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1. Introduction
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2. Method

2.1. Survey data
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2.2. Respondents
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2.3. Measurements
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2.3.1 Reasons for evacuation decision in the

foreshock and main shock
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2.3.2  Risk perception of earthquake
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2.3.3  Similarity and trust towards authorities
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3.Result

3.1. Analyses of reasons for evacuation decision in
the foreshock and main shock
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Table 1 Result of logistic regression analysis of reasons for evacuation
decision in the foreshock

B Wald odds rate LL95%CI UL95%CI
BYORSIEFRMH oD 373 83.38* 4153 1866  92.41
REHKBMoTHD 367 33322* 3927 2648 5825
BBEREE) M NS 2582 3068 1669 617  45.19
AR TL DD 2.69 275t 1468 .62  350.67
LZAKADWBECBIZFFE oIS 234 1465* 1038 313 3442
SERDAE DI 2.33 814* 1029 207  51.00
Rik-BRIZEbhiznd 205 2942 777 370  16.31
BUIBELNHoIHD 2.01 16.83 ** 745 286  19.46
BR-HRKEBEDSFAIFIUH L ES>TNAS 1.05 729" 286 133  6.14
- 01 482* 101 1.00  1.02
BRLICTHTERD oD -1.90 9.67 ** 15 .05 .50
SNS(Twitter, Facebook#%) CI#RE R/ 1= -1.60 405" .20 .04 .96
BYISRELS B oLDD 139 3859 .25 16 .39
BHTILEERLEA O D -1.16 2129 .31 .19 .51
BR-HR-KEBREDSAIF( UM EZ =D -90 1247 A1 .25 .67
WL ER BN EB oD -.88 839 42 .23 75
EH -1.94  44.57 ** 14
log likelihood 1134.9
Cox and Shell R* 64
Nagelkerke R? .86
1 p<.10,*p<.05 ** p< .01

Table 2 Result of logistic regression analysis of reasons for evacuation
decision in the main shock

B Wald odds rate LL95%CI UL95%CI
EROANEDI =MD 266  11.95* 1434 317  64.92
BEET@ES AN HND 219 2785* 897 397 2025
REHNBM oD 199 19654 *  7.32 5.54 9.66
BYOREMICF RIS oD 167 9452* 533 3.81 7.47
SN DN BET BIZfTE I DTS .97 692* 262 128 538
BR-HR-KEBEDFA I ILFE>TUW D 74 1533  2.10 1.45 3.04
RBBBEEHS W7D .55 449 * 1.73 1.04 288
- .01 578*  1.01 100  1.02
BELICTHTER D oL -1.60 1311 20 .09 48
BYICHELS LD ofDD -1.55 5423 ** 21 14 .32
BT IDEERLEN oD -1.44 2807 ** 24 14 .40
FTROZENBENDEB LD -68 4.03* 51 26 .98
ZIITVDBANRELEEB oD -66  2247* 52 39 .68
BR-HR-KEBEDFAIF(VHEZ =D -.60 7.00 * .55 .35 .86
ER -51 458 * .60
log likelihood 1559.4
Cox and Shell R* 41
Nagelkerke R? .64
*p<.05,*%* p<.01
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3.2. Evacuation patters
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3.2.1. The effect of evacuation patters on risk
perception
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Table 3 Gender and age in the groups of evacuation patterns

Gender Age
Male Female Mean SD
Non-evacuation o o
(n=526) 55% 46% 53.87 (15.90)
After main shock o o
(n=964) 44% 56% 50.39 (14.80)
After foreshock(n=147) 42% 58% 49.48 (15.86)
Fore & Main shock o o
(1=1396) 42% 58% 53.91 (16.79)

x%(3)=21.63,p <.01 F(3,3029) = 12.27, p <.01,n°= .01

Table 4 GLM analysis of risk perception

Severity Knowledge  Uncertainty

F value F value F value
Evacuation pattern 415 ** 4,72 ** 2.27
Age 2.25 11.84 ** 10.00 **
Gender 1.71 .88 3.82
Damage of property 25.71 ** 1.66 .00
Human suffering 9.41 * 443 * 2.95
Mean 4.69 2.94 4.74
SD .57 .75 47

*p<.05, ** p<.01
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Figure 1 Odds rates of reasons for evacuation decision in the foreshock and main shock
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Table 5 GLM analysis of similarity

Table 6 GLM analysis of trust

JMA Government Media Prefecture  Municipality JMA Government Media Prefecture  Municipality
F value F value F value F value F value F value F value F value F value F value
Evacuation pattern 3.93 ** 3.04 * 4,77 ** 5.14 ** 2.24 Evacuation pattern .30 .09 1.31 .34 1.61
Age 144.68 ** 116.65 ** 216.55 ** 11.28 ** 4.65* Age 3.63 1.25 1.04 535 * 7.06 **
Gender .25 1.06 6.68 * 12.55 ** 6.00 * Gender -56 1.69 1.00 .61 .27
Damage of property .04 .03 1.42 3.07 3.43 Damage of property 2.02 A7 .01 .40 597
Human suffering 13.53 ** 6.80 ** 217 4.56 * 9.09 ** Human suffering 1.30 315 3.56 98 339
Mean 3.23 3.04 3.04 3.40 3.7 Similarity 1424.23 ** 1769.74 ** 1913.39 ** 1956.40 ** 2382.06 **
sD 93 94 1.01 93 1.00 Ev;cm“j::?y patiem 4 38 228 20 65 70
*p < .05, % p< .01 Mean 343 3.23 3.24 3.36 312
SD .95 .95 .99 .92 1.01
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iz,
3.2.2. The effect of evacuation patters on
similarity
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*p<.05, ** p<.01
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3.2.3. The effect of evacuation patters on trust
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/ Similarity \

Evacuation
patterns

Trust

Figure 2 Process analysis model of meditated effect by similarity.

Table 7 Indirect effect of evacuation patterns on trust via
similarity

B LL95%CIl UL95%CI
JMA .004 .0004 .01
Government .003 .00004 .01
Media .006 .001 .01
Prefecture .003 .0002 .01

Note. 25D K MHEE L, LLI5%CLA 5 ULIS% D BIZ073
BENTOARTNEAECTHD 2 L&t

PLED X 9 BRI I oA E
STz, T OB ORI, TR 2R,
WEEH{TEI DX Y — N2 Lo THEp > TV, 2
T, BEEEATEh O R Z — AL EE O R
7R T OV TRRETT % (Figure2), ®EEETEIOD /X
B =2 b OFARIMESDRBEIN B B2 o Tz
TETAT LIS DIEFEIZ SOV T, R A fFT 5
Ta AGHRINEI T T2, T OB, MR
XREHEE & LT, n= 5000001 3 F 8D
NRAT AMEERD T —2 v v FiEE W, £
T RBIT OSHEITX T 5 BEEE T B O JEEUM: 2 1
I U7 250 B3 Wes® S 4u7=(Table 7), BEARMIC
I, WTREEEREIC T RTEREEERE & (B = -.15,
95%LCI=-.26, 95%UCI = -.02), AZEREFEREB=-11,
95%LCI = -.16, 95%UCI = -.06) D{EHHITIE L 72>
Tz, WIZ, BUFOEFEIZE L TH BRI TEI O
FEICIE 2 I U 72 B R D R S . BARRY
ZIE, TR I N T, BT (B = -17,
95%LCI=-.30, 95%UCI = -.04), AZEREFERES =-.09,
95%LCI = -.15, 95%UCI = -.03)DEHE K< 72 -
TWe, ZTOWIZ, A« AT 4 T OFFIZE L
T O REHET TEY OB RINE &2 A U 7= R 2h S 3 e
WMo, BARRTI, W7 R ISR T, K
EREEERE(S = -.15, 95%LCI = -.22, 95%UCI = -.10),
WEEE 7 URE(B=-.09, 95%LCI=-.17,95%UCI=-.01)
DOIEHENMEL oo T e, &I, ROGHEICES
LU C bR TE) O FALIM: 2 8L U 7= R B s
MR S iz, BARACIX, 7RI
AT REEERE (B = -.14, 95%LCI =-.28, 95%UCI = -.01),
EREERE(S =-.11, 95%LCI=-.17, 95%UCI = -.05)
DIEFEIFEL 72> Tz,

4. Discussion
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4.1. Differences of reasons between foreshock and
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4.2. The influences of evacuation patterns on Risk
perception
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4.3. The influences of evacuation patterns on
similarity and trust
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