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Summary: As the title indicates, the objective of this manuscript is to explain changes
in seismic risk perception and adaptation behavior after an earthquake among different
demographic groups. The literature review references a number of relevant citations
but also cites tangentially related and outdated citations and overlooks two important
reviews and some very relevant recent citations (see the list below). The Introduction
fails to state specific research questions or research hypotheses. The data set ap-
pears to be excellent but the procedures for sampling cases and measuring items are
inadequately described. The Results section is subdivided by the major demographic
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variables, but those headings don’t accurately describe the presentation of resultsâĂŤ-
some of which are about pretest-posttest differences that appear to be unrelated to the
demographic variables. Moreover, the results are presented in a series of unconven-
tional figures that fail to provide the reader with adequate information about the effects
sizes for the impact of the demographic variables on the dependent variables or cor-
relations among dependent variables. The Discussion and Conclusions focus on the
effects of the demographic variables on risk perception and adaptation behavior but
ignore the pretest-posttest differences. This is a significant limitation because these
sections fail to address a major part of the study’s stated objective. In addition, sys-
tematic reviews of the disaster research literature indicate that demographic variables
have small and inconsistent effects on adaptation behavior, so the authors are prob-
ably focusing on the least important part of their study’s results. Finally, as a general
comment, I know from personal experience how difficult it is to submit papers that is
not written in my native language. Accordingly, I seek the assistance of a professional
editor before submitting papers in other languages. The authors of this manuscript
should have done this already and should definitely do so before resubmission.

Line Comment 44 The section on risk perception cites literature that is either overly
general (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, is about attitudes rather than risk perception) or
outdated (Sjöberg, 2000; Sjöberg, 1996). Moreover, although risk perception might be
influenced by internal and external factors, it does not “sum up” those factors.

64 The title makes it reasonably clear what are the study’s research objectives, but
there is no clear statement of research questions or research hypotheses at the con-
clusion of the Introduction. This might be why the Results and Discussion sections fail
to adequately describe the changes in risk perception and adaptation behavior.

78 Figure 1a is sufficient for a research article. Figure 1b, 1c, and 1d are only of interest
to local authorities.

89 It is unclear what it meant by “simple random sampling”. Is this simple random sam-
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pling from a sample frame (i.e., a list of telephone numbers) or random digit dialing?

99 The section describing the measures should not be referring to the research litera-
ture. Those references should have already been cited in the Introduction’s literature
review. Instead, this section should specifically describe each item in the questionnaire
and how it was measured. Thus, the description of the items “probability of an earth-
quake disaster occurring within ten years”, “fear of earthquake”, and “worry of building
collapse” should list the exact English translation of those items and list the rating scale
anchors that were used (e.g., “Not at all = 1 to Almost a certainty = 7” for the earth-
quake probability rating). The items measuring “the impacts they expected from the
disaster” should be replaced by a statement of the specific impacts that were listed.

114 Most of the first paragraph in this section is, or should be, common knowledge
among survey researchers. Consequently, all but the last sentence should be delet-
edâĂŤas should Figure 2.

142 Table 1 should also contain data for the distributions of gender, age, education,
occupation, and homeownership for the study area so readers can assess the extent
of sample bias.

144 Section 3.1 is labeled sex but presents a number of results that appear to be
unrelated to sex differences. Specifically, “the earthquake probability (the P value of
0.049), the fear =of earthquake (the P value of 0.000), and the willingness on house
retrofit (the P value of 0.002) are statistical significance indicating a serious earthquake
indeed increase awareness of disaster” seems to be a pretest-posttest comparison
that is unrelated to sex differences. This problem continues throughout the rest of the
Results section.

148 Figure 3 presents the results in a format that is rather inventive, but extremely con-
fusing and relatively uninformative, compared to the conventional method of presenting
a matrix containing the variables’ means in the first column, the standard deviations in
the second column, and the intercorrelations in the remaining columns. In addition
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providing effect sizes for to the impact of the independent variables on the depen-
dent variables, a correlation matrix allows the reader to see the correlations among
the dependent variables (see Lindell & Hwang, 2008, for an example). Providing this
correlation matrix will eliminate the need for Figures 4-7, as well.

191 The Discussion section only addresses the effects of the demographic variables,
ignoring the effects of changes in risk perception and their possible effects on risk
reduction actions.

200 Figures 8-10 might be useful for guiding local officials’ hazard awareness pro-
grams, but they do not contribute to general scientific knowledge. Thus, they should be
deleted.
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