of 

communications infrastructure. Most officials from the prefectural government 

and neighboring towns and villages could not reach the OEC due to the 

disruption of the transportation network caused by the earthquake and 

9) Mr. Fukuyama, Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary at the time, said that he had little 

understanding of the damage to the nuclear power plant system at the initial stage and had 

not realized the seriousness of a blackout for a reactor cooling system (Fukuyama 2012). 
10) Its a full time position and he or she is usually an expert of nuclear science. 
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tsunami. The national nuclear disaster management plan had thus collapsed and 

lost its functionality, even before the PM and other executive members 

recognized the seriousness of the incident. 

The central government suffered from a lack of information and human 

resources for handling the initial stage of emergency management. They had to 

manage the rescuing of disaster victims, the provision of shelter and food to 

citizens, and also the control of the nuclear power plant disaster. They were not 

able to gain a full picture of the national crisis for the first few days. 

Formation of a Small Grou for Executive Decision-Making 

While the situation at Fl deteriorated, the government was also responding 

to the damage from the earthquake and tsunami at the same time. In the 

Tohoku region, there was a massive blackout, and other critical infrastructure, 

such as water, gas, and telephone, were also severely damaged from the coast to 

inland areas. Even in the greater Tokyo metropolitan area, the transportation 

network was disrupted. All train and subway services stopped immediately 

after the earthquake struck, and 5 .15 million people were trapped in the city 

area, unable to return home that night (Tokyo Metropolitan Government 2011). 

The EMC in the basement of the Prime Minister's Office was filled with 

government officials at that time. The EMC was as big as a football field and 

was divided into two rooms: one room was used for executive meetings while 

the other room was dedicated to secretariat functions and logistics. This space 

is kept in reserve pending only for the emergency management operation. To 

collect information and send rescue teams to the coastal area devastated by the 

tsunami, more than two to three hundred officials had been struggling to gain a 

picture of the damage amid the "communications blackout." At the initial stage 

of the disaster, the PM, legislators, and EMC members were focusing on the 
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issue of the earthquake and tsunami, so space for nuclear accident management 

was limited at the EMC. 

Under the legal framework in effect at the time of the nuclear accident. the 

electric power supplier was designated as the first responder and as the main 

body for accident management. Under the organizational framework of the 

Japanese government. NISA and its parental organ METI were to be the 

leading organizations in charge of the incident with assistance from the Cabinet 

Office and other ministries. They were expected to collect data and information 

on the accident in a timely fashion and coordinate the response measures in the 

case that evacuation or other major response were required. The NSC was 

expected to provide technical advice in timely manner to electric power 

suppliers and NISA for accident management. 

NISA and METI facilities were damaged by the earthquake and tsunami, 

which made hard for these two organizations to mobilize and operate the 

emergency plan. Also, the accident grew beyond their predictions and 

administrative capacity. Meanwhile. the nuclear accident aggravated the 

political and social situation (Investigation Committee on the Accident at the 

Fukushima Nuclear Power Station of Tokyo Electric Power Company 2011). 

In response to the lack of information from TEPCO and the nonfunctional 

state of NISA and METI. the PM and other political leaders decided to take 

control of the management of the accident. As mentioned above, due to concern 

regarding the political and social impact of a "nuclear" accident and the limits of 

space. the core members of the Cabinet decided to form a small unit that would 

manage the disaster. 

The initial core members of the group were (1) PM Naoto Kan. (2) METI 

Minister Banri Kaieda, (3) Chief Cabinet Secretary Yukio Edano, (4) Deputy 

Chief Cabinet Secretary Tetsuro Fukuyama. (5) Special Advisor to the Pnme 
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Minister Goshi Hosono, (6) NISA Director-General Nobuaki Terasaka (a high-

ranking METI bureaucrat who had been transferred to NISA) ,11) and (7) NSC 

Chairperson Haruki Madarame (former Professor at the University of Tokyo). 

Later, Ichiro Takekuro, a former TEPCO Executive Vice President in charge of 

nuclear operations who went by the honorary title of "fellow" which is 

conferred upon distinguished engineers, joined the group as a core member. 

Also, a few high-ranking bureaucrats joined the discussion from time to time. 

Thus, the "small unofficial group" of top decision-makers had been formed, and 

they took measures to respond to the continuous series of unexpected events at 

the nuclear power plant (Investigation Committee on the Accident at the 

Fukushima Nuclear Power Station of Tokyo Electric Power Company 2012 and 

Nippon Saiken Initiative [Rebuild Japan Initiative Foundation] 2012). 

Although the PM and other political leaders had close relationships, they 

had almost no personal acquaintance with nuclear experts. In contrast, the 

nuclear experts had little experience of working with political leaders in 

emergency situations. This combination (or diversity) of members in the 

decision-making body created circumstances that gave the politicians the tacit 

go-ahead to take the initiative although they did not necessarily have 

therequired knowledge in the area of nuclear accident management. At this 

point, the group had fallen into "new group syndrome." In the next section, two 

particular examples of small group dynamics will show the process and results 

of the syndrome. 12) 

ll) As described below, the PM became skeptical about the expertise and abilities of Mr. 
Terasaka, and replaced him with the NISA deputy director-general. The deputy director-
general was later replaced by a nuclear engineering expert 
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Case 1: Miscommunication and Distrust among the Members in the 

Decision-Making Group 

"New group syndrome" in the group first appeared between the PM and 

NISA Director-General Terasaka. Around 17:00 on March 11, two hours after 

the earthquake, the PM called the NISA Director-General to the reception room 

on the fifth floor of the Prime Minister's Office which was next to the PM's 

personal office. The PM asked Mr. Terasaka to explain in detail the situation at 

Fl. Mr. Terasaka, however, was unable to answer questions to the PM's 

satisfaction, and the PM became skeptical about the ability of Mr. Terasaka as 

NISA Director-General. As the conversation unfolded, the PM asked Mr. 

Terasaka which department he had graduated from at university. Mr. Terasaka 

responded that he was a graduate of the Faculty of Economics at the University 

of Tokyo but had basic knowledge of nuclear energy. The PM was dissatisfied 

with this answer and ordered TEPCO to send to the Prime Minister's Office an 

expert who could provide information directly. In response, TEPCO sent Ichiro 

Takekuro, a former TEPCO Executive Vice President in charge of nuclear 

operations who went by the honorary title of "fellow." TEPCO also send three 

staff members to the Prime Minister's Office to support Mr. Takekuro. 

12) The general descriptions of the management of the emergency in the next two sections 
are based on the investigation reports by (a) the Fukushima Nuclear Accident 
Independent Investigation Commission of the National Diet of]apan (hereafter,"" NAIIC") 
2012, (b) the Investigation Committee on the Accident at the Fukushima Nuclear Power 
Station of Tokyo Electric Power Company (Interim Report) 2011, (c) Investigation 
Committee on the Accident at the Fukushima Nuclear Power Station of Tokyo Electric 
Power Company (Final Report) 2012. and (d) the Nippon Saiken Initiative (Rebuild Japan 
Initiative Foundation) 2012. 
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Declaration of a state of nuclear emergency 

While the PM was talking with Mr. Terasaka, the situation at Fl was 

growing worse. At 17:35, NISA reported to METI Minister Kaieda that the 

situation at Fl had deteriorated. NISA requested the minister to ask the PM to 

declare the situation a nuclear emergency. At 17:42, Mr. Kaieda rushed to the 

PM's personal office on the fifth floor of the Prime Minister's Office and ask:ed 

him to approve such a declaration. The PM again asked Mr. Terasaka and other 

NISA staff members to provide a detailed technical and legal explanation13), but 

they were unable to provide satisfactory answers. The PM became quite angry 

and left the room to attend a meeting with leaders of opposition political parties 

without giving consent to issue the declaration. 

After the meeting with opposition leaders. the PM returned to his personal 

office on the fifth floor and agreed to make the declaration. The government 

issued the declaration at 19:03. Then, the PM held discussions with METI 

Minister Kaieda, Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuyama, and Special 

Advisor to the PM Hosono on the fifth floor. After the discussion, the PM went 

down to the EMC in the basement to monitor the rescue operations for the 

tsunami victims. He ordered the members in charge of the nuclear power 

accident plan to use a meeting room near the EMC in the basement, so that they 

could have a separate space. The room had been initially designed to enable 

executives to oversee the EMC, so the room was quite small. The maximum 

capacity of the room was 10 people. So, only a small number of people could fit in 

the room and be involved in the operations and decision-making. 

The meeting room became the operational center for the nuclear accident, 

t3) In his book. Mr. Kaieda recalls thinking at the time. "Oh. no! The PM is so fussy about such 

minor issues--・" (Kaieda 2012) 
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but it was not well equipped. There were only two telephone lines, and cellular 

phone reception was not available. The basement of the Prime Minister's Office 

was designed to protect intelligence information, so cell-phone reception was 

intentionally blocked. The members had to go out of the room to use their cell 

phones. In particular, Mr. Takekuro from TEPCO had to go to various places to 

collect up-to-date information on the situation at the nuclear power plant. 

Meanwhile, the TEPCO Head Office was getting information by the video-

conference system with Fl and aware of the situation, and they were 

proceeding with accident-response measures based on the formal manual. They 

were reporting to NISA but not making direct reports to the Prime Minister's 

Office. 

Ventilation of the plant buildings and mandatory evacuation order 

The first meeting of the Nuclear Power Plant Accident Countermeasures 

Office, which was set up based on the declaration of a state of nuclear 

emergency, was held at the conference room on the fourth floor of the Prime 

Minister's Office. Mr. Kaieda stated his concern that the government might 

have to issue an evacuation order to citizens living within a 10 km radius of Fl. 

The group in the underground small meeting room had started discussions on 

the scale of the evacuation area and the arrangement of transportation. Taking 

the time of the issuance of the order into consideration Cit was expected that the 

order would be issued at night), they decided in the end to issue an evacuation 

order within a 3 km radius of Fl and also issue a shelter-in-place order within a 

10 km radius. The PM gave approval immediately and the orders were issued at 

21:23. 

The next challenge that faced the group was the report of abnormal 

conditions at reactor no. 2 where the reactor cooling system was already 
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nonoperational. They received an estimate from TEPCO at around 22:50 that 

the reactor might be damaged. At 01:57 on March 12, TEPCO also reported via 

NISA the risk that high pressure was building inside reactor no. 1. To prevent 

an explosion from occurring inside the reactors due to the high pressure, the 

group members decided to release air from the system at reactors no. 1 and no. 

2, which meant also releasing substances with low-level radioactivity into the 

environment. METI Minister Kaieda held a news conference at 03: 06 

announcing the implementation of emergency ventilation at reactor no. 2. 

Although Mr. Kaieda held a media conference at 03:06, there was no report 

from TEPCO on the ventilation for two hours. Communication between the 

Prime Minister's Office and Fl was like "a game of telephone." Mr. Takekuro 

who was stationed at the Prime Minister's Office called the TEPCO Head Office 

in Tokyo, and they contacted Fl through a video conference system between 

the Head Office and Fl, and vice versa. The PM and other legislators were quite 

frustrated by the situation, and Mr. Kaieda directly called Masao Yoshida, the 

Fl plant manager. At this moment, NISA was prevented from playing a major 

role in the management of the accident. 

At 05:44 on March 12, the government expanded the area of the mandatory 

evacuation order to a 10 km radius from Fl. The evacuation orders caused 

serious confusion in the target area (this problem will be described in the next 

section). When the government expanded the evacuation zone, TEPCO was 

still struggling to perform the ventilation. 

Sudden visit to Fl by the PM 

The PM had the nickname of "Ira-Kan (Irritated Kan)." 14) He could not 

tolerate having no report on the ventilation, and he suddenly decided to visit Fl 

by a Self-Defense Forces helicopter in the early morning of March 12, just after 
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the declaration of the expansion of the evacuation zone. He left Tokyo from the 

heliport on the roof of the Prime Minister's Office on 06:15 and arrived at Fl at 

07:11, where he met with Fl Plant Manager Yoshida and was briefed on the 

situation. He stayed about one hour and then left the site. Deputy Chief Cabinet 

Secretary Fukuyama and other legislators tried to persuade the PM not to visit 

the site, but he insisted that he was the most suitable person to visit the site and 

assess the situation firsthand. There are "not a few" testimonies that the PM 

dealt harshly with the plant staff, demanding the ventilation be performed as 

soon as possible (NAIIC 2012). This event illustrates not only the personal 

character of the PM, but also the national leader's distrust of the administrative 

emergency procedures . 15) 

Injection of seawater into the plant: Chaos in decision-making 

In the afternoon of March 12, TEPCO and METI were arranging the 

injection of seawater into the plant building to cool the reactor. METI Minister 

Kaieda issued a mandatory order to TEPCO to fill reactor no. 1 with seawater. 

The NAIIC report analyzes the process and identifies two reasons for the 

issuing of the order: (1) the government suspected TEPCO was reluctant to 

inject seawater into the plant since it would mean the end of the life of the plant, 

and (2) the order would authorize TEPCO to inject seawater. Although a 

TEPCO representative was stationed at the Prime Minister's Office, the 

government did not completely trust the company and the intra-organizational 

coordination between the TEPCO Head Office in Tokyo and Fl. 

14) 

15) 

Many former bureaucrats testified that the PM oftentimes yelled at bureaucrats 
According to one, the PM typically said, "That's enough! Shut up! Get out!" 

He only had experiences of "official" and formal emergency management exercises. 
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Although TEPCO started the injection of seawater at 19:04. the PM was 

concerned about the risk of a recriticality accident16) because NSC Chairperson 

Madarame did not categorically deny the risk. Nobody could report the fact that 

METI Minister Kaieda had already issued the mandatory order. Hence, Mr. 

Takekuro from TEPCO contacted Fl Plant Manager Yoshida and ordered him 

to stop the seawater injection, saying he had not received approv叫fromthe PM 

yet. The TEPCO Head Office in Tokyo also gave consent to the decision by Mr. 

Takekuro. This decision showed that the political leaders were taking initiative 

under political pressure, although they had only limited legal basis. The order 

was quite irrational since the reactors desperately needed cooling water. Mr. 

Yoshida at Fl ignored the order from Mr. Takekuro and the TEPCO Head 

Office and continued with the injection of seawater. The government and 

TEPCO made conflicting reports to the media on this matter, and it revealed 

the chaotic situation between the government and TEPCO. 

Withdrawal from Fl and the PM's sudden visit to TEPCO 

One of the most controversial events in the management of the nuclear 

accident was miscommunication between the Prime Minister's Office and 

TEPCO President Masataka Shimizu. In spite of great effort by the TEPCO 

staff and the governmental officials, the situation at the nuclear plant grew 

more severe on March 13. The Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuyama 

testified that TEPCO President Shimizu called himand METI Minister Kaieda 

16) A reactor is maintained critical during normal power operations by balancing the 

production and loss of neutron. "Recriticality" is used to describe a condition that the 

criticality is re-achieved in the system controlling neutron under production such as fuel 

pool. If recriticality continues, radio activity increase and raise the risk of explosion. 

(Massachusetts Institute of Technology) 
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at midnight on March 14 and tried to get approval for the withdrawal of the 

nuclear power plant staff from Fl. 

The two parties had completely different understandings of the definition 

of "withdrawal." The PM and legislators became furious when they realized 

President Shimizu intended "complete withdrawal," which meant abandoning 

the nuclear plant without attempting any further operations. President Shimizu 

and other TEPCO officers emphasized that he meant a "partial withdrawal" 

leaving minimum operating staff at Fl to perform further operations. The PM 

was outraged and summoned President Shimizu to the Prime Minister's Office 

Mr. Shimizu arrived around 04:00 on March 15. and the PM said to him that 

TEPCO staff must stay at Fl to perform further operations. He also requested 

that the Government-TEPCO Joint Disaster Management Headquarters be set 

up at the TEPCO Head Office and that Special Advisor to the Prime Minister 

Hosono be stationed there. President Shimizu accepted the order from the PM. 

Additionally, the PM rushed to the TEPCO Head Office just one hour after his 

meeting with Mr. Shimizu. and made a speech to the TEPCO staff, stressing 

that he would never agree to the withdrawal of TEPCO staff from Fl. 

No official record of the conversation was kept. Although the political 

leaders retain their stance that TEPCO tried to abandon the site, the NAIIC 

report concluded it was a misunderstanding by the political leaders of the 

definition of the term "withdrawal" (NAIIC 2012). 

Case 2: Discommunication between Decision-Makers and lmplementa-

tion Organs 

As mentioned above. the central government decided to issue a mandatory 

evacuation order due to the increase in the radiation level around Fl. At 21:23 

on March 11. almost seven hours after the earthquake, the government issued 
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the first mandatory evacuation order to residents living within a 3 km radius of 

Fl and also a shelter-in-place order to those living within a 10 km radius. To 

enforce such measures, the government expected to be in close communication 

with local governments. 

To conduct a mandatory evacuation, coordination with the prefectural 

government, the upper tier of the local government, and municipalities is vital. 

Communication with municipalities in particular is indispensable since their 

staff members are the key figures that will assist and persuade citizens to 

evacuate. Due to the damage by Tsunami, many citizens lost communication 

tools and were in lack of information of Nuclear power plant accident. 

According to the local government officials, who were working for one of the 

two towns in the mandatory evacuation zone, the town office received pre-

notification from TEPCO staff, buses for transportation were arranged by the 

government, and the Self-Defense Forces arrived to assist with the evacuation. 

In fact, at 20: 50, 30 minutes before the mandatory order by the central 

government, the Governor of Fukushima Prefecture also issued an evacuation 

order, but the local government did not recognize or receive this notice due to 

disruption in the communications infrastructure. Moreover, the central 

government did not know that the prefectural government was issuing a 

separate evacuation order17l. Almost half a year after the disaster, the author 

asked one of the political leaders whether he had known that the prefectural 

government was issuing an order and he said he did not know that fact until the 

author asked that question. 

17) The officers at the Cabinet Office were trying to get the contact with F曲ushima

prefectural government. but the communication was dis-connected and information was 

snarled due to the chaotic condition 
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Early morning next day, at 05:44 on March 12, the central govermnent 

expanded the mandatory evacuation area to within a 10 km radius of Fl, which 

covered more towns and villages. Those municipalities were still rescuing the 

tsunami victims, and it was a big shock to both the public officials and citizens. 

Many towns and villages had lost electricity and communications infrastruc-

ture. so they were isolated from the information. A town staff member testified 

that the town hall had a small emergency power generator, and they were 

watching the news at the entrance hall of the town hall office where many 

evacuated citizens were staying. Then, all of sudden, the news reported that 

their town was to be included in the mandatory evacuation area. They did not 

receive any notice from either the central government or Fukushima 

Prefecture. They could not obtain enough information to assist citizens and no 

administrative support was provided. In many areas, the local government 

officials had to implement the evacuation measures alone.18l The author also 

asked the abovementioned political leader whether he knew or cared whether 

the local governments were receiving the order accurately. He replied he was 

just in charge of decision-making, while program implementation was handled 

by supporting bureaucrats. As his comment illustrates, these leaders were too 

concentrated on making decisions and became shortsighted. 

18) I n the interview with the town official. the mterviewee testified that police officers had 

evacuated before the completion of the evacuation of citizens. In the blackout conditions, 

traffic lights were not functioning and roads were congested with evacuating cars. After 

the police officers had evacuated, the town staff members conducted traffic control. The 

Police and the Self-Defense Forces have their own communications tools, so they could 

obtain up-to-date information and orders for escaping from the site. 
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Conclusion 

Much research has clarified the dynamics of small decision-making groups. 

The author analyzed the behavioral patterns of the group which responded to 

the Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant accident. Because of the earthquake and 

tsunami. existing national emergency plans for nuclear power plants failed to 

function. Although the decision-makers were expected to collaborate to execute 

an effective response to an unpredictable situation. there were intentional and 

unintentional distrust. blame-shifting and nondisclosure of information among 

the group members. The PM and other legislators had little understanding and 

experience in the management of the nuclear accident, and their major focus 

was on political leadership. Nuclear experts and the electric power company 

were in atrophic state under the political and social pressure. The functional 

disturbances caused disruptions at the site of the accident. The nuclear plant 

manager received conflicting orders from the Prime Minister's Office and the 

TEPCO Head Office which caused confusion in the management of the crisis. 

There are positive and negative aspects to decision-making by small 

groups. If members can share information and expertise, pursue the same aim 

and goal. and have mutual trust, they are able to make efficient and effective 

decisions. The leaders and emergency management experts need to understand 

the risks of the decision-making style of small groups, and governmental 

emergency management needs to be equipped with the skills and knowledge to 

cope with the syndrome and manage crises in an efficient and effective manner. 

In Japan, for enhancing the capacity of nuclear accident management. 

Japanese government set up "Nuclear Regulation Authority" under the 

Ministry of Environment in September 2012. This new organization are led by a 

nuclear expert and expected to hold more regulatory power. At the time of 
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nuclear contingency, the authority is expected to provide expertise to political 

leaders.Although they created new institution, it doesn't necessarily mean that 

they can overcome the problem of new group syndrome. There are some 

lessons learned from Fukushima incident for improving crisis communication 

among stakeholders. 

First. the clarification of the role and responsibility of each actor and the 

respect of the principal. There should be an atmospheric control that each 

member understand and can play their designated tasks. Second, improvement 

of communication skills among stakeholders. Especially, at the time of accident 

which require technical and specialized knowledge for understanding the 

condition, experts need to have capacity to "translate" complex problem into 

intelligible manner. Third. implementation of practical contingency manage-

ment drills and exercises. Those exercises will test and give multiple checking 

perspective into the current systems, and also it will facilitate the communica-

tion among participants. 

Without such fundamental reforms of the system and the mindset, "He 

turns to his old bias again". 
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