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Rethinking	some	norma9ve	terms	
adopted	in	post-disaster	planning	

What	is	a	“permanent	house	(永久屋)?”	
	
SeIlement	
Reloca8on	
Displacement	
Dispossession	
	
*Research	period:	Dec	2006-	Feb	2016	
**Research	partners:	NTUBP,	NTUBPRF,	
Communi8es	at	Rinari,	Valagas	Gadeljeman.		



Exis9ng	research	on	post-disaster	
recovery	planning	

•  Recovery	aYer	disasters:	achieving	sustainable	
development,	mi8ga8on	and	equity	(Berke	et	al.	
1993).		

•  Exis8ng	research	looking	at	cross-
cultural	differences	in	risk	percep8on	

•  Considering	“social	repair	and	structural	
inequity”	(Aijazi	2015)		

•  How	the	built	environment	can	foster	social	
network	to	improve	community	resiliency	
(Carpenter	2015)	



•  “Nontradi9onal	Par9cipa9on	in	Disaster	
Recovery	Planning”	(Chandrasekhar,	Zhang,	and	
Xiao	2014)	

•  An	Asset-Based	Approach	to	Enhancing	Adap9ve	
Capacity	Before	a	Disrup9on:	focusing	on	a	
broad	combina8on	of	goods	and	services	
provided	by	built,	natural,	and	social	capital	to	
differing	degrees	and	at	different	(Freitag	et	al.	
2014)	.	



•  How	to	navigate	cross-cultural	differences	in	the	
process	of	recovery	planning?	

•  How	does	geography	maIer	in	understanding	
community	resilience?	

•  How	is	community	resilience	shaped	by	cross-
cultural	rela8onship?	

A	gap	in	study	on	post-disaster	recovery	

Assump9on:	a	community	is	more	resilient	than	others	if	
it	is	beHer	connected	with	other	places	in	the	region	(in	
terms	of	ethnic	connec9on	and	socio-economic	
connec9on)	

>>the	capacity	of	adapta9on	is	ecologically	and	
poli9cally	important	as	well.			



migra8on/reloca8on/extension	

•  Historical	migra8on/displacement	as	a	
collec8ve	adapta8on	to	changes	

•  Cultural	differences	are	simultaneously	
sustained	and	blurred	in	the	course	of	
migra8on	that	has	been	shaped	by	the	state	
and	community	decisions	in	the	20th	century	

•  Contemporary	displacement	as	a	trauma8c	event	



hIp://www.geotech.org.tw/uploads/Forum/
69/333/%E8%8E%AB%E6%8B%89%E5%85%8B
%E9%A2%B1%E9%A2%A8%E7%81%BD
%E6%83%85-2009-08-14%20%E6%9E%97%E4%BF
%8A%E5%85%A8%E5%88%9D
%E6%95%B4%E7%90%86.jpg

The	pink	area	marks	the	disaster	areas

678	deaths,	33	injuries,		18	people	missing	
	
Popula8on	affected	(including	temporary	
and	permanent	reloca8on):	
146,739	households	
510,668	people	
	
	



How	the	government	responded	to	
the	disaster?

Establish	the	Morakot	Post-disaster	Reconstruc8on	Council	to	
provide	mechanism	to	match	investments	(220	hundred	
million	NTD),	NGOs,	and	communi8es	in	need	(2009-2014)

Providing	public	lands	for	reloca8on	projects

Iden8fy	the	disaster	areas	
	
Alloca8ng	1,165	hundred	million	NTD	




Ranari

Makazayazaya

Tavalan	

Kucapungane



Two		ethnic	groups:	Paiwan	and	Rukai	
	
Three	ancient	tribal	communi8es:	
Makazayazaya,	Kucapungane	and	
Tavalan	
	
Reloca8ng	from	the	mountainous	
villages	to	a	whole	new	environment	
	



Former	seIlement	
before	the	reloca8on	is		
doIed	with	slate	
houses	and	winding	
paths	connected	to	the	
broader	hun8ng	areas	



Challenges	in	approaching	towards	an	
Integrated	Post-disaster	Planning

•  Withdrawal	of	public	investment	(since	2014)	
•  Cross-culture	community	development	(Paiwan	and	Rukai)	
•  Aging	popula8on	
•  A	lack	of	farmlands	(and/or	connec8ons	to	farmlands)	
•  A	lack	of	community-based	economic	ac8vi8es	
•  Uncertain	future	of	how	to	deal	with	former	seIlements	

leY	behind

hIps://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=X1AkyZyRjdo



Where

22°42'12.45"N	120°38'56.32"E	
About	16	km	to	the	center	of	Ping	Tung	City,	about	4	km	to	the	nearest	grocery/market

Ping	Tung	City	Center
Ranari



Makazayazaya

Tavalan	
Kucapungane

Rinari	禮納里 

AYer	the	reloca8on	in	2011

Site:	The	site	measures	about	27.8	hectare.	
The	World	Vision	supported	the	reconstruc8on	projects	of	the	three	tribal	
communi8es,	including	132	houses	for	Makazayazaya,	177	houses	for	
Kucapungane	and	174	for	Tavalan	

Tavalan	

Makazayazaya

Kucapungane



Reconstru
c9on	sites	

Charity	
Partner		

Tribes	
relocated	

No.	of	
applicants	
(household)	

No.	of	alloca9on	
(house)	
	

Rinari	 World	
Vision	

Kucapungane	 186	 177	 483	

Mazakazaya	 141	 132	

Tavalan	 183	 174	

Changchi	 Tzuchi	 6	tribes	in	all	 408	 254	

Ulaluz	 Red	Cross	 Taiwu	 197	 117	

Shinglaiyi	 Red	Cross	 4	tribes	in	all	 239	

Old	Kausi	 World	
Vision	

Kausi	
	

45	 22	

Central	
Rd.	

World	
Vision	

Central	Rd.	 51	 31	

1,624	 1,146		(total	houses	
reconstructed	in	PT)	

Table	1.	Reconstruc8on	villages	in	Ping	Tung	County	(as	of	December	2010)	



Living	with	one	another	is	not	a	new	issue	but…		

•  A	series	of	policy	that	promoted	reloca8on	in	the	
1950s		that	created	“mul8ple	marginali8es”	in	the	
region	(Chen	and	Su	2004)	

Cross-cultural	dynamics	before	the	
disaster	in	2009…	

•  The	planned	reloca8on	is	a	combina8on	of	
discipline	and	state-led	development	(rather	
than	par8cular	responses	to	a	par8cular	
natural	disaster)	

•  Living	in	San-Ho	in	the	1950s:	the	forma8on	of	
the	three	villages	within	the	larger	context	of	the	
planned	colony.	



San-Ho	village:	2,000	residents		

Rinari:	
1,600	residents		

Ping	Tung	City	Center C:	Rukai	people	(some	of	them	were	from	Kucapungane)	

A,	B:	Paiwan	people	(some	of	them	were	from	Makazayazaya
)	

A	

B	

C	



•  The	density	is	much	lower;	the	seIlement	is	much	
more	scaIered;	the	ways	of	building	were	more	
organic.	

Living	with	one	another	is	not	a	new	issue	but…		

•  Ethnic	enclaves	within	an	enclave	

•  The	linkage	between	the	old	and	the	new	has	been	
always	important.	

•  The	degree	of	connec8on	substan8ally	shapes	the	
forma8on	of	the	new	seIlement.		



San-Ho	village	

•  Majia	township:	ethnic	enclaves	within	an	
enclave	

Kucapungane	&	Tavalane	(Rinari)	



Migra8on/reloca8on	&	
territorializa8on	

•  San-ho	village	as	a	site	of	connec8on/disconnec8on	
•  San-ho	village	as	a	forefront	of	connec8on/

disconnec8on	or	an	extension	of	reloca8on	
•  Migra8on/reloca8on	is	integral	to	the	indigenous	way	

of	territorializa8on	and	reterritorializa8on.		

•  But	migra8on/reloca8on	without	a	careful,	incremental,	
collec8ve	process	of	decision	making	would	become	
displacement.		

•  Both	Kucapungane	and	Tavalan	were	discussing	about	
reloca8on	before	the	disaster	and	had	been	working	
on	their	own	plans	(Gadeljeman,	2014).	



San-Ho	(1950s-70s)	 Rinari	(2009-2011)	
Driving	force	 Discipline	and	development	 Response	to	natural	disaster	

Resource	 The	central	government	and	local	
administra8on	with	a	short-term	
assistance	by	USAID	

The	Reconstruc8on	Agency	
under	the	central	government	
and	disaster	relief	fund	from	
several	interna8onal	and	
domes8c	chari8es		

Forms	of	migra8on/
displacement	

Voluntary	base	 Forced-reloca8on	

Land	use	planning	(with	
alloca8on	of	farmlands)	

Yes	 No	

Popula8on/households	
	

Ranging	from	72	households	to	
more	than	1,000	households	in	the	
1970s	

483	houses	

Model	reseIlement	(a	planned	
colony)	
(示範移住地,	lziuci	laulauzang)	

Model	re-construc8on	village	

Comparison:	the	planned-reloca9on	
during	1950s-70s	and	2009-2011	

*The	sense	of	tension	increases	both	across	and	within	ethnic	groups	



Source:	Adapted	from	Valagas	Gadeljeman,	2014,	p.	57	

Permanent	
housing	as	a	
central	policy	

Planning	for	a	
collec8ve	
reloca8on	

Designa8ng	the	
original	

seIlement	as	
hazardous	zone	

Tribe	1	:	Kucapugane	:	177	households	
(reloca8on	as	refugees)	

Tribe	2	:	Makazayazaya:	132	households	
(reloca8on	as	extension)	

Tribe	3	:	Tavalan:	174	households	
(reloca8on	as	interim	housing)	

Site	visits	by	the	experts	

The	tribal	mee8ngs	

Screening	of	the	applica8on	



How	the	differences	are	constructed	and	
sustained	

•  Cultural	differences	(regarding	their	cultural	
values	and	social	hierarchy)	

>	connected	to	their	differences	in	biographies/
memories	of	displacement	

•  Eco-economic	differences	(regarding	their	
material	loss	and	sense	of	loss)		
	

•  Spa8al	differences	(regarding	their	connec8vity,	
such	as	distances	to	previous	seIlement)	



Differences	in	understanding	the	disaster	
and	displacement	displacement		

• Loss of properties and tangible heritage 
(treasures, belongs, photos, etc.)

• Loss of possibilities to sorting out things 
from the past

• Loss of footholds (the talking about the 
ground being totally washed away)



Sense	of	territory	has	been	
reinforced	on	a	daily	basis			



Similari9es	in	their	responses	to	
disasters	and	displacement	

•  Heavy	reliance	on	family,	friends,	and	
neighbours	through	informal	social	networks	
enabling	mutual	aid,	communica8on,	
improvisa8on,	and	flexibility	(like	the	case	of	
Neah	Bay	in	WA,	Freitag	et	al.	2014)	
	



Differences	in	their	responses	to	
disasters	and	displacement	

It	seems	that	the	“differences”	are	related	to	their	
capaci9es	of	adapta9on	(closely	related	to	their	
connec9vity	-	connec9ons	with	significant	places)	
rather	than	essen9al	cultural	differences.	

Differences	in	their	histories/experiences	of	
par9cipa9on	in	tourism:	Kocapungane	has	a	longer	
history	of	engaging	in	eco-tourism	than	the	other	two	
tribes.	



Sites		of	nego9a9on	I:		
Loca8ng	farmlands	for	economic	recovery	

Makazayazaya Kucapungane	

Sources	of	farmlands	 Old	Majia	 Old	Kucapungane	or/and	
Sanhe	village	

Place	iden8ty	and	
farming	

The	whole	Majia	
Township	

Unclear	

Marke8ng	strategies	 Branding	In	partnership	
with	ecological	tourism	
agencies	

Unclear	

Quinoa	growing	in	Makazayazaya	and	Kucapungane	 By	William	Lai	



Sites		of	nego9a9on	I:		
Loca8ng	farmlands	for	economic	recovery	

Makazayazaya
	

Kucapungane	

Sources	of	farmlands	 Old	Makazayazaya	and	
other	villages	

Old	Kucapungane	

Place	iden8ty	and	
farming	

The	whole	Majia	
Township	

Unclear	

Marke8ng	strategies	 Branding	In	partnership	
with	ecological	tourism	
agencies	

Unclear	

Coffee	growing	in	Majia	and	Kucapungane	



•  The	Paiwan	network	of	coffee	growing	has	
been	extending	

Kucapungane	&	Tavalane	(Rinari)	



Sites		of	nego9a9on	II:		
Loca8ng	cultural	resources	to	regain	local	pride	
and	sense	of	place	

Makazayazaya Kucapungane	

Sources	of	cultural	
resources	

Old	Makazayazaya
and	other	villages	

Old	Kucapungane	

Place	iden8ty	 The	whole	Majia	
Township	in	which	
Makazayazaya	is	a	
gateway	to	the	origin	
of	Paiwan	people	

Kucapungane	as	the	focal	
treasure	of	Rukai	people	

Marke8ng	
strategies	

Eco-tourism	 Na8onal	heritage,	with	a	
recogni8on	by	World	
Monument	Fund	

By	William	Lai	





The	Community	Development	Center	and	some	
community-based	ini8a8ves	in	the	making

CraYsmanship,	ethnic	food,	performance,	eco-
tourism,	homestay	program…..?

Sites		of	nego9a9on	III:	Performing	Tourism	
	



Sites		of	nego9a9on	III:	Performing	Tourism	
	

Makazayazaya Kucapungane	

About	10	families	
	

											About	40	member	families	

A	lack	if	interest		
	

A	making	of	culture	that	focuses	on	
religious	values	and	hospitality	

A	lack	of	organiza8on	and	
collec8ve	iden8ty;	

A	lack	of	distribu8on	and	
redistribu8on		

An	experimental	model	that	tries	to	
create	a	sense	of	collec8veness	

N/A	 A	focus	on	companionship	

N/A	 Mobilizing	external	resources	to	
support	the	program	

the	Homestay	Program	in	Kucapungane	and	Majia	



Conflicts	over	the	homestay	program	

•  The	leadership	
•  Distribu8on	and	redistribu8on	
•  Community	poli8cs	>	more	than	two	homestay	programs	in	

one	tribe	



Inter-referencing,	compe99on,	and	
coopera9on	

•  To	qualita8vely	change	the	way	differences	
are	sustained?	from	a	cultural	one	to	a	eco-
economic	one?	

•  It	seems	that	the	“differences”	are	related	to	
their	capaci8es	of	adapta8on	(closely	related	
to	their	connec8ons	with	significant	places)	
rather	than	essen8al	cultural	differences.	



Geographies	of	community	resilience	

•  In	the	course	of	nego8a8ng	for	opportuni8es	
and	loca8ng	resources,	the	community	can	
extend	geographies	of	community	resilience.	

•  The	naviga8ng	of	cross-cultural	
differences	is	also	a	geographical	process.	

•  It	is	important	to	enable	the	relocated	
communi8es	to	sustain	diversified	connec8ons	
with	other	places,	including	their	previous	
seIlement	or	“seIlement	by	extension”,	that	
is,	geographies	of	community	resilience.	



Cross-cultural	
differences	

Adapta8on	in	migra8on	
and	nego8a8on	

Geographies	of	
community	resilience	

	


