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Abstract  
An earthquake, which can directly affect individual and social life, is a natural event that is difficult to 
predict. However, previous earthquake experiences can trigger earthquake risk perception and fear. 
Reasonable risk perception and fear generally affect earthquake preparedness behaviour positively. This 
study aims to reveal the earthquake risk perception, fear, and actual and perceived preparedness levels of 
the people in a region in Turkey where a destructive earthquake occurred. Data were collected from 388 
respondents who experienced the Elazig earthquake in 2020 through a structured questionnaire. The 
findings indicate that earthquake risk perception and fear are high, but actual and perceived preparedness 
levels are low. The results showed that gender, earthquake education, the way the earthquake is explained 
differ significantly with the risk perception, fear, actual and perceived preparedness levels. In addition, it 
has been determined that risk perception, fear, actual and perceived preparedness levels are related to each 
other at certain levels. The research is considered necessary because it deals with many variables and offers 
a holistic view of the research field. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Disasters are events that disrupt daily life and the functioning of social institutions, damage social 
norms, and negatively affect the quality of life (Fritz, 1996). Especially destructive earthquakes of 
high intensity can cause radical social upheavals/changes in countries that are not prepared for 
earthquakes (Fırat, 2020, p. 163). Earthquake is one of the most devastating disasters. It is not 
possible to predict and prevent a natural event such as an earthquake; however, it is possible to 
make individuals, places, and society resistant to earthquakes. The main thing that leads to the 
characterization of a natural event as a disaster is the effect it creates on social life (Guggenheim, 
2014) and the results it produces (Dombrosky, 1998). Scholars have reached a consensus (Zhuang 
et al., 2020) that the most effective way to minimize disaster-related losses and vulnerabilities is 
to increase disaster preparedness. However, people's preparedness for disasters can make them 
resilient for dealing with a future disaster.  
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Turkey is a country where many severe earthquakes occur, and Elazığ is one of Turkey's most 
earthquake-prone provinces (AFAD, 2019). In the earthquake in Elazig on January 24, 2020, 38 
people died, nearly 2000 people were injured, and more than 7 thousand people lost their homes 
(AFAD, 2020). The main goal of this study is to examine the earthquake-related risk perception, 
fear, and actual and perceived preparedness levels of individuals living in the city of Elazig, which 
has an earthquake-prone area and where a severe earthquake occurred in the recent past. Thus, 
it is targeted to reveal a community's attitudes and behaviors that have experienced the 
earthquake. In this context, a questionnaire consisting of questions and scales was directed to the 
participants to measure their future earthquake expectations, how much they feared the 
earthquake, how ready they felt for the earthquake, and how prepared they were for it. The 
research is considered necessary because it deals with many variables and offers a holistic view 
of the research field. 
 
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Risk perception, fear, and preparedness are among the topics frequently discussed in disaster 
literature. Risk perception expresses a subjective opinion about the possibility of realizing risk 
(Sherman et al., 2011). Fear is an emotional response to perceived risk and danger (Pain, 2009). 
In disaster literature, risk perception and disaster fear are generally evaluated together. One of 
the most studied topics in disaster studies is household disaster preparedness since it is one of 
the crucial elements of coping with disasters (Xu et al., 2018). Disaster preparedness is defined as 
to what extent individuals are ready to deal with a possible future disaster and the measures they 
take (Perry et al., 2001). Perceived preparedness is the self-evaluation of individuals about how 
prepared they are for an upcoming earthquake (Kirschenbaum et al., 2017). 
 
Some studies reveal the relationships between perceived disaster risk and fear and preparedness. 
Numerous studies have revealed perceived disaster risk (Miceli et al., 2008; Xu et al., 2018) and 
fear (Takao et al., 2004; Rüstemli and Karancı, 1999) positively affect disaster preparedness. 
There are also studies stating a negative relationship between disaster preparedness and 
perceived disaster risk and fear (Qing et al., 2021) or that there is no relationship between risk 
perception and preparedness (Lindell and Whitney, 2000; Siegrist and Gutscher, 2006). 
 
Numerous studies have evaluated factors such as household socioeconomic characteristics, 
disaster knowledge, and making sense of disaster as the main variables affecting risk perception, 
fear, and preparedness (Russel et al., 1995; Perry et al., 2001; Ao et al., 2021). Sociodemographic 
factors can affect disaster risk perception, fear, and preparedness. The literature states that 
gender, age, education and income level, and homeownership are critical sociodemographic 
factors affecting disaster preparedness (Mulilis, 2000; Takao et al., 2004). Some empirical 
research; found that women, youth, educated, high-income, and homeowners are more prepared 
for disasters (Russel et al., 1995; Mulilis et al., 2000; Ao et al., 2021). However, some studies found 
that men, the elderly, and tenants are more prepared for disasters (Mohammad-pajooh and Aziz, 
2014; Azim and Islam, 2016). Some studies reveal that perceived preparedness is related to 
factors such as age, gender, and living in high seismic risk areas (Kirschenbaum et al., 2017). In 
addition, studies show significant relationships between gender, age, education level, number of 
children, ethnicity, and social class and perceived risk and fear (Armaş, 2006; Baytiyeh and Öcal, 
2016; Goltz and Bourque, 2017). 
 
Disaster knowledge is another factor that affects risk perception, fear, and disaster preparedness. 
Studies often reveal that disaster knowledge positively impacts disaster preparedness. Some 
studies conducted in Japan (Shaw et. al., 2004), Indonesia (Adiyoso and Kanegae, 2013), and China 
(Ao et al., 2021) have revealed that in addition to the education level of the individual, the ability 
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to access disaster information positively affects disaster preparedness by increasing awareness. 
Some studies determine that disaster knowledge or previous disaster education significantly 
impacts earthquake risk perception and fear (Shaw et al., 2004; Johnson et al., 2014). 
 
Making sense of disasters can also affect risk perception, fear, and preparedness. In addition to 
sociodemographic characteristics, knowledge, awareness, and fatalistic beliefs about disasters 
come to the fore in making sense (Baytiyeh and Öcal, 2016). Studies show that the meanings 
attributed to disasters affect preparedness (McClure et al., 2001; Baytiyeh and Naja, 2016; Bilik, 
2019). According to these studies, denial and fatalistic belief harm disaster preparedness. 
Although natural phenomena are uncontrollable events, the results of these events can be 
controlled partially. While individuals prone to fatalistic beliefs believe that they are helpless in 
the face of the magnitude and damage of disasters, those who believe that the consequences of 
disasters can be controlled relatively think that damage is related to human design (McClure et 
al., 2001). 
 
The literature review has shown that the studies evaluating the variables examined in this study 
together are quite limited. This research provides the opportunity to look at the area in question 
from a holistic perspective by evaluating earthquake risk perceptions, fears, actual and perceived 
preparedness of individuals in an earthquake-prone region who have experienced an earthquake 
in the recent past. For this purpose, the research aims to reveal whether individuals' risk 
perceptions, fears, and actual and perceived preparedness levels differ according to demographic 
factors and to reveal the nature of the relationships between these variables. 
 
 
3. METHOD 
 
3.1. Study Design and Sample 
Within the scope of quantitative research methods, this research was designed with a descriptive 
and relational design (Kumar, 2011; Gay et al., 2012) to describe the current situation and 
investigate the existence, direction, and strength of the relationships between two or more 
variables. In the research, the relationships between earthquake risk perceptions, fears, actual 
and perceived preparedness levels of individuals who have experienced earthquakes, both with 
each other and with sociodemographic variables, are examined. 
 
The research sample consists of 388 individuals who were chosen to represent the population of 
443,363 people living in the center of Elazığ. The minimum sample size representing the universe 
was determined as 385, with a confidence interval of 0.95 and a margin of error of 0.05, using the 
sample calculation formula whose universe is known (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970). Data were 
collected from 388 individuals, exceeding the number determined in this study. People living in 
Elazig city center and experiencing the 2020 earthquake were included in the scope of the study. 
For this reason, the participants were first asked whether they experienced the Elazig earthquake, 
and the participants who answered positively to this question were included in the research 
sample. The demographic characteristics of the individuals participating in the study are given in 
Table 1. 
 
The mean age of the individuals participating in the research is 32.93±11.02. 47.9% of the 
participants are female, and 52.1% are male. 31.4% of the participants are at high school or below, 
68.6% are at university or higher education level. 67.8% of the individuals participating in the 
research belong to the middle-low and low-income level, while 32.2% belong to the middle and 
middle-upper income group. 13.9% of the participants live in a detached house and 586.1 in an 
apartment. 39.7% of the individuals participating in the research are tenants, and 60.3% are 
homeowners. 
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 
 

 n % 
Gender (n= 388) Female 186 47,9 

Male 202 52,1 

Education level (n= 388) High school and below 122 31,4 
University and above 266 68,6 

Montly income (n= 388) Low 110 28,4 

Lower middle 153 39,4 

Medium 80 20,6 

Up 45 11,6 

Type of house (n= 388) Private 54 13,9 

Apartment 334 86,1 

Homeownership (n= 388) Tenant  154 39,7 

Homeowner 234 60,3 

 
3.2. Data Collection Tool 
The data collection tool used in the research consists of 35 questions and two parts. In the first 
section, there is an introductory information form. In the introductory information form, seven 
questions aim to determine sociodemographic characteristics (age, gender, monthly income, type 
of ownership of the house, etc.). 
 
In the second part of the data collection tool, three 10-point Likert questions and disaster 
preparedness scales aim to measure earthquake risk perception, earthquake fear, and perceived 
and actual earthquake preparedness. Questions questioning the participation in earthquake 
education and the way of making sense of the earthquake are the other questions in the form. 
 
The disaster preparedness scale in the form was developed by Şentuna and Çakı (2020) and aimed 
to measure the disaster preparedness of households. The lowest score obtained from the 13-item 
5-point Likert scale is 13, and the highest score is 52. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of 
the scale was calculated as 0.82. In this study, the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the scale 
was calculated as 0.87. 
 
3.3. Data Collection Process 
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from University Ethics Committee (12.11.2021/ 
21000650067) before the study could be conducted. Due to the pandemic conditions, an online 
questionnaire was used in the data collection process. The questionnaire was prepared through 
the Google form and applied to the individuals who voluntarily agreed to respond. Data were 
collected between September and November 2021. 
 
3.4. Analysis of Data 
The data were coded and evaluated with the SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences for 
Windows 25.0) package program. Descriptive statistics such as number and percentage 
distributions, mean and standard deviation were used to evaluate descriptive information. The 
normal distribution of the data was evaluated by examining the kurtosis and skewness values. 
Two independent samples t-test was used to compare two groups inhomogeneously distributed 
data, and one-way ANOVA was used to compare multiple groups. Tukey test was used to 
determine the group that made a difference due to the ANOVA test. Cronbach's Alpha internal 
consistency test was used to test the internal consistency of the scales. The p<0.05 level was taken 
as the basis for the statistical significance of the results. 
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4. RESULTS 
 
The earthquake risk perception mean score of the individuals participating in the study was 
6,917±2,627; earthquake fear mean score was 6,721±2,901; perceived earthquake preparedness 
mean score was 4,025±2,577; the mean score of actual preparedness levels is 31,340±7,807 
(Table 2). 
 
It was investigated whether the demographic characteristics of the participants differed according 
to earthquake risk perception, fear, perceived preparedness, and actual preparedness levels. The 
results are presented in Table 3. 
 
A significant difference was found between women’s and men’s average scores of earthquake fear 
(t=5.671; p=0.0001) and perceived earthquake preparedness (t=4.687; p=0.0001). Earthquake 
fear mean scores of women are higher than that of men. The perceived earthquake preparedness 
mean scores of men are higher than the mean scores of women. 
 
A significant difference was found between the average scores of the earthquake preparedness 
levels of tenants and owners (t=3,804; p=0.0001). The average score of the preparedness level of 
the owners is higher than the average of the tenants. 
 
Between earthquake education (t=3.292; p=0.001) and earthquake risk perceptions (t=2.782 
p=0.006), earthquake fear (t=3.697; p=0.0001), perceived earthquake preparedness (t=4.828; 
p=0. 0001), and actual preparedness (t=3,292; p=0.001) mean scores were found to be 
significantly different. The earthquake fears score averages of those who received earthquake 
training were lower than those who did not. In addition, the perceived and actual earthquake 
preparedness levels and earthquake risk perception mean scores of those who received 
earthquake training were higher than those who did not. 
 
The average earthquake fear scores of individuals who interpret the earthquake as negligence are 
higher than those who interpret the earthquake as natural phenomena and divine providence 
(F=5.543, p=0.04). 
 
 

Table 2. Participants' Risk Perception, Fear, Perceived and Actual Preparedness Average Scores 

 
 N Minimum 

score 
Maximum 

score 
X̄ SS 

Earthquake risk perception 388 1 10 6,917 2,627 
Earthquake fear 388 1 10 6,721 2,901 

Perceived earthquake 
preparedness 

388 1 10 4,025 2,577 

Actual earthquake preparedness 388 13 52 31,340 7,807 

 
 
The relationships between the participants' earthquake risk perception, earthquake fear, 
perceived and actual earthquake preparedness levels were analyzed using the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient. The results are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 3. Earthquake Risk Perception, Earthquake Fear, Perceived and Actual Preparedness Level Scores 
According to Participants' Demographic Characteristics 

 
Variables  N Earthquake risk 

perception 

Earthquake fear Perceived earthquake 

preparedness 

Actual earthquake 

preparedness 

Gender  x̄ ±SS x̄ ±SS x̄ ±SS x̄ ±SS 

Female 18

6 

7,021±2,477 7,559±2,695 3,403±2,321 30,634±7,077 

Male 20

2 

6,821±2,760 5,950±2,876 4,599±2,673 31,990±8,389 

Assesment  t=0,748, p=0,455 t=5,671, P=0,0001 t=-4,687, p=0,0001 Z=41,85 

p=0,040 

Homeownership   

Tenant 15

4 

6,883±2,871 7,032±2,725 3,974±2,654 29,513±7,092 

Homeowner 23

4 

6,940±2,459 6,517±2,99 4,059±2,531 32,542±8,034 

Assesment  t=-0,209, p=0,835 t=1,716, P=0,087 t=-0,320, p=0,749 t=-3,804, 

P=0,0001 

Earthquake education  

Yes 11

9 

7,470±2,339 5,916±2,947 4,949±2,673 33,277±7,352 

No 26

9 

6,672±2,713 7,078±2,813 3,617±2,429 30,483±7,862 

Assesment t=2,782, p=0,006 t=-3,697, P=0,0001 t=4,828, p=0,0001 t=-3,292, P=0,001 

Evaluation of the earthquake  

Natural 

phenomena  

19

5 

6,759±2,645 6,594±3,073 3,953±2,514 31,133±7,471 

Negligence 14

6 

7,143±2,485 7,226±2,617 3,849±2,544 31,431±7,918 

Divine 

providence 

47 6,872±2,968 5,680±2,719 4,872±2,825 31,914±8,902 

Assesment F=0,903, p=0,406 F=5,543, p=0,04 F=2,983, p=0,052 F=0,205, p=0,815 

 

 
Table 4. Investigation of the Relationships Between Earthquake Risk Perception, Earthquake Fear, and 

Perceived and Actual Preparedness Levels 

 
  1 

Actual 
Preparedness 

2 
Perceived 
Preparedness 

3 
Earthquake risk 
perception 

4 
Earthquake 
fear 

1 
 

Actual Preparedness   
- 

   

2 
 

Perceived 
Preparedness 

0,323**    

3 
 

Earthquake risk 
perception 

0,001 0,141** 
 

  

4 Earthquake fear -0,159** 
 

-0,287** 
 

0,225** 
 

- 

** The correlation has a significance level of p<0.001. 

 
A moderate and positive correlation was found between the perceived and the actual earthquake 
preparedness (r=0.323, n=388, p<0.01). A weak and negative correlation was found between the 
actual preparedness and the earthquake fear (r= - 0.159, n=388, p<0.01). A positive and weak 
correlation was found between perceived preparedness and earthquake risk perception (r= 
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0.141, n=388, p<0.01). A negative and weak correlation was found between the perceived 
preparedness and the earthquake fear (r= - 0.287, n=388, p<0.01). A positive and weak correlation 
was found between earthquake risk perception and fear (r= 0.225, n=388, p<0.01). 
 
 
5. DISCUSSION 
 
In the study, earthquake-related risk, fear, actual and perceived preparedness levels, and the 
relations of these variables with sociodemographic variables and each other were examined. 
 
The study determined that the earthquake risk perception and fear were above the average, but 
the actual and perceived preparedness levels were below the average. These results are 
compatible with the literature. A study conducted in Turkey, Serbia, and Macedonia showed that 
disaster risk perception and fear of disasters are well above the average, and earthquake (66.9%) 
is the type of disaster with the highest average fear among different disaster types. According to 
the research, the type of disaster that Turks fear most is the earthquake (Cvetković et al., 2019). 
The differentiation of the most common and severe disaster types in the countries may 
differentiate the feared disaster type. The earthquake risk perception and fear were higher than 
the average in this study may be due to the seismic risk of the region where the participants live 
and their previous earthquake experiences. 
 
Research indicates that disaster risk perceptions, fears, and disaster preparedness of individuals 
who have experienced a disaster before are high (Najafi et al., 2015). However, in the present 
study, the preparedness levels of the participants are below the average. It should be noted that 
this result is compatible with other results in the literature (Rüstemli and Karancı, 1999; Takao et 
al., 2004). In a few studies on perceived preparedness, the preparedness values are very high 
(Ablah et al., 2009), and in some studies, they are very low (Lovekamp and Tate, 2008). 
Nevertheless, some studies found preparedness values below the average in line with the results 
of this study (Azim and Islam, 2016). 
 
The research results reveal that some sociodemographic variables, earthquake education, and 
how to make sense of the earthquake affect the perceived earthquake risk, earthquake fear, actual 
and perceived preparedness. 
 
 
5.1. Influence of Sociodemographic Factors  
Sociodemographic factors are the main factors affecting earthquake risk perception, fear, and 
preparedness, but in this study, only gender and homeownership were found to influence these 
variables. Generally, women perceive risks more than men (Cutter, 1995). Studies reveal that 
women had higher levels of seismic risk perception than men (Armaş, 2006). However, this study 
found no relationship between gender and perceived earthquake risk. Similarly, studies 
conducted in various countries show that women are more fearful of earthquakes than men (Goltz 
and Bourque, 2017), consistent with our findings. This study shows that the perceived risk does 
not differ according to gender, while the fear of earthquakes is higher in women. 
 
Significant differences were found between actual and perceived preparedness levels and gender 
in the study. Numerous studies have commonly concluded that women are more prepared than 
men, motivated by their high-risk perceptions and fears (Russel et al., 1995). However, the present 
study determined that men are more prepared for earthquakes than women. As in this study, 
other studies show that men are more prepared for disasters than women (Mohammad-pajooh 
and Aziz, 2014) and perceive themselves as more prepared (Kirschenbaum et al., 2017). 
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Gender has been accepted as an essential determinant of vulnerability in the risk and crime 
literature and has been considered one of the leading causes of women's high risk perceptions 
and fears. However, gender is not considered a critical determinant when considering 
vulnerability to natural hazards (King and MacGregor, 2000). Therefore, while women are more 
fearful of an earthquake, men are more prepared, which can be explained by the socially 
determined differences between men and women and the gender roles attributed to disaster 
preparedness (Azim and Islam, 2016; Najafi et al., 2015). As a matter of fact, traditional gender 
roles still have a strong presence in Turkish society. However, another reason women feel more 
fearful and less prepared is their level of earthquake education. The findings show a statistically 
significant relationship between earthquake education and gender (p=0.001). The proportion of 
women who have received earthquake training is much lower than that of men. As stated below, 
having received earthquake education makes individuals less fearful and more prepared. 
 
Another significant difference was found between homeownership and actual preparedness level. 
Owners are more prepared for earthquakes than tenants. This result is in line with studies (Russel 
et al., 1995) that found homeownership to be a significant predictor of actual preparedness in 
earthquakes. Studies show that owning a home affects the actual preparedness level for other 
disasters such as floods and hurricanes (Takao et al., 2004; Mulilis et al., 2000). Past earthquake 
experiences and the fact that they have to cope with the earthquake may explain that the owners 
are more prepared for the earthquake than the tenants. Indeed the owners cannot give up the 
risky geography or residence as readily as the tenants. 
 
5.2. Earthquake Education 
The most striking result of our research findings is earthquake education. This study questioned 
whether individuals had received earthquake training on what to do before, during, and after an 
earthquake. As a matter of fact, 2021 has been declared as the Disaster Training Year in Turkey, 
and disaster training has been carried out throughout the country. Findings show significant 
differences between earthquake education and earthquake risk perception, earthquake fear, 
actual and perceived preparedness. It was determined that those who received earthquake 
training had higher earthquake risk perceptions and lower earthquake fears. Studies conducted 
in Japan show that earthquake education and knowledge increase risk perception (Shaw et al., 
2004). The fact that earthquake-trained individuals report less fear of earthquakes is in line with 
the literature (Johnson et al., 2014). Researches conducted in Indonesia reveal that perceived high 
earthquake risk motivates earthquake preparedness (Adioso and Kanegae, 2013). Earthquake 
preparedness requires a certain level of knowledge and awareness, thus reducing the level of fear 
(Johnson et al., 2014). Earthquake education also affects actual and perceived preparedness. Our 
findings revealed that those who received earthquake training were more prepared and felt more 
prepared for earthquakes. The literature also reveals that knowing strategies for coping with and 
surviving earthquakes increase actual (Shaw et al., 2004; Johnson et al., 2014) and perceived 
earthquake preparedness (Collins, 2017). These results show that earthquake education 
increases the perception of earthquake risk, makes individuals more prepared for earthquakes, 
and reduces the fear of earthquakes. As individuals' knowledge, consciousness, and awareness of 
earthquakes increase, their actual and perceived preparedness for earthquakes increases. 
 
5.3. Making Sense of Earthquake 
Another variable taken into consideration in disaster studies is making sense of disaster. How 
disasters are interpreted often has a decisive influence on risk, fear, and preparedness for 
disasters. Researchers have revealed that individuals living in areas at risk of earthquakes 
generally have strong fatalistic beliefs against earthquakes (Baytiyeh and Naja, 2016). A study 
carried out in Turkey revealed that 88% of participants saw earthquakes as God's will, a fate, and 
a warning from God, and this thought harmed earthquake preparedness (Bilik, 2019). Another 
study conducted in Indonesia showed that most participants viewed disasters as God's 
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punishment and thought God warned people to correct their behavior (Adiyoso and Kanegae, 
2013). 
 
In this study, no significant difference was found between the making sense of earthquake and the 
perceived earthquake risk, actual and perceived preparedness. However, a significant difference 
was found between the earthquake fears of those who evaluated the earthquake as negligence and 
those who evaluated the earthquake as the act of God. This result can be interpreted as people 
who consider earthquakes as irresistible and insurmountable events, such as divine causes, 
exhibit a more submissive approach, and therefore, they report less fear. This way, Individuals 
who see the earthquake as a result of negligent attitudes and behaviors may think they have been 
made consciously vulnerable and may have expressed more fear because they have to live in 
environments without resistance. 
 
Studies reveal that the meanings attributed to disasters affect preparedness (McClure et al., 2001; 
Baytiyeh and Naja, 2016; Bilik, 2019). Many studies show that seeing disasters as natural 
phenomena negatively affects disaster preparedness for the same reasons as fatalistic belief 
(McClure et al., 2001; Baytiyeh and Naja, 2016). Studies show that dominant religious and 
fatalistic attitudes also affect disaster risk perception and mitigation actions, especially in Middle 
Eastern societies (Baytiyeh and Naja, 2016). Religious individuals can easily cope with their stress 
and fears by attributing other and positive meanings to disasters (Taufik and Ibrahim, 2020). A 
study conducted in the sample of Japan and Turkey revealed that the fatalistic cultural framework, 
which sees earthquakes as insurmountable power of nature or by divine, constitutes an essential 
obstacle in taking protective measures (Joffe et al., 2013, p. 392). 
 
These discussions show that gender, ownership, earthquake education, and making sense of 
earthquakes affect various earthquake-related risk, fear, and preparedness levels. In addition, 
negative or positive, moderate or weak relationships were found between risk, fear, and actual 
and perceived preparedness. 
 
5.4. Relationships Between Earthquake Risk Perception, Fear, and Perceived and Actual 
Preparedness 
Similar and differentiating results with the literature were obtained regarding the relationships 
between perceived risk, fear, perceived and actual preparedness. This study found a positive but 
weak relationship between earthquake risk and actual preparedness. This result differs from the 
broad literature (Han et al., 2017; Azim and Islam, 2016). However, some studies found a weak or 
insignificant relationship between risk perception and preparedness, consistent with the results 
of this study (Lindell and Whitney, 2000; Siegrist and Gutscher, 2006). In this study, a positive but 
weak relationship was found between the perceived earthquake risk and the perceived 
preparedness. This result is similar to the study of Lovekamp and Tate (2008), which showed that 
participants perceived earthquake risk but did not feel prepared and did not take any action for 
preparation. 
 
A negative relationship was determined between the participants' fears and their preparedness 
in the study. As the fears of the participants' increase, their preparedness decreases. Studies also 
reveal that fear and preparedness are related (Miceli et al., 2008) because anxiety and fear can 
motivate precaution and preparation (Ao et al. 2021). However, studies (Ao et al., 2021) show that 
intense earthquake experience negatively affects preparedness and find a negative relationship 
(Qing et al., 2021) as compatible with this research. The negative correlation of high fear with 
actual and perceived preparedness can be explained by the idea that individuals who experience 
an earthquake destructively believe that nothing can withstand earthquakes in any way, as Ao et 
al. (2021) state. 
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This study found a moderately positive relationship between actual earthquake preparedness and 
perceived earthquake preparedness. There are studies that found a solid relationship between 
these two variables (Russel et al.,1995). Additionally, significant relationships can be detected 
between these two variables, as the level of actual preparedness affects the individual's sense of 
readiness and improves awareness and preparedness behaviors for disasters. 
 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
Earthquake experience can increase the perceived earthquake risk and earthquake fear. 
Perceived risk and fear play essential roles in assessing and dealing with dangers. However, 
although it has a practical side, the excessive increase in perceived risk and fear can negatively 
affect living standards and preparedness behavior. The following two results are noteworthy in 
this study. (1) Women have higher earthquake fears and lower actual and perceived 
preparedness. (2) Those who received earthquake training are less afraid of earthquakes, and 
their actual and perceived preparedness is higher than those who did not receive training. This 
research shows significant parallelism between knowledge and attitudes. Individuals who are 
conscious of disasters develop their protective preparedness behaviors more. 
 
Another issue that should be considered is how the participants made sense of the earthquake. 
The research was carried out in a seismic risk region where traditional and religious perspectives 
are relatively dominant. As a matter of fact, Turkey's Values Atlas (Esmer, 2012) shows that this 
region is both the most religious and the most conservative in Turkey. In traditional societies 
living in areas with high earthquake risk, earthquakes are often viewed as an irresistible natural 
phenomenon or divine providence. However, this research shows that the earthquake is seen as 
a result of negligence and imprudence at a substantial rate, and the rate of explaining the 
earthquake with religious fatalism is very low. The belief that relatively preventable factors cause 
earthquake damage positively affects preparedness. In this sense, the earthquake region where 
the research was conducted provides a suitable backdrop for struggling earthquakes. 
 
As a result, although earthquakes are natural hazards, preventing these hazards from turning into 
disasters is achievable. Effective policies, courses of action, and precautions at the governmental, 
societal, and individual levels are vital in reducing social and spatial vulnerabilities and creating 
earthquake-resilient societies. An earthquake preparedness culture should be developed, and an 
earthquake-resistant society should be built by disseminating earthquake training and making 
them accessible to all social segments. 
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