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Abstract — This study presents a comparative analysis of post-earthquake recovery governance in Tiirkiye and Japan, focusing
on the 1999 Kocaeli, 2011 Tohoku, and 2023 Kahramanmaras earthquakes. Employing qualitative document analysis and cross-
case timeline mapping, it evaluates the legal, administrative, and institutional mechanisms shaping recovery trajectories. Key
indicators—such as time to restore essential services, housing delivery speed, and coordination intensity—were extracted from
publicly available sources (AFAD, MLIT, EM-DAT) and coded against governance structures. Tiirkiye’s centralized model
enables rapid emergency response but faces coordination bottlenecks, procurement delays, and limited stakeholder participation.
In contrast, Japan’s decentralized system, governed by the Disaster Countermeasures Basic Act, shows greater agility through
statutory delegation, inclusive recovery councils, and transparency. A comparative policy matrix underscores Tiirkiye’s
challenges—such as institutional overlap and reactive laws—while highlighting Japan’s strengths, including early stakeholder
engagement and implementation of the “Build Back Better” principle. The study concludes that governance efficiency depends
not only on institutional capacity but also legal clarity, coordination, and participation. It offers recommendations including legal
preparedness, simulation exercises, real-time dashboards, and structured decentralization—contributing to the global discourse
on institutional resilience and post-disaster recovery.
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I. INTRODUCTION building codes [7],[8]. In contrast, Japan’s governance
model—tested most prominently during the 2011 Great East
Japan Earthquake (Tohoku)—demonstrated a high degree of
decentralized operational capacity, backed by long-standing
legal instruments such as the Disaster Countermeasures Basic
Act of 1961 [9]. Municipal governments played leading roles,
supported by national ministries like the Ministry of Land,
Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT) [10].

More recently, the February 2023 Kahramanmarag
Earthquake in Tiirkiye, which affected 11 provinces and
caused over 50,000 deaths, revived critical questions about
coordination, legal agility, and information transparency
[11],[12]. Despite the existence of AFAD and updated
policies, observers noted significant delays in housing
reconstruction and overlapping responsibilities among
institutions [13]-[15]. The Japanese experience, though not
without flaws, is often cited for its structured approach,
community participation, and rapid deployment of temporary
and permanent housing [16].

This study proposes a comparative analysis of the post-
earthquake recovery governance models of Tiirkiye and Japan,
focusing on three dimensions: recovery speed, legal and

Earthquakes, among the most destructive natural hazards,
often lay bare the strengths and weaknesses of national
governance systems. The effectiveness of a country’s post-
disaster response hinges not only on financial resources or
engineering capabilities, but critically on the governance
structures that shape institutional coordination, legal
flexibility, and recovery speed. In this context, Tiirkiye and
Japan present compelling case studies. Both countries are
located on active tectonic zones—Tiirkiye on the North
Anatolian Fault and Japan on the Pacific Ring of Fire—and
have experienced major earthquakes in recent decades [1],[2].

The governance of post-earthquake reconstruction involves
a complex interplay of actors: central and local governments,
legal institutions, aid agencies, and civil society. Efficient
governance is characterized by clear mandates, adaptive legal
frameworks, and coherent coordination mechanisms. When
these are absent or fragmented, reconstruction can be delayed,
public trust eroded, and vulnerable populations left behind.
Studies on disaster management have increasingly emphasized
the importance of “governance resilience,” defined as a
system’s ability to maintain functionality and legitimacy in the S . OVELY a <
face of shocks [3],[4]. Yet, comparative studies focusing on admlqlstratlve frarpeworks, a.nd 1nst.1tut10nal coordination
the institutional dimensions of recovery remain limited [5]. effectiveness. Relying on publicly available documents from

In Tiirkiye, the 1999 Izmit (Kocaeli) Earthquake marked a ~ #8€1CICS such as AFAD, MLIT, and mterngﬂqnal databases
turning point. With over 17,000 casualties, it exposed like EM-DAT, the research employs qualitative document
significant governance gaps—particularly in the coordination gnaly@s and cross-case timeline mapping [1]’[_17]' It' aims to
between central and local authorities, and in legal preparedness 1de.nF1fy both bgttlenegks f‘md .besF practices 1n 1.nst1tut10nal
for large-scale disasters [1],[6]. The event led to the eventual res11.1ence,. dre}wmg policy implications for countries exposed
establishment of the Disaster and Emergency Management to high seismic risks.

Authority (AFAD) in 2009 and reforms in urban planning and
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In doing so, this paper contributes to the growing literature
on disaster governance by offering a structured, evidence-
based comparison between two high-risk countries with
distinct administrative traditions. It also highlights the
importance of transparent, adaptive, and legally robust
governance systems in ensuring timely and equitable post-
disaster recovery [18],[19].

II. METHOLOGY

This study adopts a qualitative comparative case study
design to examine the efficiency of governance systems in
post-earthquake recovery processes in Tiirkiye and Japan. The
research focuses on three core dimensions: recovery speed,
legal and institutional responsiveness, and coordination
effectiveness. Given the complexity of administrative
structures and legal frameworks in disaster contexts, this
approach enables in-depth, contextual understanding rather
than broad statistical generalization [20].

A. Data Sources

Data were collected from a range of primary and secondary
sources, including national disaster management authorities,
legal archives, and international disaster databases. For the
Turkish case, primary documentation was obtained from the
Disaster and Emergency Management Authority (AFAD),
including its situation reports and post-disaster evaluations
following the 1999 Kocaeli and 2023 Kahramanmaras
earthquakes [6],[11].

Legal decrees published in the Resmi Gazete and
construction progress reports from TOKI (Housing
Development Administration of Tiirkiye) further inform the
reconstruction trajectory and administrative response
timelines [7],[8]. For Japan, data were sourced from the
Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism
(MLIT), particularly regarding the 2011 Great East Japan
Earthquake. Supplementary documents include white papers
and recovery planning records from the Japanese Cabinet
Office and the National Diet, as well as municipal-level
planning reports from prefectures in the Tohoku region
[10],[16].

To ensure consistency in comparing disaster magnitudes and
impacts, the study utilizes the EM-DAT International Disaster
Database, maintained by the Centre for Research on the
Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) [1]. This allows for
verification of baseline indicators such as death tolls, displaced
populations, and economic losses. Furthermore, institutional
benchmarks from the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction (2015-2030) and subsequent implementation
reviews by UNDRR provide a global governance context for
the evaluation [19].

All sources were selected for their public accessibility and
institutional credibility, allowing for a transparent and
reproducible analysis. Where data inconsistency existed,
priority was given to government-issued and internationally
validated reports.

B. Analytical Framework

The research utilizes Qualitative Document Analysis (QDA)
as the primary method to systematically examine policy texts,
agency reports, legal frameworks, and recovery progress
narratives. This method is widely employed in public
administration and disaster studies to uncover patterns in
governance behavior and institutional design [17]. All

documents were manually coded based on emergent themes
relevant to recovery governance, such as decentralization,
mandate clarity, and responsiveness speed. Complementing
this, a cross-case comparative timeline analysis was used to
extract and align key recovery milestones from the three focal
events: the 1999 Kocaeli, 2011 Tohoku, and 2023
Kahramanmaras earthquakes. Events such as emergency
declarations, the launch of permanent housing initiatives, and
legislative changes were plotted to evaluate the duration and
sequencing of recovery phases across both countries [1],[11].

To investigate the internal dynamics of governance, the
study also employs process tracing—a method well-
established in institutional research—to map causal
relationships between governance decisions and recovery
outcomes [20],[21].

The analytical lens focuses on three dimensions:

o Legal Agility — the ability of legal frameworks to
enable rapid action;
Institutional Clarity — the distribution and definition
of responsibilities across agencies;
Operational Coordination — the timing and coherence
of multi-agency interventions.

These dimensions provide a structured, replicable basis for
comparing institutional effectiveness in two countries with
distinct governance traditions.

The full methodological logic is illustrated in Figure 1,
which depicts the progression from data collection through
document coding and timeline synthesis to analytical output.
This visual framework enhances transparency and coherence
in the overall design.
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Fig. 1 Methodological Framework Flowchart

C. Limitations and Scope

While this methodology offers a structured approach to
comparing governance performance, certain limitations must
be acknowledged. First, the findings are context-specific and
are not intended to produce universally generalizable
conclusions. Each country's legal, cultural, and institutional
setting shapes its disaster governance capacity in unique ways.

Second, while the study does not employ statistical
modeling, it incorporates timeline-based indicators (e.g.,
recovery duration benchmarks) to support interpretive depth
[19]. Third, reliance on institutional documents introduces the
potential for narrative or political bias, especially in
government-issued reports. The analysis accounts for this by
cross-referencing multiple sources. Lastly, language
accessibility posed challenges for Japanese municipal
documents; where necessary, translated summaries or
secondary analyses were used to mitigate data gaps [22].
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Despite these limitations, the adopted framework ensures a
methodologically transparent and policy-relevant comparison,
allowing for the identification of governance bottlenecks and
good practices that can inform future disaster resilience
strategies.

III. CASE CONTEXTS: EARTHQUAKE EVENTS

This section presents the foundational case backgrounds
upon which the comparative governance analysis is built. It
focuses on three major seismic events—the 1999 Kocaeli
Earthquake in Tiirkiye, the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake,
and the 2023 Kahramanmarag Earthquake in Tiirkiye. These
events were selected based on their scale, policy-shaping
impact, and availability of public recovery records [1],[6],[10].
Each case illustrates a distinct mode of governance and
institutional reaction under extreme conditions. The analysis
traces the governance response timeline from Day 0 to Year 3,
identifying key legal and administrative inflection points that
shaped the course of recovery.

A. 1999 Kocaeli Earthquake (Tiirkiye)

The 1999 Kocaeli Earthquake (also known as the Izmit
Earthquake), which struck on August 17 with a moment
magnitude of 7.4, caused over 17,000 fatalities and left more
than 250,000 people homeless [1],[6],[23]. The event exposed
severe deficiencies in Tiirkiye’s disaster management system,
which at the time was highly fragmented and lacked a
centralized coordination mechanism. Local administrations
were overwhelmed, and the response from central authorities
was delayed and uncoordinated [24].

In the aftermath, significant legal reforms were initiated,
including revisions to Disaster Law No. 7269 and the
introduction of new institutional structures [7]. Most notably,
the earthquake catalyzed the eventual establishment of the
Disaster and Emergency Management Authority (AFAD) in
2009 [6]. Reconstruction activities began months after the
event, with permanent housing largely completed by the end
of the second year. However, the process was criticized for
being top-down and lacking community participation [25].

B. 2011 Great East Tohoku Earthquake (Japan)

On March 11, 2011, a magnitude 9.0 earthquake struck off
the coast of Japan’s Tohoku region, triggering a devastating

tsunami and leading to the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster.
The event resulted in approximately 19,759 deaths, over
470,000 displaced individuals, and massive infrastructure
collapse across multiple prefectures [1],[10]. Despite the scale,
Japan’s decentralized governance structure allowed for rapid
mobilization of municipal resources and early coordination
through pre-established local recovery plans [16],[19].

The Disaster Countermeasures Basic Act served as the
central legal framework, empowering local governments to
lead recovery planning, supported by national ministries such
as MLIT [9]. Unlike Tiirkiye in 1999, Japan’s governance
response emphasized local agency, stakeholder participation,
and phased planning (the “Build Back Better” approach) [19].
While challenges remained—particularly in nuclear
evacuation zones—reconstruction of housing and public
services commenced within months and progressed steadily
over the first three years [18].

C. 2023 Kahramanmarags Earthquake (Tiirkiye)

On February 6, 2023, two massive earthquakes of
magnitude 7.8 and 7.5 struck southeastern Tiirkiye, impacting
11 provinces and causing over 50,000 deaths [1],[11],[26]. The
scale of destruction far exceeded previous disasters in the
country’s modern history. Despite the presence of AFAD and
the legal infrastructure developed post-1999, the response
faced serious criticism for delays in housing reconstruction,
inter-institutional overlap, and lack of field coordination
[151,[27].

Reports from civil society, international observers, and the
Turkish Parliament highlighted issues such as inconsistent
data reporting, poor logistics, and a disconnect between central
decision-makers and local needs [28],[29]. Permanent housing
projects were launched within the first six months but were
significantly delayed due to supply chain disruptions and legal
bottlenecks in land rezoning. By the third year, many affected
communities remained in transitional shelter conditions [30].

D. Timeline Comparison Overview

To contextualize these governance responses, Table 1
presents a structured comparison of critical milestones, from
initial emergency phase closure to permanent housing
delivery. This timeline serves as the empirical basis for
evaluating the efficiency and agility of institutional responses
across the three cases [1].

Table 1. Disaster Timeline Overview Table

Event Estimated Emergency Reconstruction Permanent Housing Key References
Casualties Phase End Start Delivered
1999 Kocaeli (Tiirkiye) ~17,000 ~3 months ~6 months ~24-30 months [11,[23],[31]
2011 Tohoku (Japan) ~19,759 ~2 months ~3—4 months ~18-24 months [32]-[34]
2023 Kahramanmaras (Tiirkiye) ~50,000+ ~4 months ~6—7 months Ongoing beyond 24 [11],[26],[27]
months

This timeline not only highlights the differences in recovery
speed but also reflects the governance maturity and legal
readiness in managing large-scale disasters. The next section
will build upon these foundations to analyze the structural
governance architectures that framed these recovery efforts.

IV.LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS

The structure and adaptability of legal and institutional
frameworks play a decisive role in determining the speed,

coordination, and inclusiveness of post-earthquake recovery.
In the context of Tiirkiye and Japan—two nations frequently
exposed to severe seismic events—these frameworks differ
not only in formality and legal heritage but also in how power
is distributed between central and local authorities during
reconstruction phases. This section analyzes the core
institutions, legal instruments, and governance hierarchies that
shape recovery efforts in both countries, with a focus on the
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degree of centralization, legal responsiveness, and institutional
coherence [19].

In Tirkiye, the governance of disaster recovery is anchored
in a highly centralized administrative tradition. The primary
coordinating body is the Disaster and Emergency Management
Authority (AFAD), established in 2009 under Law No. 5902
[7]. AFAD operates under the Ministry of Interior and holds
wide-ranging responsibilities in disaster preparedness,
emergency response, and long-term recovery. The legal
authority granted to AFAD is reinforced by the president’s
capacity to issue presidential decrees, particularly under the
executive presidential system enacted after the 2017
constitutional referendum [35],[36].

During large-scale disasters such as the 1999 Kocaeli and
2023 Kahramanmaras earthquakes, the Turkish model
demonstrated a command-and-control structure that expedited
decision-making, but occasionally hindered multi-level
coordination [11],[15],[29]. Supporting institutions like TOKI
and the Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate
Change are tasked with planning and delivering permanent
housing [37],[38]. While these agencies have made significant
contributions to infrastructure development, overlapping
mandates and limited delegation to local governments have
been identified as sources of inefficiency [13],[39].

Legally, Tirkiye’s disaster response is shaped by a
combination of old and new frameworks. Disaster Law No.
7269 (1959) remains partially in effect, especially regarding
emergency declarations and expropriations [40]. However,
post-1999 legislative developments—such as the Urban
Transformation Law No. 6306 (2012)—have increasingly
linked disaster resilience to large-scale urban redevelopment
initiatives [39]. These laws facilitate rapid intervention but
often lack mechanisms for inclusive planning, leading to
criticisms of opacity and insufficient local participation
[13],[14].

In contrast, Japan’s disaster recovery governance is defined
by decentralized institutional empowerment grounded in a
long-standing legal infrastructure. The central legal
instrument, the Disaster Countermeasures Basic Act of 1961,
establishes a multi-tiered responsibility structure in which
local governments take the lead in recovery, while central
ministries provide technical, financial, and legislative support
[41]. The Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and
Tourism (MLIT) plays a coordinating role across sectors such
as housing and land use, but does not unilaterally control
implementation [42]. This division of labor allows for context-
sensitive responses tailored to regional needs.

Following the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake, this
decentralized model was tested at scale. Municipal
governments such as Sendai and Ishinomaki established local
reconstruction councils, often integrating civil society and
academic input [43],[44]. Central government involvement
remained substantial—particularly through the Reconstruction
Agency, established in 2012—but operated within a
framework that respected local autonomy. Legal continuity
was ensured through supplementary acts, such as the Act on
Special Measures for Reconstruction [45].

The comparative analysis reveals clear structural
differences. Tiirkiye’s model emphasizes centralized authority
and executive agility, which can accelerate early-stage
mobilization but may reduce local ownership and create
redundancy. Japan’s model favors decentralization and legal

clarity, supporting participatory planning but requiring pre-
established local capacity [19],[46].

These distinctions are illustrated in Figure 2, which
schematically compares the countries’ post-disaster
governance hierarchies. It maps authority layers and
institutional roles from national to municipal levels, enhancing
understanding of each system’s internal logic and coordination
pathways [11],[42].

Prime
Minister's
Office

ident of
iye

Basic Acton
Disaster
Countermeasures

Presidential
Decrees

v
Provincial Prefectural
Governors Governments
Municipal Municipal
Authorities Governments
Local
Recovery Civil Society
Councils

Fig. 2 Comparative Governance Hierarchy Diagrams

V. RECOVERY SPEED AND COORDINATION
EFFECTIVENESS

Post-earthquake recovery is not only a function of resource
availability or technical expertise, but also of how efficiently
institutions mobilize, communicate, and sustain coordinated
operations over time. While both Tiirkiye and Japan have
invested heavily in institutional reform and emergency
preparedness, their actual recovery trajectories reveal distinct
patterns in terms of speed, sequencing, and institutional
coherence [19],[46]. This section analyzes the operational
performance of recovery efforts across three focal cases: the
1999 Kocaeli Earthquake, the 2011 Tohoku Earthquake, and
the 2023 Kahramanmaras Earthquake. It evaluates the
temporal efficiency of infrastructure restoration and housing
reconstruction, and the effectiveness of institutional
coordination over short- and long-term phases.

Following the 1999 Kocaeli Earthquake, the restoration of
critical infrastructure in Tiirkiye—electricity, water, and road
access—was achieved within approximately two to three
months, although isolated areas experienced prolonged service
interruptions [1],[6]. Temporary shelter solutions were
deployed within weeks but lacked uniform standards.
Permanent housing projects coordinated by the Ministry of
Public Works (a predecessor to TOKI and the Ministry of
Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change) began
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around the six-month mark. However, project completion
extended over 24-30 months, delayed by land allocation issues
and procurement bottlenecks [25],[39].

In contrast, Japan’s 2011 response restored power to 90%
of affected areas within 10 days, and water services within a
month [1],[42]. Despite the unprecedented scale of damage,
local governments—supported by pre-established disaster
response plans—mobilized community shelters and opened
emergency schools within 30 to 60 days [10],[47]. The
Reconstruction Agency, established in early 2012, facilitated
permanent housing efforts that reached over 60% completion
within the first 18 months, despite complications in radiation-
affected zones [44]. These results reflect the robustness of
decentralized protocols and legally embedded recovery
frameworks [41].

The 2023 Kahramanmaras Earthquake provides a
contemporary stress test of Tiirkiye’s institutional readiness
[11],[12]. Despite the presence of AFAD and legal reforms
since 1999, reports highlight critical delays in field
coordination and supply chain stabilization [14],[28]. Basic
utilities were restored within 2—3 weeks in urban centers, but
rural regions lagged. Containerized housing units were
deployed by month four, yet permanent housing deliveries
remain delayed beyond 12 months [30]. Schools remained
closed for over two months in many provinces, revealing
system-level vulnerabilities in education continuity planning
[48].

Table 2 summarizes key recovery milestones across the
three cases, including time to reopen schools, housing
completion, and emergency phase transitions.

Table 2. Recovery Duration Matrix

Metric 1999 Kocaeli (Tiirkiye) 2011 Tohoku (Japan) 2023 Kahramanmaras Key References
(Tiirkiye)

Days to restore electricity ~60 days ~10 days (90% coverage) ~15-20 days [31],[42],[49]

Days to restore water supply ~70-90 days ~30-40 days ~30-60 days [31],[42],[49]

Days to reopen most schools ~90-120 days ~30-60 days ~60-90+ days [34],[48]

% interim housing deployed in  ~50-60% ~85% ~70% [30][50],[51]

6 months

% permanent housing built in ~30% ~60% ~20-25% [341,[511,[52]

1st year

Full housing completion (est.) 24-30 months 18-24 months Ongoing (>18 months) [301,[341,[52]

While time efficiency is critical, coordination effectiveness
determines how well that time is utilized. In Tirkiye,
overlapping responsibilities between AFAD, TOKI, and
provincial offices have caused fragmentation [14],[15],[53].
The central government's strong executive powers enable
rapid mobilization but risk sidelining local actors. For
example, presidential decrees issued after the 2023 earthquake
facilitated swift action but also created ambiguity around
jurisdiction and procurement [54].

Japan’s experience shows greater role clarity and
procedural foresight, with prefectures and municipalities
leading implementation under the Disaster Countermeasures
Basic Act [41]. Coordination occurs not just vertically through
ministries  but  horizontally  through inter-municipal
partnerships and civil society engagement. In Tohoku, local
councils and universities were integrated into recovery
planning within weeks [18],[47].

Figure 3 presents a heatmap showing the density and
overlap of institutional activity, revealing Tiirkiye’s
concentrated central coordination vs. Japan’s broader,
distributed system (based on author’s coding of AFAD/MLIT
documents).

Institutional Coordination Intensity Across Earthquake Recovery Phases: A Tirkiye-Japan Comparison

High
AFAD (TR)

TOKI (TR)
Ministry of Env. (TR)
Medium

Provincial Govs (TR)

Municipalities (TR)

Institution

MUIT (JP)

Prefectures {JP)

Municipalities (|P)

HNGOs {|P)

Recanstruction Agency {|F)

Lmergency
Response

Interim Permanent
Housing Reconstruction

Fig. 3 Coordination Heatmap

Note: The coordination intensity values used in this
heatmap were derived from publicly available institutional
records, including AFAD post-disaster action reports (1999,
2023), MLIT and Reconstruction Agency recovery archives
(2011-2014), and timeline data from EM-DAT. Institutions
were coded manually on a 0-3 scale across three recovery
phases (emergency response, interim housing, permanent
reconstruction), reflecting the extent of their operational
involvement. Color intensity in the matrix corresponds to this
ordinal scale (0 = none, 1 = low, 2 = moderate, 3 = high).
Coding criteria were informed by the method of Qualitative
Document Analysis [17], and verified through cross-case
triangulation.

This analysis reveals that governance performance hinges
on fluidity and coherence of coordination, not just institutional
capacity. Tirkiye's centralized model enables volume and
speed, but Japan’s decentralized system yields more inclusive
and responsive outcomes when local governments are
prepared [19],[46].
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VI.BOTTLENECKS AND GOOD PRACTISES

The comparative analysis of Tiirkiye and Japan’s post-
earthquake governance reveals not only structural differences,
but also operational bottlenecks and exemplary practices that
influence the trajectory of recovery. While both countries have
experienced large-scale disasters and invested in institutional
development, their recovery outcomes differ significantly,
often shaped by the interaction between administrative design,
legal tools, and sociopolitical context [19],[46].

One of the most persistent bottlenecks in Tiirkiye’s post-
disaster recovery is the delay in procurement and tendering,
particularly for large-scale housing and infrastructure projects
[15],[30]. Despite the legal authority to fast-track contracts
under disaster declarations, overlaps between AFAD, the
Ministry of Environment, TOKI, and governorships result in
procedural redundancies. This was evident in both the 1999
Kocaeli and 2023 Kahramanmaras earthquakes, where tenders
were delayed or revised due to coordination gaps [14],[54].

A second bottleneck is the presence of information silos
between agencies. AFAD operates a centralized platform, but
ministries like Health and Education maintain their own
recovery assessments [11],[55]. Lack of a unified, open-access
data-sharing system often results in outdated or conflicting
information that hampers situational awareness [19].

A third issue is the limited involvement of civil society and
local actors in planning and monitoring recovery efforts. While
Tiirkiye’s centralized approach ensures fast deployment, it

often sidelines municipalities, NGOs, and professional
chambers, creating mismatches between centralized plans and
local needs [13],[28]. For example, after the 2023 earthquake,
local organizations were among the first responders but
remained disconnected from formal recovery planning [56].

By contrast, Japan’s model embeds good practices in law
and operations that promote resilience, inclusivity, and
accountability. Central to this is the “Build Back Better”
principle of the Sendai Framework, operationalized through
legal instruments for hazard mapping and resilient urban
design [57],[58]. After the 2011 Tohoku disaster, this was seen
in coastal relocation projects and integrated infrastructure
planning that addressed environmental and social goals
simultaneously [59]. Another best practice is early multi-
stakeholder consultation. Under the Disaster Countermeasures
Basic Act, prefectural governments must create recovery
councils that include municipal officials, civil society, and
academics [41]. These platforms support adaptive planning
and reduce resistance during implementation. Tiirkiye, lacking
such legal mandates, depends on political discretion for
participation, limiting community input [60].

Transparency is another strength of Japan’s model. Public
disclosure of timelines, budgets, and impact assessments is
mandatory, often hosted on digital open-data platforms
managed by ministries and local governments [61]. In Tiirkiye,
such platforms are either absent or inconsistent, limiting civic
oversight [62].

Table 3. Governance Bottlenecks vs. Solutions Matrix

Challenge Area Tiirkiye — Bottlenecks Japan — Good Practices Key
References

Procurement & Delayed and redundant due to centralized Decentralized frameworks with pre-approved [63],[64]

Tendering overlap contracting mechanisms

Data and Fragmented systems, lack of open access Unified disaster portals and transparent public [471,[65]

Communication dashboards

Stakeholder Inclusion Minimal municipal or NGO input in official Legal obligation for multi-stakeholder recovery councils  [16],[64]

recovery plans

Legal Strategy Executive-driven, reactive decrees Statutory delegation under the Disaster [51,[65]
Countermeasures Basic Act

Vision of Recovery Focused on replacement and speed “Build Back Better” integrated into law and planning [64],[66]
tools

Monitoring & Limited public audit of implementation Community-accessible tracking of progress and [65],[67]

Evaluation

expenditures

This matrix reflects a fundamental insight: governance
resilience is less about institutional presence and more about
procedural clarity, transparency, and participatory alignment
[46],[66]. Tiirkiye’s centralization provides speed and control,
but risks coordination breakdowns and lower accountability.
Japan’s decentralized yet structured approach fosters
legitimacy and inclusive planning when local capacity is
strong.

For Tiirkiye, future reforms may include formalizing
municipal and civil society roles, building shared digital
platforms, and mandating resilience-based planning. For other
nations, these cases offer replicable frameworks for rethinking
disaster governance.

VIL POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

The comparative evaluation of Tiirkiye and Japan’s post-
earthquake recovery governance yields a set of policy

recommendations that are not only contextually grounded but
also scalable to other seismic-risk countries. Effective
recovery governance requires more than responsive
institutions; it demands pre-disaster legal clarity, operational
readiness, and transparent, decentralized coordination
frameworks that can adapt under pressure [16],[64]. While no
governance system is universally optimal, the evidence
suggests that a layered strategy—combining centralized
authority with local agency and digital accountability—can
significantly improve recovery outcomes [69].

A first recommendation is the strengthening of legal
preparedness prior to disaster events. Tiirkiye’s reliance on
post-disaster presidential decrees introduces flexibility but
risks reactive governance, where clarity of roles emerges only
under stress [70]. By contrast, Japan’s Disaster
Countermeasures Basic Act assigns recovery responsibilities
to each administrative tier before disasters occur, reducing
ambiguity during crisis [71]. Countries with centralized
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systems should consider codifying role-specific mandates in
advance, including contingency-based procurement clauses,
land-use exceptions, and municipal powers under declared
emergencies [72].

Second, inter-agency simulation exercises should become a
formal requirement of national disaster management strategies
[73]. Even in legally structured systems, operational silos and
poor communication can erode recovery speed. In Tiirkiye,
coordination challenges have emerged from unclear
hierarchies between AFAD, TOKI, and provincial governors
[74]. Japan’s success in coordinated response is partly
attributable to regular drills involving prefectural
governments, ministries, and non-governmental actors [75].

A third recommendation is the development of publicly
accessible recovery dashboards, which enhance transparency,
streamline communication, and foster civic trust [76]. In
Japan, prefectures routinely publish recovery schedules,
budget usage, and project-level updates in digital formats
accessible to affected communities and the national press.
Tiirkiye, by comparison, maintains multiple agency-specific
reporting platforms, many of which are delayed, incomplete,
or closed to public review [73].

Fourth, countries should pursue decentralization without
fragmentation. The balance between central authority and
local autonomy is delicate. Tiirkiye’s centralized deployment
is efficient in the early response phase but constrains adaptive,
place-specific recovery when municipal actors are under-
utilized [72]. Japan’s model, while decentralized, operates
within clearly delineated legal boundaries, avoiding
duplication of roles [16]. Hybrid governance structures—
particularly in middle-income countries—should enable
subnational governments to design and lead reconstruction
within a framework of national support and oversight [77].

These insights can inform a typology of policy priorities
depending on a country's socioeconomic and administrative
profile. For middle-income countries like Indonesia, Chile, or
the Philippines, often characterized by mixed governance
structures and varying state capacity, the adoption of a hybrid
recovery model is advisable [46]. In high-income countries,
where institutional capacity and digital infrastructure are more
developed, the focus should shift toward deepening municipal
autonomy in recovery planning, while ensuring inter-
jurisdictional coordination [69].

To synthesize these recommendations visually, Figure 4
presents a policy framework pyramid. It arranges key
governance priorities in ascending layers of abstraction—from
foundational transparency to institutional decentralization,
operational speed, and legal resilience. This pyramid serves
not as a prescriptive model, but as a flexible roadmap that can
be adapted based on national legal systems, risk profiles, and
administrative maturity.

Pre-disaster legal mandates,
statutory coordination frameworks

Speed
o

Fast tendering, simulation drills,
streamlined response protacols

[
B
oA
R

Fig. 4 Policy Framework Pyramid

Decentralization
o

Empowered municipalities, role
clarity across govemment levels

Transparency

ReaHime recovery dashboards,
public access to plans

In sum, the governance of post-earthquake recovery is not
merely a function of crisis management capacity—it is a
reflection of how well institutional design anticipates
complexity, enables coordination, and legitimizes public
action. Countries seeking to strengthen resilience must move
beyond reactive recovery and invest in predictive,
participatory, and transparent governance systems that can
endure not only the next disaster, but the socio-political
reconstruction that follows [69].

VIII. CONCLUSION

This comparative study has examined the post-earthquake
recovery governance models of Tiirkiye and Japan through the
lens of institutional design, legal responsiveness, coordination
efficiency, and recovery performance. By analyzing three
major seismic events—Kocaeli (1999), Tohoku (2011), and
Kahramanmarag (2023)—the paper identifies critical contrasts
in how states structure their disaster response and
reconstruction pathways. Despite similarities in seismic
exposure and national recovery ambitions, the two countries
exhibit divergent approaches to legal preparedness,
decentralization, and public transparency.

The findings suggest that while centralized systems such as
Tiirkiye’s can deliver rapid initial mobilization through strong
executive authority, they often encounter coordination
bottlenecks when subnational actors are not fully integrated
into planning and execution. Conversely, Japan’s
decentralized and legally codified governance structure
enables more consistent, phased recovery, supported by
horizontal coordination mechanisms and inclusive stakeholder
participation. The case of Tohoku illustrates how local
governments, civil society, and national ministries can co-
produce recovery agendas within a clear statutory framework.

A key differentiator between the two models is what this
paper terms governance agility—the ability of institutions to
adapt, coordinate, and execute across multiple administrative
levels and phases of recovery. Governance agility is not solely
about speed; it encompasses role clarity, legal foresight, and
data transparency, all of which contribute to institutional
resilience under pressure. Countries that invest in these
dimensions are better positioned to manage both immediate
response and long-term reconstruction in ways that are
equitable, efficient, and socially legitimate.

The comparative analysis also supports a broader call for
cross-national learning platforms, where disaster-prone
countries can share legal instruments, coordination models,
and implementation tools. Middle-income nations, in
particular, may benefit from hybrid governance frameworks

132



Oguz and Hansu, Disaster Governance and Recovery Efficiency in Tiirkiye and Japan: A Comparative Analysis of Post-Earthquake
Reconstruction, SIAP2025, Gaziantep, Turkiye

that combine centralized funding with decentralized
execution. High-income countries can further refine their
systems through investment in municipal capacity and real-
time public accountability.

Limitations of this study include varying levels of data
availability, especially in real-time housing and infrastructure
records, and language access constraints, particularly for local
Japanese documents. These limitations underline the need for
improved global standards in open-access disaster data and
cross-lingual policy sharing.

Ultimately, post-disaster recovery is not only a technical or
financial endeavor—it is a test of a state’s institutional
coherence. As seismic risks increase worldwide, the lessons
from Tiirkiye and Japan offer valuable insights for building
recovery systems that are not only faster, but smarter, more
inclusive, and more adaptive.
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