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Why gaming?

1. Choice --- personal view, decision
⇒Active participation

2. Interaction --- persuade / persuaded 
⇒Building consensus 
⇒Keeping multi-voices

3. Communication Medium --- dissemination
⇒Active successors: from players to 
facilitators, and even creators 
⇒Development of different versions: 
from Kobe to Tokyo, Kochi, Shizuoka, etc.

OVERVIEW



The Great Kobe Earthquake in 1995
6,400 dead and more than 100,000 injured



You are … city employee who is in charge of 
temporary housing
A month has passed after the earthquake. 
You have been procuring sites for temporary 
housing for homeless victims. An additional 
hundred houses are still necessary. Do you 
use public schoolyards as sites? 

“Crossroad: Kobe”: Sample Item (1)
---from “Government officers Version”---

ＹＥＳ
（to use）

ＮＯ
（not to use）



You ….. live in a village at the seacoast
You know that experts estimate tsunami will 
hit the village within just 10 minutes after the 
earthquake. You feel sudden and strong 
tremor just now. You quickly begin evacuating 
to a higher elevation, but an elderly woman in 
the neighborhood comes to mind. She lives 
alone and you take care of her as a regional 
community worker. Do you go to see her 
before you evacuate?

ＹＥＳ
（To go）

ＮＯ
（Not to go）

“Crossroad: Citizens” Sample Item (2)
---from “Residents Version”---





““Crossroad; KobeCrossroad; Kobe”” ::
for active, participatory, for active, participatory, 
and collaborative learningand collaborative learning



Opinion summary by using color note pads



Background
• 35 intensive focus group interviews with three to five 

interviewees in each group. 
• 3 hours interview session recorded by digital video with 

all participants’ permission. 
• 30 groups consisted of 125 current or former Kobe City 

officials, who were dedicated emergency response 
and/or recovery workers following the earthquake. 

• 5 groups of 15 Kobe residents who had survived the 
disaster. 

• A common narrative format when the interviewees talk 
about their experiences. 

• Beginning with an initial phase where they described 
their experiences as a series of dilemmas that posed 
critical choices between two conflicting alternatives. 

• Followed by the second part, stating that they chose one 
of them with some hesitation or reservation. 



Procedure (1/3) 

• The game normally involves five players. If not five, an odd 
number of players is preferable, since majority-based 
decisions are needed within each group to get game 
points. 

• The players sit around a table to communicate face-to-face 
and talk freely in a relaxed setting. Many groups can play 
simultaneously, as long as the room does not get too noisy.

• The game begins with each player holding exactly the 
same deck of ten (or, if time permits, twenty) episode 
cards at hand. 

• She or he also has one ‘Yes’ and one ‘No’ card. Within a 
group, any player may be the first to choose to read the 
first episode card from her/his deck. 

• Every episode card has the same format as shown in the 
sample item.



１ Make your choice 
－Yes or NO?

２ Disclose your choice
by Yes or No card

３ Find out group result －
Majority or minority?

４ Get game points 
based on the results 
--- Majority : 1 normal point
--- Single Minority: 1 special

point

5 Exchange views ---
persuading others and/or 
persuaded by others
--- Get additional  points 

if persuasion successful 

6 Learn basic info 
and listen to disaster  
veterans’ talk
--- opinion summary   

note 

Basic procedure of “Crossroad: 
Kobe”

Procedure (2/3)Procedure (2/3)



Procedure (3/3)

• Obviously, in “Crossroad: Kobe”, winning the game is not 
particularly important. 

• The real point is to involve the participants more deeply in 
situations that the people of Kobe actually faced. 

• The goal of winning simply helps motivate the players to 
consider what they should do more deeply - how to 
rationalize their own choices, and how they might 
persuade others to change their minds. 

• It is also significant that this interactive process 
encourages players to create their own views & opinions 
rather than just passively listen to others.





◆YES（to use schoolyard）
•Necessary to have new cites 
closer to original places 
•Good to continue to live in 
established human network 
and familiar environment
•Lifeline facilities are available 
at school
•Mentally supported by living 
with kids in schools
•Only IF  part of the yard is still 
open to school activities
•Only IF due period is clear, 
e.g., a half year.

Opinion summary (sample)
◆NO（not to use）
•Reopening and normalization 
of school education is a priory
•Concerns about noise, dust, 
and heavy car traffic by cite 
construction 
•Free open space is necessary 
for further emergent evacuation, 
material yard ,and heliport
•Concern about security and 
hygiene issues
•Concern that residents’ strong 
demand to stay longer might 
evoke another big trouble



I understood victims’ strong demand to move into a temporary housing as 
quickly as possible. But, we had very scarce open space, especially in the 
center of the city, though as many as over 50 thousand people need houses. 
That’s why we chose a large but remote cite at the city suburb, while I 
recognized that it was tough to adjust to unfamiliar environment for people who 
had to move away from the place where they had lived for a long time. This was 
particularly the case for the elderly whose daily lives depended heavily on a 
preexisting interpersonal relationship and social network there. Thus, although 
we, as frontline workers, really waned to use schoolyards, the mayor made a 
final decision not to use the schoolyards, partly because school reopening was 
also a pressing task, and partly because he had a major concern that 
temporary housing might become permanent by a strong appeal from the 
temporary house residents even after an official time limit (i.e. two years).

I understood victims’ strong demand to move into a temporary housing as 
quickly as possible. But, we had very scarce open space, especially in the 
center of the city, though as many as over 50 thousand people need houses. 
That’s why we chose a large but remote cite at the city suburb, while I 
recognized that it was tough to adjust to unfamiliar environment for people who 
had to move away from the place where they had lived for a long time. This was 
particularly the case for the elderly whose daily lives depended heavily on a 
preexisting interpersonal relationship and social network there. Thus, although 
we, as frontline workers, really waned to use schoolyards, the mayor made a 
final decision not to use the schoolyards, partly because school reopening was 
also a pressing task, and partly because he had a major concern that 
temporary housing might become permanent by a strong appeal from the 
temporary house residents even after an official time limit (i.e. two years).

Video Clip (sample):
Please listen to 
Kobe disaster 

veteran



Victims’ everyday lives and 
school education living together



Graduation ceremony and 
emergency shelter living together



A large scale temporary housing unit cites at the suburb of Kobe
City: Good for early procurement of housing, especially for the 
homeless elderly, while evoking some critical problems, such as 
so called “a lonely death,” caused by unnatural living conditions, 
most of the households in the area are occupied by the seniors 
who had moved from many different areas. It was very tough for 
some of the residents to rebuild a new human relationship.      



Application and evaluation (1/5)

• Nationwide use,  from disaster 
training for government officers to 
voluntary disaster drills planned by 
local people, as well as for disaster 
education at children’s schools. 

• More than 7000 copies published
• more than 200 gaming sessions 

involving more than 10,000 
participants. 



Application and evaluation (2/5)

• Some quantitative data
• Kikkawa & Yamori (2004): the game’s effectiveness in 

an experimental setting with a pre-post design
• participants’ opinions toward ten dilemma situations 

written on the episode cards became more varied after 
playing a game, rather than polarized into either Yes or 
No solutions. 

• game broadens players’ perspectives and pushes them 
to account for a larger number of factors when 
considering disaster preparedness and responses. 



0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Do you learn various viewpoints?

Do you feel it interesting?

Do you consider it useful?

Yes Relatively Yes Relatively No No
Application and 
evaluation (3/5)



Application and evaluation (4/5)
• many requests to apply the same method to other 

region-specific problems and also to different social 
issues. 

• different versions, based on the “Crossroad: Kobe”
prototype, for such topics as: typhoon and tsunami 
disaster reduction in Kochi Prefecture, southern Japan; 
oil pollution disaster reduction for the Japanese Coast 
Guard; school security measures; and infectious disease 
control. 

• All of these new versions of “Crossroad” were created 
through joint efforts between the author and those who 
first played “Crossroad: Kobe” and noticed its broad 
applicability. 



Application and evaluation (5/5)

• ability to transform initially passive users into more 
active collaborators. 

• some disaster management workers at Kochi 
Prefecture have become so familiar with “Crossroad: 
Kobe” that they can facilitate the gaming, although 
they began as ordinary users. 

• Now, they are even teaching facilitation skills to lower 
level officials in municipal government as well as 
disaster response leaders in local communities. 



Why gaming?

1. Choice --- personal view, decision
⇒Active participation

2. Interaction --- persuade / persuaded 
⇒Building consensus 
⇒Keeping multi-voices

3. Communication Medium --- dissemination
⇒Active successors: from players to 
facilitators, and even creators 
⇒Development of different versions: 
from Kobe to Tokyo, Kochi, Shizuoka, etc.

OVERVIEW



Thank you very much
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61

39

YES (to use)
NO (not to use)

Preliminary data 
collection & analyses 
are going on for 
questionnaire version 
of “Crossroad: Kobe”
with n=250.
The survey includes 
30 selected items from 
“Crossroad” and some 
other demographic 
items.  

Questionnaire Version of “Crossroad: Kobe”
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47

56

73

53

44

27

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

gov. worker (disaster management)

gov. worker (others)

residents

YES (to use) NO (not to use)



Background (1/6)
Preliminary to creating “Crossroad: Kobe”, we conducted 35 
intensive focus group interviews with three to five 
interviewees in each group. Each interview lasted about 
three hours and was recorded by digital video with all 
participants’ permission. Interview groups were divided into 
two types: 30 groups consisted of 125 current or former 
Kobe City officials, who were dedicated emergency 
response and/or recovery workers following the earthquake. 
The rest were comprised of 5 groups of 15 Kobe residents 
who had survived the disaster. 

A source of interviewees:
A database of Kobe City 
employees who experienced 
disaster management at the 
Great Hansin Earthquake 



Background (2/6)
Interviewees were encouraged to talk freely and frankly 
about what they experienced, although each of the city 
workers’ interview sessions focused on a single, main topic 
such as: search and rescue operations, emergency food 
supplies, temporary house construction, mental care for 
victims, life-line facilities reconstruction, and town 
reconstruction planning, etc. Groups of survivors spoke of 
family losses, physical and economic damages, and the 
disaster’s aftermath (see Yamori (2005) for details). As a 
result, we obtained about 120 hours of DV recordings and 
more than 5000 pages of transcribed text in A4 format.

Digital video tapes 
&Transcriptions 



Background (3/6)

During our analysis of the text, we 
discovered a common format that 
people used to narrate their own 
experiences of surviving the 
earthquake and its aftermath, either 
as local government workers or as 
disaster victims. The format begins 
with an initial phase where they 
described their experiences as a 
series of dilemmas that posed critical 
choices between two conflicting 
alternatives. Then secondly, they 
stated that they chose one of them 
with some hesitation or reservation. A 
typical narration is as follows,



Background (4/6)

“Finally, we decided not to build temporary housing in 
schoolyards in the damaged areas, but to construct them 
on tracts of vacant land in unaffected areas owned by 
Kobe City, regardless of the relocated victims’ original 
neighborhood. We were criticized severely for this decision, 
by both survivors and mass media. They claimed that the 
relocation sites were so remote from the victims’ original 
residences that it was difficult for them to reconstruct their 
lives. They lost their socio-economic ties with their old 
neighborhoods, including relationships with close friends, 
relatives, and even their workplaces. Some insisted that 
our relocation of local people further weakened an already 
severely damaged community.  (continue)



Background (5/6)

I don’t wish to deny such claims. I understand their views 
to some extent. But please think about school education, 
for example. It is also true that many citizens urged us to 
re-open the schools, as soon as possible. However, 
current laws would have permitted temporary housing to 
remain in place for up to two years. Personally, I was 
afraid that some of the evacuees would not be pleased to 
relocate again, once they had settled comfortably in a new 
house in a schoolyard. That’s why I agreed with the idea of 
not using schoolyards for temporary housing sites, despite 
knowing that I might be criticized for that.”



Background (6/6)

We then turned such 
narratives into short episodes, 
as shown in  a sample item, to 
facilitate their use in an 
interactive game. Each 
episode consisted of three 
parts: the first part depicted 
the particular role to be played 
while facing the dilemma, the 
second was the main body, 
which described the dilemma, 
while the third part focused on 
the ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ decisions. 
The sample item is from the 20 
episodes in the gaming kit. Another sample item
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Discussion
To extend our metaphor, “Crossroad: Kobe” was born at 
the crossroads between three different domains: narrative 
theory, gaming approach, and disaster reduction practice. 
When I view the tool from these three angles, three 
notable features come to mind, which I will discuss these 
points to close this presentation.
3.1 Active sense-making 
3.2 A multi-logue medium 
3.3 Disseminating power

Narrative     
     

     
     

    t
heory

Disaster                                 reductionGaming   approach



3.1 Active sense-making (1/4)

First, I would stress that “Crossroad: Kobe” induces 
participants’ active “sense-making” (Weick, 1995). The 
game looks like just “decision-making” support material, 
since it deals with either-or situations. However, it is 
actually more than that. It is important to note that the 
game procedure requires a group discussion period after 
all the individual decisions are disclosed, while allowing 
only a very short time period, usually less than one minute, 
for the initial decisions. 



3.1 Active sense-making (2/4)

Thus, the game’s emphasis is not on better decision-
making, but on encouraging participants to make sense of 
their decisions via narration, no matter whether they 
choose “Yes” or “No.” Thus, pre-analysis of the conditions 
for better decision-making is not a priority. Post-narration 
of the decision is the major focus. Active sense-making of 
a personal decision, especially in the form of narratives 
directed to other participants, makes people consider 
situations more fully. 



3.1 Active sense-making (3/4)
It is also significant that the episode cards leave many 
details unspecified. For example, in the sample episode, 
how much damage has occurred? How many people are 
evacuating? Which season are we in? Are aftershocks 
possible, etc.? --- All of these issues remain open. The 
decision to provide few specifics required considerable 
deliberation, but was taken to leave the door open for 
game players to assess their situations freely and actively. 
If details had been supplied, as with most conventional 
disaster education tools, learners would have a much 
easier time making decisions. However, they would remain 
in a passive information processing mode without having 
to dig deeper for relevant information on their own. It is 
better to have learners make sense of deliberately 
ambiguous situations by personally adding their own 
details. 



3.1 Active sense-making (4/4)

This feature of “Crossroad: Kobe” also may be regarded 
as an extension of what Bruner points out, regarding the 
general nature of a narrative text. He stated:

It is this “relative indeterminacy of a text” that “allows a 
spectrum of actualizations.” And so, “literary texts 
initiate ‘performances’ of meaning rather than actually 
formulating meanings themselves.” (Bruner, 1986,p.25)

Gaming accelerates a narrative’s power of “performance of 
meaning.” Narratives help players make sense of and deal 
with a series of difficult events and choices, which they 
might indeed face in a future disaster.



3.2 A multi-logue medium (1/4)

The second notable aspect of “Crossroad: Kobe” is its 
ability to encompass multiple meanings. The game not 
only elicits personal and unique narratives from each of 
the participants, it also serves as a medium in which these, 
sometimes competing and conflicting personal narratives, 
live together. The personal narratives evoked by this game 
result from differences in sense-making involving difficult 
circumstances. On the other hand, a group consensus 
sometimes emerges with a single interpretation of the 
situation and agreement on a particular solution, which 
accompanies a new and unified group narrative. 



3.2 A multi-logue medium (2/4)

Such consensus is preferred for practical problem-solving. 
However, in “Crossroad: Kobe” this is not a must, since a 
core feature of gaming lies in the capacity to realize a 
“multi-logue” (Duke, 1974). When viewed as a 
communication medium, gaming shows more potential to 
admit different perspectives on the problem at hand than 
do other types of media, such as mathematical language 
or computer simulation models. In this regard, “Crossroad: 
Kobe” never forces players to conform to a uniform 
solution; rather, it encourages them to face and respect 
diverse opinions. Such a direction is explicit in the special 
(golden Zabuton) points to encourage minority opinions. 



3.2 A multi-logue medium (3/4)

This aspect of gaming reaches the very heart of the 
narrative approach when compared with a logico-scientific 
approach. Bruner defined the “multi perspective” of 
narratives as:

beholding the world not univocally but simultaneously 
through a set of prisms, each of which catches some part 
of it (Bruner, 1986, p.26)



3.2 A multi-logue medium (4/4)

It is clear that Bruner’s idea of “multi-perspective” stands 
parallel to Duke’s, one of the gaming experts, concept of 
“multi-logue.” Multi-narratives, reflecting multi-sense 
making by multi-participants with multi-perspectives, all 
coexist within “Crossroad: Kobe,” sometimes with some 
amount of contradiction and conflict. However, the 
heterogeneity, preserved as a multi-logue within this game, 
retains the potential for finding a new solution in the future. 
This contrasts sharply with conventional disaster 
education tools, such as response manuals and action 
flowcharts, which assume univocal solutions, i.e., a single, 
correct way to deal with a disaster. 



3.3 Disseminating power (1/3)

The final advantage of “Crossroad: Kobe” is its 
disseminating power. In application section, I noted the 
following two facts to verify this point: the development of 
different versions of “Crossroad: Kobe,” and the 
appearance of active successors. This is partly because 
“Crossroad: Kobe” is quite simple, both in its gaming 
procedure and the format of its narrative content, and 
partly because it is open to personal, positional, and 
regional modifications. Thus, those who once used it as 
players can easily assume the role of game creator or 
facilitator next time. Those who were once learners can 
turn promptly into coaches.



3.3 Disseminating power (2/3)

This characteristic of “Crossroad: Kobe” is all the more 
important in planning for prospectively long term disaster 
events, those with recurrence periods exceeding 100 
years, such as major earthquakes and volcanic eruptions. 
For such disasters, since the next one may not occur 
during our lifetimes, building a community-based learning 
system is more significant than simply developing the 
knowledge and skills of individuals. Conducting temporary, 
short-term, and unidirectional learning is insufficient, while 
creating a participative and lasting “community of practice”
(Lave and Wenger, 1991) becomes vital. 



3.3 Disseminating power (3/3)

Here, this gaming strong point synchronizes again with the 
narrative approach. Narrative communities, with an 
appreciative audience (Winslade & Monk, 1999) created 
by “Crossroad: Kobe,” can serve as key living media 
through which collaborative learning for disaster mitigation 
may transfer to the next generation. Kobe narratives, 
transformed into “Crossroad: Kobe,” not only preserve the 
lessons from the Kobe Earthquake, but also exert powerful 
“generativity” (McAdams & Aubin, 1998) to create new 
narratives to counter the next major disaster that may 
occur far away during a different era.



Thank you very much



You ….. live in a village at the seacoast
You know that experts estimate tsunami will 
hit the village within just 10 minutes after the 
earthquake. You feel sudden and strong 
tremor just now. You quickly begin evacuating 
to a higher elevation, but an elderly woman in 
the neighborhood comes to mind. She lives 
alone and you take care of her as a regional 
community worker. Do you go to see her 
before you evacuate?

ＹＥＳ
（To go）

ＮＯ
（Not to go）

“Crossroad: Citizens” Sample Item 



Copyright: Disaster Prevention 
Research Institute, Kyoto Univ.

Tsunami estimation by prospective earthquake
Tokyo

It is estimated that 
Japan will be hit by a 
huge trough-type 
earthquake, like 
what caused Indian 
Ocean Tsunami, 
near future. Some 
cities & towns, such 
as Kushimoto, might 
be hit by tsunami 
within just 10 
minutes just like the 
Crossroad item.  

Kusimoto



Relationship between tsunami velocity 
& sea depth

Tsunami (km/s)

Pro baseball player’s 
pitch (km/s)

Human run(km/s)

Shinkansen train(km/s)



Tsunami wave going up the river…

Tsunami wave caused by the Tokachi-oki earthquake in 
2003 went inland up to 11 kilometers from the mouth of 
the river



◆YES（to go）
•Following my conscience
•Hard to leave her considering 
everyday friendship
•Quite natural to help each 
other by neighbors 
•Only IF her house is located 
on the way
•Only IF she is surely at home 
now

◆NO（not to go）
•In case of tsunami evacuation, 
securing one’s own life is a 
priority
•I wish I could but 10 minutes 
is not just enough to take care 
of others
•Better to leave the woman to 
people living next door 
neighbors
•The woman might not be at 
home
•Difficult to take her if the 
woman’s house collapsed

CrossNote



78

22

YES (to go) NO (not to go)

Questionnaire Version of “Crossroad: Kobe”
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YES (to go) NO (not to go)



“Toward better solution” (from Crossroad guidebook)

It is really a tough question to answer. It is a 
fundamental principle that a quick evacuation without 
waiting for further information is a No.1 priority when 
you feel earthquake near the seacoast. 
But, data suggest people are unlikely to make quick 

evacuation. In the case of the 2004 earthquake at the off 
shore of the Kii Peninsula, although more than 140 
thousand are encouraged to evacuate by the local 
government, only 6% of them did so.
We need to help each other to evacuate within a 

community, if time permits, especially those who have 
difficulty in moving, such as babies, elderly, and 
handicapped, need special help、
For a quick action, it is necessary to know in advance 

who needs help, where they live, and who can help them.



We also need to know basic knowledge: How big tsunami 
is expected? How much time we have before tsunami 
comes? Where and by what route should we evacuate?
How do you cope with a different conditions, for 

example, if you have 60 minutes before tsunami comes.
What can you do to make this dilemmatic choice less 

serious by preparedness measures? --- To share 
everyday routine is one thing, while to know (mobile) 
telephone  number is another. Both are useful to know 
whether or not the woman is at home, It is also good 
to help her to make the house quake-proof to avoid the 
bad situation that she is trapped under the collapsed 
house before tsunami comes.
Aid materials should be prepared in the community, 

such as a bug shovel,  a portable jack ,and a cart.





“Narrative” vs. “Logico-scientific” or “paradigmatic” modes of 
thought

The “narrative mode of thought,” proposed by J. S. Bruner 
(1986), has galvanized research in many fields, from 
developmental and clinical psychology to sociology, social 
welfare, management, and even medical science. The 
narrative mode stands in sharp contrast to “Logico-
scientific or paradigmatic modes of thought” and, though 
their objectives vary widely, sets of research studies in 
each of the above fields now display some common 
features based on the narrative approach. Their 
cumulative impact supports the claim that a fundamental 
epistemological and methodological shift, called “narrative 
turn,” has occurred almost simultaneously across multiple 
research domains. 



1.1 From disaster prevention to disaster preparedness
Disaster damage reduction is yet another research area 
that stands to gain considerably from this “narrative turn.”
We see two major drivers for such potential. First, efforts 
toward disaster reduction may shift the principal concern 
from disaster prevention or mitigation models, led 
exclusively by disaster experts, to a more inclusive 
approach to disaster preparedness or disaster response 
that involves many more stakeholders, such as local 
citizens, local government staff, and volunteer aid workers. 
The former model approached disaster reduction largely 
as a battle between selected authorities and Mother 
Nature’s destructive power. The “logico- scientific or 
paradigmatic mode of thought” fits well with such a model, 
one that expects disaster experts to describe, predict, and 
control natural phenomena, while ordinary people are 
taught to simply follow protocols designed by the “experts.”



However, such a paradigmatic, top-down approach may 
now be less than optimal, particularly for developed nations. 
One reason is that, as more hardware-based counter-
measures are deployed to mitigate the more common 
hazards, the marginal utility of those measures tends to 
diminish. It then becomes more critical to minimize the 
remaining risks and to deal with differing views on their 
reduction by implementing location-specific, uniquely 
regional and culture-bound measures. Thus, at this stage, 
disaster damage reduction should focus much more on 
personal, positional, regional, and cultural differences than 
on universal features common to all locales. Contemporary 
approaches to disaster reduction need to become more 
concerned with human-to-human relations, such as conflict 
resolution and consensus building among people, rather 
than human-to-nature relations. Disaster reduction also 
needs more active participation by the various stakeholders 
than in the past. 



The “narrative mode” is more suitable for these purposes 
than the “logico-scientific mode” that has dominated this 
field thus far. In a modern “individualized” society (Beck, 
1986), we are all required to create our own life stories as 
well as play the leading role. Life stories or narratives are 
defined in the form of statements by which we order and 
make sense of a series of events, with a special emphasis 
on specific details and unique experiences. This contrasts 
sharply with “theories” produced by logico-scientific or 
paradigmatic modes of thought, by which we may strive to 
accomplish the same ends, but with a special interest in 
identifying general mechanisms or universal laws. Though 
worthwhile, the latter emphasis tends to devalue significant 
local factors and variations, often retained only through 
individual experience. 



Thus, what we need now is to help local people 
produce their own disaster reduction-related narratives, by 
which they can organize their own ways to survive and 
manage disasters. Such narratives may not be as 
universally applicable as theories, but they may be more 
useful when viewed in terms of personal, positional, and 
regional specificities. For disaster reduction within a 
specific location at a specific point of time, the narrative 
mode might help us much more than theory. 



Yet, a blindly bottom-up approach would also be 
ineffective. It is not sufficient just to generate personal 
disaster reduction narratives, without any effort to compare, 
reach compromises, and combine potentially conflicting 
narratives. We also need narrative-related tools, devices, 
and procedures that will allow us to blend competing 
narratives skillfully into a new, common, base narrative, 
and to promote collaborative practices led by a base 
narrative. The process of collaboration should include not 
only disaster experts, but also local residents, local 
government officials, and volunteer aid workers.



This is one of the main reasons I introduced gaming 
activity to this study and combined it with a conventional 
narrative approach.  As Duke (1974) stressed, gaming is a 
very effective context for realizing what he refers to as 
“multi-logues.” That is, a variety of narrative interactions, 
such as persuasion and negotiation, occur quite naturally 
among game players. Thus, a game setting affords the 
opportunity to air multiple narratives among participants. 
We will return to the significance of gaming activity later in 
the discussion section.



1.2 Generativity
The second reason that disaster reduction calls for the 
development of a narrative approach is that natural 
disasters tend to be localized in space and time. They only 
impact limited sectors of our global society immediately 
and directly, no matter how overwhelming the disaster 
might be. Thus, most people outside a disaster-stricken 
area remain largely unaffected and devoid of experience. 
Moreover, disasters are, almost by definition, rare events, 
even if they occasionally recur. This is especially true of 
major catastrophes, such as earthquakes, tsunami, and 
volcanic eruptions. The recurrence time for such major 
natural events is typically longer than an individual life 
span, sometimes exceeding 100 or even 1000 years. Thus, 
most of us will live out our lives without ever dealing with 
such events directly.



However, this means that we need effective ways to retain 
and impart the lessons learned from disasters over wide 
expanses of time and space. The valuable life lessons 
learned by those who have experienced disasters directly 
may not span the long periods of stability between 
catastrophes, if we lack effective means and media by 
which to convey and relate those lessons beyond their 
original domain and to the next generation. When social 
and cultural backgrounds differ widely between where the 
lessons were learned and different locales where such 
lessons may still apply, theories are sometimes less 
effective than narratives. Moreover, when it is necessary to 
rethink and add new ideas to these lessons, narratives are 
more powerful than theories, since they are more adaptable 
across time and space. In other words, narratives are 
promising and effective means by which we can guarantee 
what McAdams & Aubin (1998) call the “generativity” of 
disaster lessons. 



This is one reason that I claim that a gaming approach can 
be combined productively with the narrative mode. 
Gaming is characterized by Duke (1974) as “future’s 
language.” Game players can co-construct their future 
reality by co-narrating it. As I mentioned earlier, gaming 
interactions lead participants to engage naturally in 
narrative activities, in the form of persuasions and 
negotiations, in order to pursue a better future. Thus, 
participants can not only exchange narratives that view the 
past and analyze the present, but that also plan for and 
construct the future. In other words, a game setting 
promotes the generative as well as descriptive functions of 
narrative. We will return to this point again when we 
discuss “Crossroad: Kobe,” a disaster reduction game.
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