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Data Processing

The questionnaire on seismic risk perception (SRP-Q) is built by the method of the semantic differential. A seven
point Likert's scale is used to compare opposite adjectives or terms . Assigned to each factor is a number of contrasting Graph 1 Graph 3
terms (e.g. unexpected-expected) to which it is possible to assign a value.
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expected unexpected Graph 1 shows the trends of risk perception factors: Hazard; Exposure; Vulnerability; People and ho experienced | | — | experienced
Community; Phenomenon. The red line shows data of municipalities that have PGA>0.15, the blue 7 | .. high personal risk
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The questionnaire consists of an informative part and seven sections respectively dedicated to: line show respectively the minimum perception values expected for the two PGA classes (see Table not fatal fatal
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Graph 2 shows a comparison of data collected on the web versus CATI survey (Computer Assisted
Telephone Interview). The dotted lines show web dataset, conversely the full lines show CATI data-
set. These initial findings, show clearly that the CATI survey dataset show lower values of perception
of about 0.70 points than the survey web.
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Compilers informative data are collected.

predictable unpredictable
The questionnaire allows to obtain the perception score for 5 factors: 3 > 2 - _ _ . .
Hazard Exposure ¥ . ' o which decrease in future whichincrease in future
Vulnera’bility | : | ' Graph 3 show the description of earthquake phenomenon obtained by words and adjectives used to | | | |
People and Community E Aa’ answer to the question “How do you image the earthquake?”. The red line shows data of municipali- 1 | — | | | towhich you do not think towhichyou think
Earthquake phenomenon. e “ ties that have PGA>0.15, the blue line shows data of municipalities that have PGA<0.15. Hazard Exposure Vulnerability People&Community ~ Phenomenon e to fate ot e fo fate
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The Survey on seismic risk perception in Italy Table Comparison of data collected on the web, and CATI survey data
Interpretation of Hazard Perception scores (HP) ,
In the first months of 2015 a C.A.T.l. Survey (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) was conducted on a represen- respect to Hazard by law (HbL)
tative statistical sample at national level. The survey was conducted with the same questionnaire used on the web. The Seismic Zone Semantic Differential Scores Conclusions
associated scores of the items are been remembered each time, to obtain a better success of the telephone interviews. (7 points Likert's Scale) G
The sampling plan has been designed considering a population embraces a number of distinct categories into sepa- PGA 1.00-2.50 2.51-4.00 4.01-5.50 5.51-7.00 The survey carried out on a statistical sample (N=4,000) show preliminary results similar to those collected on the web
rate “strata”. gender, age, geographic area, PGA (peak ground acceleration) provided on the Italian territory divided into 3 oo oot 5 _e=” (N. 9,000). Those data represent a good reference basis of the seismic perception of Italian population.
two classes (<0:15 g> g 0:15). Zone 1 nderestimated nderestimated g0od fitting 5 N :::j__..- Refer to these data allows us to better assess changes in seismic risk perception that occur after earthquakes or risk
The following table reports the main "strata" of the sample considered. PGAS0.15 -"""-__-__-...- il L e _:'.-""""-r mitigation activities.
1 5 - 4 _____...-r-""" "‘-»--.______ ____..--"""'" / The new questions on the characteristics of the house introduced in the questionnaire, should allow us a comparison
Zone 2 underestimated good fitting overestimated == See-T between the perception of the vulnerability and vulnerability data reported by respondents.
Sampling plan 3 We think also to implement data analysis according to the semantic differential factors and the psychometric paradigm
- 1 point 0 1 point 2 points i
Geographical Area | PGA >0.15 PGA <0.15 Total Zone 3 underestimated good fitting overestimated overestimated (SIOVIC’ 2000)'
North e 1.648 1.825 PGA<0.15 2 We consider that analysis of risk perception data is able to produce useful indications to design seismic risk reduction
Centre 560 327 887 one 4 0 1 point 2 points activities. The processing of the data collected on the seismic risk perception will give us detailed information on the na-
fleeel g PHEERIMEDe PR IEDE tional territory to launch campaigns of awareness and improve risk education.
South and Islands 894 394 1.288 1
Interviews # 16.31 2 369 4.000 Hazard Exposure Vulnerability PeopledCommunity Phenomenon We think that researches on the perception can give support to risk analysis and policy decisions because they help to
understand and anticipate the responses of the public to the danger and help to improve communication and information
CATI [PGA<0.15] CATI [PGA>0.15] between ordinary people, experts and policy makers.
== == \Weh [zone 1+2] == ==\Neb [zone 3+4]




