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ABSTRACT

After the earthquake in Indonesia and Japan, the governments gathered in Kobe and pledged to prioritize 
the following measures in their countries: Ensuring that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local prio­
rity with a strong institutional basis for implementation. Identifying, assessing and monitoring disaster risks 
and enhancing early warning. Using knowledge, innovation, and education to build a culture of safety and 
resilience at all levels. Reducing the underlying risk factors. Strengthening disaster preparedness for effective 
response at all levels. Also, in the Sendai Framework, they committed that the risk perception should be the 
priority of governments and should be considered in all civil structures. In this letter, there are reasons that 
can reduce mitigation measures of governments in earthquake-prone countries.
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Dear Editor,
countries that are located on earthquake faults, 
according to the Hugo document, should consid-
er proper management of the resilience of building 
structures so that the loss of life and property after 
an earthquake is as low as possible. Also, the first 
and most important action in the Sendai framework 
is the commitment of governments to risk perception 
against all possible hazards and strengthen the gov-
ernance of risk management. But looking at different 
countries, we see differences in the implementation 
of these commitments [1–4].

A country like Japan has strengthened the resiliency 
of the structures against earthquakes of eight to eight 
and a half magnitude by fortifying the building struc-
tures, so that this intensity of the earthquake brings the 

least financial and life losses for the residents of this 
country. And finally, an eight-magnitude earthquake is 
not considered a disaster for this country [5–7].

The most important lessons learned from the ac-
tions of the Japanese government for other earth-
quake-prone countries are:
1.	 Having a holistic preparedness (Scenario, Ex-

ercise, Exercise evaluation) to disaster reduc-
tion management.

2.	 Investing in the mitigation phase is important 
(structural and non-structural measures), but is 
not a substitute for preparedness

3.	 Extensive cooperation of all governmental and 
non-governmental sectors 

But why do low-income countries in the Middle 
East try less to mitigation measures to reduce earth-
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quake impact? Because the results of mitigation 
measures are not obvious in the short term, so gov-
ernments in these countries are more eager to do 
things that have an immediate answer. For this rea-
son, most government measures in these countries 
are in the response and recovery phases. On the oth-
er hand, the weak and one-dimensional economy of 
these governments has also weakened investment in 
the resilience of building structures. 

The recent earthquake in Turkey, caused a disas-
ter and catastrophe status and requested interna-
tional aid from the government of this country, if it 
happened in Japan, it would have been managed by 
the local and national governments.

It is very painful to hear about the death of more 
than 50,000 people in Turkey and Syria at a time 
when all governments should adhere to the Hyo-
go and Sendai framework. Appreciating all meas-
ures taken in the response and recovery phase, the 
need to invest in the resilience of structures in these 
countries is quite clear. Therefore, international or-
ganizations and high-income countries should help 
the governments in these countries to fulfill their 
commitment to the Sendai document. And the gov-
ernments of these countries should be forced to 
implement their obligations in the field of mitigation 
and structural resilience.
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