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Abstract

:

Emergencies and disasters typically affect entire communities, cause substantial losses and disruption, and result in a significant and persistent mental health burden. There is currently a paucity of evidence on safe and effective individual- and community-level strategies for improving mental health before, during, and after such events. In October 2018, the World Health Organization (WHO) Centre for Health Development (WHO Kobe Centre) convened a meeting bringing together leading Asia Pacific and international disaster research experts. The expert meeting identified key research needs in five major areas, one being “Psychosocial management before, during, and after emergencies and disasters”. Experts for this research area identified critical gaps in observational research (i.e., the monitoring of long-term psychological consequences) and interventional research (i.e., the development and evaluation of individual- and community-level interventions). Three key research issues were identified. First, experts underscored the need for a standardized and psychometrically robust instrument that classified the mental health/psychosocial risk of people within both a clinical and community setting. Then, the need for a standardization of methods for prevention, screening, diagnosis, and treatment for affected people was highlighted. Finally, experts called for a better identification of before, during, and after emergency or disaster assets associated with greater community resilience.
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1. Introduction


Large-scale emergency and disaster events, resulting from natural, technological, or human causes, often affect entire communities. They invariably yield significant human and capital injuries and losses coupled with prolonged social and infrastructure disruption. Moreover, emergencies and disasters typically place a significant and persistent mental health burden on those directly and indirectly affected, together with those who respond and their associated services. As a result, public health organizations are charged with intervening and helping citizens and communities cope in the aftermath of emergencies and disasters. The public health response during and after emergencies and disasters has historically focused on protecting populations from immediate threats [1]. However, the role of public health and health systems in providing sustained psychosocial support for directly and indirectly affected victims, the long-term monitoring of psychological profiles, and delivering ongoing strategies for enhancing resilience may be just as important [2].



In October 2018, the World Health Organization (WHO) Centre for Health Development (WHO Kobe Centre) convened a meeting in order to identify key emergency and disaster research needs. A panel of invited experts from the WHO, WHO Thematic Platform for Health Emergency and Disaster Risk Management (Health-EDRM) Research Network (TPRN), World Association for Disaster and Emergency Medicine, and the Japan International Cooperation Agency, along with delegates to the Asia Pacific Conference for Disaster Medicine 2018, was convened [3]. The panel was informed by multiple sources, including the progress and implementation of the Sendai Framework on Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–2030 [4], documentation from the 3rd UN World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (including the establishment of TPRN), and literature on the recommended Health-EDRM research activities [5,6,7,8]. After a review of these documents, together with appraising existing projects and activities, five major areas of research need were identified. These were clustered and named under the following banners: (i) Health data management before, during, and after emergencies and disasters; (ii) Psychosocial management before, during, and after emergencies and disasters, and other medium- and long-term effects on the public health and health systems, the topic of this paper; (iii) Community emergency and disaster risk management, including risk literacy and addressing needs of sub-populations; (iv) Health workforce development for health emergency and disaster risk management; and, (v) Research methods and ethics.




2. Material and Methods


The content of this discussion paper arises from the WHO Kobe Centre convened panel’s deliberations, based on available evidence and their expertise in psychosocial management before, during, and after emergencies and disasters. The lead discussant (Yoshiharu Kim), the rapporteur (Mélissa Généreux), and the other experts who participated to the discussion (n = 7) primarily sought to (i) identify critical gaps in scientific evidence in this major area of research, as well as (ii) discuss concrete research questions and issues, with the aim of potentially resolving these gaps through collaboration among Asian Pacific regional and global researchers and related stakeholders. Additionally, the panel aimed to assess knowledge-to-practice gaps in order to better integrate current expertise and research in this area for each disaster management phase.




3. Results


A consensus emerged among the expert panel that there is currently a paucity of evidence on safe and effective individual- and community-level strategies for monitoring and improving psychosocial health and building resilience before, during, and after emergencies and disasters.



3.1. Critical Research Gap Identification


The discussion on critical gaps in scientific evidence led to the identification of three priorities in research, namely the monitoring of long-term psychological consequences; the need for individual-level interventions; and the need for community-level interventions. Each of these identified gaps are now described in turn.



3.1.1. Monitoring of the Long-Term Psychological Consequences


In order to strengthen current psychosocial strategies to promote health and wellbeing before, during, and after emergencies and disasters, the monitoring of people’s psychological profile needs to be harmonized or standardized. Such standardized monitoring enables population patterns to be followed over time, across the phases of the emergency or disaster, and provides an empirical characterization of recovery for the whole population and various important subgroups. Moreover, it would enable national and international comparisons to be drawn and facilitate a better understanding of community-level psychosocial wellbeing. Ideally, any standardized instrument would be derived from routinely collected information, thereby reducing participant burden and also being available before, during, and after emergencies and disasters. Many studies have reported both persistent adverse outcomes (notably post-traumatic stress disorders (PTSD) or symptoms (PTSS), anxiety, and depression) and positive outcomes (e.g., post-traumatic growth, and closer sense of community) for years following exposure to natural or anthropogenic disasters. Moreover, these positive and negative effects have been observed among those directly affected by the emergency or disaster, and also among those peripherally affected, such as workers and caregivers, and the wider population. However, community-level profiles are often left unmeasured prior to emergencies or disasters, making longitudinal recovery patterns difficult to fully ascertain. This is further compounded by the fact that specific sub-groups are often disproportionally impacted, may have differential recovery periods, and that the impact may vary greatly according to exposure type and intensity [9,10,11,12,13,14,15]. Children and youth, the elderly, those socioeconomically deprived, and disabled people frequently carry this disproportionate burden. Although standardization of exposure and outcome measures is desirable and central, this should not preclude the additional use and reporting of other culturally or geographically specific measures. Various indigenous and other groups of people around the globe define health and wellbeing in different but equally valid ways, and this should be acknowledged and respected in any form of reporting or monitoring.




3.1.2. Individual-Level Interventions


To better understand the psychosocial risks, vulnerabilities, and capacities following an emergency or disaster, a wide range of individual-level interventions need to be developed and evaluated, both in clinical and community-based settings. Such interventions should include, but are not limited to, self-care programs, humanitarian support, psychological first aid, prevention, screening and diagnosis tools for both health and non-health workers, and medication required for various types of sequelae mental health problems [16,17]. Preventive interventions are thought to be especially important to reduce the risk of PTSD and depression among workers who are acutely exposed [18], including first responders (e.g., fire, police, emergency medical staff). It is also critical to ensure that validated clinical interventions and tools can be shared and used more widely, through training, guidelines, repositories, and communication and dissemination strategies. Guidelines for the appropriate use of the interventions and tools must be clearly articulated, and their misuse must be avoided.




3.1.3. Community-Level Interventions


In a similar vein to the above, there is a need to further develop and evaluate community-level strategies, such as psychosocial education (before emergency or disaster), addressing the unmet psychosocial needs through self-help groups and dynamic group psychotherapy (after emergency or disaster), cultivating community resilience, empowering the citizens, and mobilizing the community (before, during, and after emergency or disaster) [19,20,21,22]. An evidence base of interventions that have empirically demonstrated successful implementation and efficacy needs to be developed and established. As for individual-level interventions, there is an added need for enhanced knowledge translation strategies so that lessons learned from community-level interventions can be pooled, shared, and used on a broader basis.





3.2. Proposed Research Questions and Issues


Concrete research questions were proposed to meet each of the identified knowledge gaps. The first question pertained to the classification of people exposed to a disaster according to their level of psychosocial need. Currently, multiple and often inconsistent definitions are employed. It was advocated that an epidemiological tool (i.e., a standardized and psychometrically robust instrument) should be developed and validated for the classification of risk (e.g., high-risk, mid-risk, and low-risk) for people exposed to an emergency or disaster. Drawing on the social determinants of health framework, a wide range of risks and assets previously documented in the scientific literature should underpin the construction of this tool [23,24,25]. Broadly, it is likely to include the following:

	
Before emergency or disaster: pre-existing risk and protective factors;



	
During emergency or disaster: exposure to primary stressors, human and material losses;



	
After emergency or disaster: exposure to secondary stressors, and access and use of local resources.








As the emergency or disaster impacts invariably extend beyond the clinical setting, the tool should be suitable for patients within that setting but also for persons within the wider community (e.g., conducting a community health survey). As such, it is likely the tool will have robust screening rather than definitive clinical exposure diagnostic properties. The validation of this tool should be performed using longitudinal and multi-centric studies, and should focus on its ability to predict various outcomes, like PTSD, other psychological symptoms (including psychological distress, anxiety, and depressive symptoms), maladaptive behaviors (including alcohol and drug abuse), self-care, quality of life, and positive outcomes (including post-traumatic growth).



The need to standardize interventions delivered to people exposed to a disaster using evidence-based best practices was also stressed. Panel members suggested the development and validation of methods to screen, diagnose, and treat people exposed to a disaster in clinical and community-based settings. Such clinical tools should frame emerging practices, such as risk screening by community members, by ensuring that they are both effective and safe, and by underlining the conditions for success of such methods.



Finally, panel members called for a better identification of what makes a community resilient, through an assessment of before, during, and after emergency or disaster assets (i.e., characteristics, strengths, and resources) that are associated with greater community resilience. Local knowledge should be considered in the same manner as scientific knowledge. Having been through a unique and informative experience, the local health workforce involved in psychosocial management must draw and share lessons in the aftermath of a disaster (in close collaboration with researchers and community members) through case studies. Guidelines for their reporting of these studies should include the following.



	
What were the needs and assets in the local community?



	
How and by whom were these needs and assets addressed?



	
What were the barriers and the success factors for sustaining resilience and recovery?






Standards (or format) to report case studies should facilitate the pooling and the sharing of such local evidence. Moreover, respective roles of health and non-health sectors need to be clarified, as community resilience absolutely requires a cross-sectoral approach. In time, these case studies could be subjected to meta-analyses in order to distill common features that transcend each unique emergency or disaster-ravaged community.





4. Discussion


The current research gaps and priorities in psychosocial management after emergencies and disasters identified by the expert panel are, perhaps unsurprisingly, mirrored within the literature. The lack of long-term observational and interventional research [8,26,27,28], challenges in systematically collating and delivering lessons learned from events, and difficulties in creating and sustaining effective community engagement [29,30,31] have all been described before. However, this paper is among the first that attempts to draw the various threads of these research needs together.



Although the before, during, and after phases of emergency and disaster management are all important, the panel asserted that local efforts in psychosocial management are mostly oriented toward the short-term after the event. Once the emergency or disaster is over, medical, psychosocial, and public health teams are often required to revert to and resume their regular tasks as quickly as possible. Long-term psychosocial recovery is perhaps the most challenging task because of the burden on professionals (e.g., accumulating workload) and organizational factors (e.g., weakening political commitment). As a result of this fatigue, monitoring of long-term psychological health consequences is not usually done (with a few exceptions) [25,32], much less in a standardized manner.



Another critical area that is typically overlooked in the post-event landscape is the evaluation of psychosocial interventions provided during the recovery phase of an emergency or disaster, which are typically not routinely carried out. Such evaluations would provide the necessary evidence for establishing standards and best practices [26]. Due to the often unpredictable nature of emergencies or disasters, it is often impossible to conduct randomized or prospective cohort studies that capture the before, during, and after phases of the event. Instead, within this emergency or disaster setting, interventional research should exploit apposite tailored natural experiment designs. These will often be shaped by pragmatic considerations, such as resources, expertise, and data availability, but are likely to include pre–post, interpreted time series, and change point study designs. Together with the standard cross-sectional or repeated measure studies often initiated following an event, a richer empirical evidence base will emerge. With the increasing availability of routinely collected data and greater ability for matching and tracking individuals over time, these data sources are likely to have increased utility in emergency and disaster research. With data sufficiency, the psychosocial profiles within affected communities could be monitored by measuring changes before, during, and after the emergency or disaster and comparing these patterns to unaffected control communities [33]. Finally, learning from past events should be systematized, notably through case studies, as they are likely to inform the identification and sharing of common international problems and solutions.



The importance of identifying and leveraging existing assets at the community level was also raised. Working from existing capacities was strongly valued among the panel. However, communities typically remain poorly engaged in disaster management. Indeed, often after an emergency or disaster, various sectors within the community, particularly those disproportionately affected, experience heightened barriers which contribute to further physical and social exclusion, and pursuant disengagement. Evidence-based efficacious strategies to mobilize local knowledge and expertise before, during, and after a disaster are yet to be developed [34].



Finally, the discussion of our expert panel on solutions to fill psychosocial management knowledge and knowledge-to-practice gaps before, during, and after emergencies and disasters aligned with the priorities set by the 2015–2030 Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction [35]. Indeed, the Sendai Framework emphasizes the requirement for “improving the knowledge of government representatives at all levels through the sharing of experiences, lessons learned and good practices” (Paragraph 24g) and “ensuring that local knowledge and practices complete, as appropriate, scientific knowledge of disaster risk assessment” (Paragraph 24i) [4].




5. Conclusions


It is hoped that this delineation and discussion on key research issues in psychosocial management will contribute to the identification and implementation of concrete solutions that foster the creation and the use of knowledge for psychosocial support and resilience building before, during, and after emergencies and disasters. As for other major Health-EDRM research areas, psychosocial management requires collaboration between experts, decision makers, practitioners, and communities in order to facilitate coordinated responses when and where they are most needed. It is critical that psychosocial strategies developed to support victims and communities affected by emergencies and disasters are validated and that knowledge gained from these experiences is shared and used as much as possible.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization: M.G., Y.K.; Methodology: M.G., Y.K.; Original Draft Preparation: M.G.; Writing—Review and Editing: Y.K., P.J.S., S.T., S.U., S.M., R.K.; Project Administration: R.K.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Acknowledgments


The opinions contained in the paper are those of its authors and, except where specifically stated, are not intended to represent the official policies or positions of the WHO.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Généreux, M.; Petit, G.; Maltais, D.; Roy, M.; Simard, R.; Boivin, S.; Shultz, L.M.; Pinsonneault, L. The public health response during and after the Lac-Mégantic train derailment tragedy: A case study. Disaster Health 2015, 2, 1–8. [Google Scholar]

	



Spittlehouse, J.K.; Joyce, P.R.; Vierck, E.; Schluter, P.J.; Pearson, J.F. Ongoing adverse mental health impact of the earthquake sequence in Christchurch, New Zealand. Aust. N. Z. J. Psychiatry 2014, 48, 756–763. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Asian Pacific Conference for Disaster Medicine 2018. Available online: http://www.apcdm2018.org/index.html (accessed on 31 January 2019).

	



Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–2030. Available online: https://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/43291 (accessed on 31 January 2019).

	



WHO Thematic Platform for Health Emergency and Disaster Risk Management. Available online: http://www.who.int/hac/techguidance/preparedness/WHO-Thematic-Platform-Health-EDRM-Terms-Reference-2018.pdf?ua=1 (accessed on 31 January 2019).

	



WHO Thematic Platform for Health Emergency and Disaster Risk Management Research Network. Available online: http://www.who.int/hac/techguidance/preparedness/WHO-Thematic-Platform-Health-EDRM-Research-Network-2018.pdf?ua=1 (accessed on 31 January 2019).

	



Chan, E.Y.Y.; Murray, V. What are the health research needs for the Sendai Framework. Lancet 2017, 390, E35–E36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lo, C.T.T.; Chan, E.Y.Y.; Chan, G.K.W.; Murray, V.; Abrahams, J.; Ardalan, A.; Kayano, R.; Chung, J.; Yau, W. Health Emergency and Disaster Risk Management (Health-EDRM): Developing the Research Field within the Sendai Framework Paradigm. Int. J. Disaster Risk Sci. 2017, 8, 145–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Galea, S. The long-term health consequences of disasters and mass traumas. CMAJ 2007, 176, 1293–1294. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Galea, S.; Nandi, A.; Vlahov, D. The epidemiology of post-traumatic stress disorder after disasters. Epidemiol. Rev. 2005, 27, 78–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Goldmann, E.; Galea, S. Mental health consequences of disasters. Ann. Rev. Public Health 2014, 35, 169–183. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Neria, Y.; Nandi, A.; Galea, S. Post-traumatic stress disorder following disasters: A systematic review. Psychol. Med. 2008, 38, 467–480. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hull, A.M.; Alexander, D.A.; Klein, S. Survivors of the Piper Alpha oil platform disaster: Long-term follow-up study. Br. J. Psychiatry 2002, 181, 433–438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bromet, E.J.; Havenaar, J.M.; Guey, L.T. A 25 year retrospective review of the psychological consequences of the Chernobyl accident. Clin. Oncol. 2011, 23, 297–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Généreux, M.; Maltais, D. Three years after the tragedy: How the Le Granit community is coping. Bull. Vis. Santé Publique 2017, 34, 1–8. [Google Scholar]

	



Usami, U.; Takahashi, N.; Kayano, R. Development of specific care strategies to maintain and recover survivors’ health after disasters-intervention program to prevent PTSD and depression after Kumamoto earthquake: Case report. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Nursing, Pharmacy, Traditional Medicine and Health Cciences, TKP Conference, Osaka, Japan, 28–30 September 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Kim, Y. Great East Japan earthquake and early mental-health-care response. Psychiatry Clin. Neurosci. 2011, 65, 539–548. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Suzuki, Y.; Fukasawa, M.; Obara, A.; Kim, Y. Mental health distress and related factors among prefectural public servants seven months after the great East Japan earthquake. J. Epidemiol. 2014, 24, 287–294. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Usami, S. Kumamoto earthquake, certified nurse specialist in mental health and psychiatric nursing to prevent PTSD. J. Jpn. Assoc. Group Psychother. 2017, 33, 18–22. [Google Scholar]

	



O’Sullivan, T.L.; Kuziemsky, C.E.; Corneil, W.; Lemyre, L.; Franco, Z. The EnRiCH community resilience framework for high-risk populations. PLoS Curr. 2014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Généreux, M.; Petit, G.; Roy, M.; Maltais, D.; O’Sullivan, T. The “Lac-Mégantic tragedy” seen through the lens of the EnRiCH community resilience framework for high-risk populations. Can. J. Public Health 2018, 109, 261–267. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leadbeater, A. Community leadership in disaster recovery: A case study. Aust. J. Emerg. Manag. 2013, 28, 41–47. [Google Scholar]

	



Norris, F.H.; Friedman, M.J.; Watson, P.J.; Byrne, C.M.; Diaz, E.; Kaniasty, K. 60,000 disaster victims speak: Part I. An empirical review of the empirical literature, 1981–2001. Psychiatry 2002, 65, 207–239. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Warsini, S.; West, C.; Dip, E.G.; Mills, J.; Usher, K. The psychosocial impact of natural disasters among adult survivors: An integrative review. Issues Ment. Health Nurs. 2014, 35, 420–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Morgan, J.; Begg, A.; Beaven, S.; Schluter, P.; Jamieson, K.; Johal, S.; Johnston, D.; Sparrow, M. Monitoring wellbeing during recovery from the 2010–2011 Canterbury earthquakes: The CERA Wellbeing Survey. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 2015, 14, 96–103. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Birnbaum, M.L.; Daily, E.K.; O’Rourke, A.P.; Kushner, J. Research and evaluations of the health aspects of disasters, part VI: Interventional research and the disaster logic model. Prehosp. Disaster Med. 2016, 31, 181–194. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tsutsumi, A.; Takashi, I.; Ito, A.; Thronicroft, G.; Patel, V.; Minas, H. Mental health mainstreamed in new UN disaster framework. Lancet Psychiatry 2015, 2, 679–680. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Suzuki, Y.; Fukasawa, M.; Nakajima, S.; Narisawa, T.; Keiko, A.; Kim, Y. Developing a Consensus-Based Definition of “Kokoro-no Care” or Mental Health Services and Psychosocial Support: Drawing from Experiences of Mental Health Professionals Who Responded to the Great East Japan Earthquake. PLoS Curr. 2015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gamboa-Maldonado, T.; Marshak, H.H.; Sinclair, R.; Montgomery, S.; Dyjack, D.T. Building capacity for community disaster preparedness: A call for collaboration between public environmental health and emergency preparedness and response programs. J. Environ. Health 2012, 75, 24–29. [Google Scholar]

	



Jong, S.V.Z. Let’s Talk Oil Spill Risk. Lessons Learned from Coastal Communities in British Columbia, Canada. Chapter 8. In Responses to Disasters and Climate Change. Understanding Vulnerabilities and Fostering Resilience; Taylor and Francis Group: Florida, FL, USA, 2016; pp. 83–92. [Google Scholar]

	



Svendsen, E.R.; Whittle, N.C.; Sanders, L.; McKeown, R.E.; Sprayberry, K.; Heim, M.; Caldwell, R.; Gibson, J.J.; Vena, J.E. GRACE: Public health recovery methods following an environmental disaster. Arch. Environ. Occup. Health 2010, 65, 77–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Généreux, M.; Maltais, D.; Petit, G.; Roy, M. Monitoring adverse psychosocial outcomes one and two years after the Lac-Mégantic train derailment tragedy (Eastern Townships, Quebec, Canada). Prehosp. Disaster Med. 2019. In press. [Google Scholar]

	



Schluter, P.J.; Hamilton, G.J.; Deely, J.M.; Ardagh, M.W. The impact of integrated health system changes, accelerated due to an earthquake, on emergency department attendances and acute admissions: A Bayesian change-point analysis. BMJ Open 2016, 6, e010709. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lichtveld, M.; Kennedy, S.; Krouse, R.Z.; Grimsley, F.; El-Dahr, J.; Bordelon, K.; Sterling, Y.; White, L.; Baelow, N.; DeGruy, S.; et al. From design to dissemination: Implementing community-based participatory research in postdisaster communities. Am. J. Public Health 2016, 106, 1235–1242. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aitsi-Selmi, A.; Murray, V. The Sendai framework: Disaster risk reduction through a health lens. Bull. World Health Organ. 2015, 93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]







© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  ijerph-16-01309


  
    		
      ijerph-16-01309
    


  




  





media/file0.png





