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1. Risk perception 2. The questionnaire 3. The survey

: : : The seismic risk perception survey began on 22 January 2013 and it is still underway.

_ — _ — The questionnaire was constructed on the factors that determine the o .p N P y. _ g J y _ y
Risk perception is a fundamental element in the defini- seismic risk: hazard, exposure, and vulnerability. Other factors Compilation availability and accessibility has been spread through the social network,
tion and the adoption of preventive counter-measures.| |rglated to Institutions and People and to Earthquake perception in the web pages of regional, provincial, and municipal websites and on local online
In order to develop effective information and risk com-|  [general were also considered. newspapers. The diffusion of the test was deliberately conducted through general
m;ljﬂlecna;ilr?g g;ﬂfg':&)&%eb%e;ﬁi&fn of risks and theé|  |The whole test consists of an informative part and seven sections| interest locations, avoiding the specialized or official sites of the sector (Department of

_ _ - _ respectively dedicated to: o : - 4 - —-—" -
Due to the complexity of risk perception, in order to s Fiapard Clyll tszotectlor, INGV, OGS, universities, etc..) in order to limit the bias of educated/
: g o i, 10 : - : ) ' .. oriented samples.
build a SeI.SI’nIC risK p?rceptlon queStlonnalre we .nee . Vulnerablllty (home and Workplace) Regione Zona1 | Zona2 | Zonad | Zonad4 | Totale
ded an aglle_ and flexible method, able to investigate 3. Exposure Abrizo 98 103 77 278
complex variables and to return measurable values.| |4 perception of institutions and people The survey includes alll o el e o 6 1;3
. . . * . . { alaoria
We opted for the se_mantlc differential _m_ethod 5. Earthquake phenomenon the Italian regions; on ?/L *:(;i Campania 72 549 32 653
(Osgood et al. 1957), which is conceptually similar to 6. Risk information and their sources 31 July 2014, 8572 ¢ A Emilia-Romagna 230 642 10| 882
s s A o ' Friuli-Venezia Giulia 298 251 676 1225
the semantic images indicated as a very promising| |7 Comparison between earthquake and questionnaires had 27 &~ 1 Lazio 200 342 14 406
approach for risk perception studies by Wachinger &|  |other natural hazard. peen  Egmplles \\ Liguria 251 7| 258
' . , - : Lombardia 12 106 286 404
Renn (2010). Furthermore this method has already| |assigned to each factor is a set of scales e bdividsd - L&\’EA\_‘ s e - et
been used in similar research on risk perception, (e.g. to which it is possible to assign a score. 9 _ | N\ 2T R olise 71 57 > 50
Werner & Plapp, 2006). from 1 to 7, Likert scale (Likert, 1932). Administrative  units =~ \‘-'\ E{]ggln:%te N gg 1;2 fgg
Our method can be framed as psychometric and cul-|  [The questionnaire makes it possible t0" mors o —E——rr (Region) and seismic {S ] \‘zg"'sgrqeg“na 20 29
tural theory of risk approach, with in addition some| |optain a perception score for each factor: zones (hereinafter ~ j;)d"a e N B T
: : : . _ _ _ ) Foscana
pc])qmponents to_ okbtam & ::_)etter overwe\;\; _gn tpgsts'tzjl_e Hazard, Exposure, Vulnerability, Institutions and People, Earthquake described) as shown L Bes \-{-’Trentino Alto-Adige 20 38 58
Influences on risk perception: causes attributed to di- . Umb 4 76 3 83
. pereeption. © phenomenon. in the table. T b s -
sasters, images of and associations on nature and en- _

) { S | & D 1978 | | _ _ _ _ Ve neto R e g lon Veneto . 229 2002 2500 2481
vironment (Szalay eese, ), several persona The complete questionnaire is accessible at: Totali 7060 2537]  4528] 801 8572
and demographic characteristics, and experience from|  |ntty://www.terremototest. it. represents over 1/4 of
past events. the sample, as a local newspaper in the VVerona area advertised the initiative.
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I 5 Future developments
L e ( I The research was funded by Italian Civil Protection Department (DPC) for the second year (2014-2015).
) 7 By 2014, a national survey on a statistical sample for regions and earthquake areas will be conducted. The interviews will be conducted by CATI (Computer Assisted

Telephone Interviewing) and an adaptation of the questionnaire may be necessary.

prevedibile

We want to compare the data of perception with the "real" data of the Exposure and Vulnerability of buildings.
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We also plan to implement new interpretations of the data on the perception closer to the classical approaches of risk perception research ad the factors of semantic
differential method and psychometric paradigm.

This study has benefited from funding provided by the ltalian Presidenza del Consiglio dei Ministri - Dipartimento di Protezione Civile (DPC). This paper does not necessarily represent DPC official opinion and policies.



