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ABSTRACT:  We organized a workshop on managing “when-to-do” conflicts following the expected large-scale Nankai 

megathrust earthquake in Japan, as part of pre-disaster recovery planning. When-to-do conflicts can be defined as a situation 

in which there is general agreement on the necessity of an activity but not on the timing of its implementation. We speculated 

that some activities related to economic recovery might cause this type of conflict and discussed them in the workshop. This 

presentation summarizes the outline, results, and implications of the workshop. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

We are studying pre-disaster recovery planning for the expected large-scale Nankai megathrust earthquake, with the aim of 

realizing a quick economic recovery in Aichi Prefecture, Japan. It is very important to focus on this area because it is the 

most industrialized prefecture in Japan. Given that resources must be devoted to search and rescue activities and humanitarian 

logistics in the immediate aftermath of a large-scale disaster, it is important to consider the appropriate timing for activities 

to promote economic recovery. If resources are allocated to economic activities too early, there is a risk of public backlash. 

 

We refer to this type of situation in which there is general agreement on the necessity of an activity but not on the timing of 

its implementation as a “when-to-do” conflict. We speculated that some activities related to economic recovery might cause 

this type of conflict. Therefore, in this study we organized a workshop and held discussions to identify potential when -to-do 

conflicts as well as how to manage them. This presentation summarizes the outline, results, and implications of the workshop. 

 
2. OUTLINE OF THE WORKSHOP 

 

The 2-hour workshop was held online on March 4, 2021, out of consideration for the COVID-19 pandemic. There were 9 

participants and they all worked for local governments or companies in Aichi Prefecture. There were also observers from the 

Japanese government and Nagoya University. The presenters also served as organizers and facilitators. 

 

First, we introduced a hypothetical disaster scenario based on the Japanese government’s estimation of damages from the 

expected Nankai megathrust earthquake. 

 

We prepared 3 activities related to economic recovery that we speculated might lead to when-to-do conflicts. 

Activity 1: The distribution of free food and daily necessities at shelters is ended. 

Activity 2: Restoration of water service is prioritized for economically important areas. 

Activity 3: A letter from local economic federations requesting support for economic recovery activities is submitted 

to governments. 

After introducing the scenario, we asked the participants, “when do you think public sentiment would favor each activity?”. 

The participants were asked to choose an answer from among the 6 answer cards that read “right after the earthquake,” “ 1 

week after the earthquake,” “1 month after the earthquake,” “3 months after the earthquake,” “6 months after the earthquake,”  

and “more than 6 months after the earthquake.” We asked the participants to show us their answer card at the same time, and 

then some of them talked about the reason for their choice. Finally, we discussed as a group the best timing and method of 

implementation for each activity. We previously conducted a survey of 750 residents of Aichi Prefecture in which we asked 

the same questions about the same activities (Matsubara and Yamori, in press). We presented the results of that survey to the 

workshop participants for their reference. 
 

3. RESULTS 
 

The participants’ responses are shown in Table 1. For Activity 1, most participants chose “1 month” or “3 months” and 

the responses ranged from “1 month” to “more than 6 months.” For Activity 2, most participants chose “1 week” and the 

responses ranged from “right after” to “3 months.” For Activity 3, the responses were distr ibuted in a perfect bell curve 

from “right after” to “6 months.” The distributions differed for each activity.  

 

 

 

 



 

Table 1: Distribution of the participants’ responses 
 

 Activity 1 Activity 2 Activity 3 
Right after 0 2 1 

1 week 0 4 2 

1 month 4 2 3 

3 months 3 1 2 

6 months 1 0 1 

>6 months 1 0 0 

 

For Activity 1, the reasons for their choices were as follows: “It should be done when the pace of recovery accelerates” (3 

months), “It is good to do when evacuees must decide whether to stay in shelters longer” (1 month), “We need to take care 

of those who lost their job” (>6 months)” and “When lifelines recover to some extent, people can return home” (1 month). 

In the discussion, participants made the following comments: “It is better to stop distribution of free supplies as early as 

possible, if we take the local economy into consideration,” “We need to find ways to support those whose lives have been 

disrupted by the disaster,” “The authorities should announce when they are going to end the dis tribution of free supplies in 

order to avoid a public backlash,” “Why don’t we continue to distribute supplies on an individual basis, from the viewpoint 

of social welfare?,” “Is it realistic to make detailed rules for continuing the distribution of free supplies at the individual level 

in the aftermath of a disaster?,” and “Publishing coupons that can be used in local stores will contribute to economic recovery.” 

 

For Activity 2, the reasons for their choices were as follows: “People cannot make a living if the economy doesn’t recover 

(1 month), “I think it’s not a conflict but rather a win–win activity for both residents and the economy because working helps 

residents recover their daily lives (1 month),” “People can handle a short disruption in water serv ice after a disaster” (right 

after). In the discussion, participants made the following comments: “I lived in Kobe when the Great Hanshin Earthquake 

struck and I didn’t have gas for 1 month, which was about as long as I could handle,” “I think prioritizing  restoration of 

water for agriculture earlier is acceptable in some areas,” “As a resident, I want earlier water restoration for residential areas, 

but as a businessperson, I can understand the necessity of earlier restoration for economically important areas,” “When I 

visited an area damaged by the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake, people waited for water service to be restored for a long 

time without complaining, although there may be differences depending on the characteristics of an area,” “Is it possib le to 

utilize industrial water for residential use?,” “I think it is possible to make a social agreement on prioritizing water restoration 

to some areas before a disaster occurs,” “Why don’t we try to make a recovery story that is like, ‘If you put up with  the 

situation for a while, then restoration speed of the whole area will improve?’.”  

 

For Activity 3, the reasons for their choices were as follows: “The contents of the letter need to be considered (6 months),”  

“It should be done as early as possible because it would also encourage shopping at local stores (1 week),” “It would become 

acceptable earlier because it doesn’t directly affect governments’ support for disaster survivors (1 week).” Although the 

discussion was shorter compared with those for the other activities due to the limited time remaining, participants shared 

opinions such as, “If search and rescue operations are almost complete and life in shelters is stabilizing, it is better to d o this 

activity soon because some companies might need 2 weeks or a month to restart their facility. It is also worth considering 

making an action plan that includes this activity.” 

 
4. IMPLICATIONS 

 

The workshop participants engaged in lively discussions and some told us that they enjoyed the workshop and wanted to 

join a future workshop. We consider that Activity 1 has the highest risk of causing a when-to-do conflict because the 

participants tried to find good ways to manage the situation. Activity 2 may also carry risk, but some participants recognized 

it as a win–win activity rather than a source of conflict. We consider the risk of Activity 2 to be manageable if a social 

agreement can be reached before the disaster occurs. The participants generally felt that Activity 3 did not have much risk 

and they considered that it was important to do Activity 3 earlier, even if there was a risk of causing conflict. The content s 

of the discussions differed for each activity. 

 

When we previously analyzed the survey of 750 residents of Aichi Prefecture, we found that there were three types of when-

to-do conflicts. The differences in the discussions can be explained by differences in the survey data (the details of which 

will be addressed in the presentation). 

 

We also found that the format of the workshop was effective for promoting pre-disaster recovery planning because it is 

necessary for stakeholders in the area to actively engage in a discussion to achieve better planning. We aim to improve our 

approach by holding additional workshops. 

 
5. REFERENCES 

 

Matsubara, Yu & Yamori, Katsuya (in press). Survey on post-disaster timelines following a large-scale disaster expected 

to occur in the near future for pre-disaster recovery planning. ed.), Journal of Integrated Disaster Risk Management. 


