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Abstract 

Although earthquakes are a threat in many countries and considerable resources have been invested in safety regulations, 

communities at risk often lack awareness and preparedness. Risk communication is a key tool for building resilient 

communities, raising awareness, and increasing preparedness. Over the past two decades, risk communication has evolved 

significantly. This has led to a reorientation from a predominantly “one-way”, top-down communication model to the 

promotion of “two-way” or “three-way” models in which people, their needs, and their participation in disaster risk 

management and co-creation are a central element. The reasons for this shift are many. For example, recent disaster 

experiences and research have highlighted that one-way, passive risk communication is poorly interpreted, often 

misunderstood, and can even destroy public trust in emergency management authorities.     

In this paper, we critically explore this transition by conducting a scoping review (n=109 publications) of seismic risk 

communication in Europe. We analyze the approaches, messages, tools, and channels used for seismic risk communication 

and how they have changed between 2000 and 2022, emphasizing how public engagement in risk communication has been 

de facto implemented over the past 20 years. The results reveal that the stated goals of seismic risk communication are, in 

decreasing order, to share information, raise awareness, change behaviors/beliefs, and increase preparedness. Pupils, 

students, and citizens are the primary recipients of communication activities. Over the years, two trends have emerged. 

First, the “two-way” or “three-way” communication models became more prevalent than the “one-way” model. Second, 

the aims of communication became more proactive than informative.  

Face to face, hands-on activities, and serious games are key tools to engage with the public. The results also reveal the 

emerging role of social media as an information and dissemination channel in the efforts to reach audiences that are so 

diverse in terms of age, culture, and education. Strikingly, only one fifth of the analyzed publications explicitly builds on 

or tests risk communication theories. Future research must focus particularly on comparing practices across countries and 

risks (e.g. earthquakes and floods) and on innovating communication theories and methodologies, especially by 

incorporating the role of information technologies and social media.  

 

Keywords: seismic risk communication, seismic risk education, earthquake risk communication, 

awareness campaigns, community seismic resilience, Europe, seismic risk communication review  

1 Introduction 

Risk communication is a key component of risk management. It influences awareness and 

preparedness, can shape risk governance, and even change behaviors and opinions. It can also empower 

communities at risk by promoting the implementation of best practices, increasing preparedness, 

recovery, and resilience (e.g., Katsikopoulos, 2021), and using lessons learned from past disasters to 

foster policy and legislative change (e.g., Spence, 2007). 

mailto:gemma.musacchio@ingv.it
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In Europe, the Seveso I Directive (Directive 82/501/EEC) has promoted risk communication as a right 

of communities at risk since 1982. International frameworks and strategies, such as the Sendai 

Framework (UNISDR, 2015), have acknowledged the potential of risk communication to promote 

community empowerment and have transformed risk communication from a right to be informed to a 

risk management tool. In addition, disaster risk management and risk communication approaches have 

become two-way and people-centered: “there is a need for the public, private sector, and civil society 

organizations, as well as academia and scientific and research institutions, to work more closely, 

together and to create opportunities for collaboration” (Sendai Framework, UNISDR, 2015). 

The two-way model of risk communication and people-centered focused approach has been referred to 

as the first mile (Kelman and Glanz, 2014). As Stewart (2018: 2) points out, "communicating that first 

mile to reach the people who directly face hazard threats ought to be a fairly uncontentious component 

in hazard preparedness and mitigation efforts. Yet, such a participatory approach marks a 

methodological move away from the prevailing one-way mode of knowledge transfer towards more 

inclusive transdisciplinary strategies that incorporate peer-role models, adopt social network-based 

strategies, and directly engage with communities in motivating preparedness actions." 

However, what makes risk communication different from any other form of communication, is the 

close relationship with the disaster lifecycle. This requires the establishment of specific strategies 

depending on whether communication occurs in the pre-impact, impact/event, or recovery phase of 

disaster risk management (Balog-Way et al., 2020; NOAA, 2016). 

Literature reviews can provide useful insights and lessons learned to improve, refocus, or better tailor 

risk communication and assess the level of engagement of the scientific community in communicating 

with the broader public. There are several aspects specific to risk communication that can be addressed 

in a literature review. The disaster lifecycle bound of risk communication, the actors (state and non-

state agencies, organizations, stakeholder groups, and the public) at different spatial and temporal 

scales, the knowledge and understanding of the needs of beneficiaries, the focus, the aims, and the tools 

are all crucial aspects that can be addressed. 

Research emphasizes that scientists and/or authorities involved in risk communication processes 

should not only provide the right information at the right time, but more importantly, understand the 

information needs of citizens/stakeholders, monitor their responses, engage in awareness and education 

activities, and co-design and evaluate risk communication strategies (e.g., La longa et al., 2012; 

Katsikopoulos, 2021). A recent literature review highlights that trust in communication messengers, 

message characteristics, and audience engagement are of paramount importance in risk communication 

research (Balog-Way et al., 2020). A summary of best practice guidelines in risk communication can 

be found in Veil et al. (2011) and Dallo et al. (2022), where the authors emphasize the importance of 

getting to know the audience and building a relationship of trust with them to better understand their 

needs and concerns (Goulet and Lamontagne, 2018). 

Seismic activity is only one of the many hazards of risk communication, but it is highly relevant in the 

landscape of disasters. According to the World Health Organization, more than half of all deaths related 
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to natural hazards between 1998 and 2017 are due to earthquakes. More than 125 million people were 

injured, homeless, displaced, or evacuated in the emergency phase of an earthquake disaster during this 

period (UNISDR and CRED, 2018). 

However, these high impacts are at odds with the great effort put into regulations to improve the seismic 

safety of buildings. Earthquake cost reduction is not correlated with the best seismic retrofit 

technologies or earthquake preparedness programs. Instead, this reduction is associated with increased 

awareness efforts and increased relevance of earthquake risk management on the public agenda 

(Spence, 2007). This not only shows the value of seismic risk communication but also the need to 

promote it and dedicate economic and institutional resources to its development.  

This paper aims to review the literature on seismic risk communication over the last two decades. To 

our knowledge, no systematic literature review has been conducted so far on this topic. Thus, this paper 

fills a gap. Particularly, it is a scoping review (Munn et al., 2018; Arksey and O'Malley, 2005; 

Kitchenham et al., 2011; Paré et al., 2015) that spans about 20 years and aims to describe the evolution 

of communication and highlights debates about the current state and future directions in the field. The 

analysis focuses on European countries, where progress toward an earthquake-safe society is threatened 

by the relatively low recurrence rate of highly destructive earthquakes (Spence, 2007) and where risk 

communication may therefore be critical to disaster risk management.  

The two key questions, and specific objectives, of this review concern the main characteristics of 

seismic risk communication over the past 22 years in Europe in terms of: 

• practice and research  

• role in building the resilience of earthquake-prone communities 

Indeed, it is difficult to focus people's attention on earthquake-related events unless not in the emotional 

aftermath of catastrophic events (Crescimbene et al., 2014). The time interval of interest for a given 

earthquake is often quite short (from a few minutes to a few days), and reaching the target audience in 

this time window is extremely important for communicating earthquake risk (Camilleri et al., 2020). 

In normal times, people are not often exposed to earthquakes or even interested in learning about them, 

and thus may have misconceptions about seismic hazard and risk. Overall, misinformation about 

earthquakes is fueled by uncertainty, misunderstanding, cognitive bias, lack of scientific knowledge, 

or even lack of scientific consensus (Dryhurst et al., 2022) 

This paper is organized as follows. First, we present the methodology and describe the criteria used to 

identify and analyze the publications. The results of the analysis are described and discussed in the 

respective sections Results and Discussion. The Conclusion section summarizes the findings and 

associated limitations.  

 

2 Methodology 
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Our research follows the scoping review methodology (Arksey and O'Malley, 2005) and is structured 

around the following general research question (Kitchenham et al., 2011; Paré et al., 2015): "What are 

the main characteristics of seismic risk communication practice and research in Europe?" To answer 

this question, we analyzed selected publications retrieved from three scholarly literature databases, i.e., 

Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar. The full list of selected publications is attached as 

Supplementary Material (Suppl. 1). 

 

2.1 Selection of publications  

Publications were initially selected electronically and then manually revised. The electronic search was 

based on the following search terms - and the use of the Boolean "and/or" where necessary - that we 

thought might better represent the topic of seismic risk communication in a general sense (see Table 

S1 in the Supplementary Material for details): 

  

● seismic risk communication 

● earthquake risk communication 

● seismic risk education 

● earthquake risk communication 

● educational seismology 

● seismic risk education campaign(s) 

● seismic risk awareness campaign(s) 

Additional criteria were:   

● year of publication: from 2000 to 2022 

● language: English 

● type of document: full text publications scientific peer-reviewed  

● geographical restriction: case studies or experiences based in European countries.  

We searched Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar to obtain the most comprehensive coverage 

of scientific publications (Table 1). Some additional documents were retrieved via citations found in 

the electronically selected publications. 

The search shortlisted 482 documents, which were subjected to further manual screening in three 

stages: 

➢ stage 1 - reading the title: duplicate documents and non-English language articles were excluded; 

➢ stage 2 - reading abstracts: gray literature (conference abstracts, reports, dissertations, web 

documents, magazine/newspaper articles), documents not strictly focused on earthquake risk 

communication and/or not written in English and/or not dealing with case studies in Europe were 

excluded; 

➢ stage 3 - reading publications: documents that do not focus on earthquake/risk communication issues 

and/or do not address case studies in European countries were excluded. 
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Database 

 

Publications 

selected 

Total  

Publications selected 

Stage 1 

Publications 

shortlisted  

Stage 2 

Publications 

shortlisted 

Stage 3 

Publications 

shortlisted 

Scopus 125 

482 313 182 109 

Web of Science 147 

Google Scholar 167 

Other 43 

Table 1: Numbers of publications shortlisted after each selection phase. 

 

2.2 Analysis of publications 

After the manual screening, the 109 remaining publications (see Suppl. 1) were scrutinized using a set 

of parameters related to the five key aspects of risk communication described in Figure 1, namely when 

the communication takes place, who communicates what to whom, why, and how, also known in 

communication research as the "5 Ws" (e.g., O'Hair and O'Hair, 2020). Articles were divided among 

all co-authors for close reading and classification. Thus, data collection was structured quantitatively. 

Disagreements were resolved through discussion among the coauthors.  

Publications were coded using a series of questions/parameters, with binary or multiple response 

options (see Table S2 in the Supplementary Material for details), including: 

When is seismic risk communication conducted as part of the disaster lifecycle? Based on NOAA 

(2016), we indicated whether it was conducted during ordinary times (i.e., long-term preparedness, 

prevention), during Crisis I (i.e., initial stages of warning communication), during Crisis II (i.e., 

emergency and crisis communication), or during the recovery phase (i.e., post-crisis, recovery, and 

rehabilitation)  

 

Who are the actors involved in the communication process and what type of engagement was pursued? 

The "sender" and "receiver" parameters could be answered in a binary fashion (yes/no) with the 

following attributes: public agencies involved in disaster risk management; nongovernmental 

organizations; public agencies involved in education (schools); students; citizens/general public; 

private companies; research centers/universities. 

For the "engagement" parameter, we used the following attributes: Mode I (co-design of seismic risk 

communication activities/strategies); Model II (joint development of seismic risk communication 

activities/strategies, e.g., between experts and the public); Model III (joint implementation of seismic 

risk communication activities/strategies, i.e., when the public is directly involved in the implementation 

of a campaign, such as in citizen science); Model IV (joint assessment/evaluation according to Loeffler 

and Bovaird, 2021). 
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Figure 1: Issues investigated and grouped according to the when-who-what-why-how-where- questions to screen the 109 

selected publications.   

What communication models were used and what is the communication/research focus? First, the 

"communication model" parameter captured a binary response (yes/no) to the following attributes: the 

one-way model, which focuses on persuasion and information transfer ("make and sell 

communications"); the two-way model, which includes, for example, audience analysis ("sense and 

respond communications"); the three-way model, which is based on social learning and the stakeholder 

engagement process ("guide and co-create communications") (for a description of this typology, see 

Stewart and Hurt, 2021). Second, the “communication focus” parameter grounded Balog-way et al. 

(2019) and collected binary responses (yes/no) for communication/research focus on: the sender (e.g. 

how to increase trust); message attributes (e.g. framing, affective response, uncertainty); audiences, 

and audience analysis (e.g. risk perception or preparedness) attributes.       

Why has seismic risk communication been performed? We collected a binary response (yes/no) on 

parameters describing four communication objectives: Sharing information; Changing beliefs; 

Changing behaviors; Raising awareness attributes (based on Bostrom et al., 2018). 

How has seismic risk communication been conducted?  We collected binary responses (yes/no) on 

seven parameters (Figure 1) and several possible attributes. We searched for a list of communication 

tools (i.e., leaflets, documents; videos, video scribing; mock drills/simulation exercises; serious games, 

serious videogames; risk communication plans; hands-on tools; infographics, augmented reality; 

multiple) including those more relevant for risk management used for communication purposes 

(hazard, risk, vulnerability or exposure maps; emergency plans; warning/alert messages; past event 
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history; risk reduction plans; recovery plans; multiple based on Venutti et al., 2021). We gathered 

information on the channels used for communicating seismic risk (face-to-face, social media, internet, 

mass media, or smartphone apps). As for the methods, we looked at whether interviews, focus groups, 

outreach events, surveys, and classroom activities, have been used. For the mode of communication, 

we looked at whether it has been in person; remotely/virtual; or hybrid (i.e., partially in person and 

virtual; multiple). We also collected data on whether the communication benefitted from any financial 

support (funded by public national agencies; public international agencies; the private sector; multiple; 

and not available). The last parameter we collected information about, was whether any communication 

(i.e., NOAA, 2016; deficit model, social amplification of risk, risk information seeking and processing 

model, crisis and emergency communication model, mental model, causal model, behavioral oriented 

model; multiple; not available) theory has been mentioned by the author(s) of the publication. 

Where were seismic risk communication practices conducted? We collected data on the yes/no 

occurrence of four parameters: local, regional, national, or international (by international, we mean a 

practice/analysis conducted in multiple countries simultaneously) level. This allowed us to investigate, 

among other things, whether earthquake risk communication is a cross-border issue. 

All collected data were coded, classified, and analyzed using spreadsheet software and the results were 

summarized with frequencies and percentages. Percentages for each year were also calculated to 

identify changes over time/trends. 

We would like to stress here that, as with any review study, the results and interpretations thereof apply 

only within the context of the scientific literature shortlisted using the search criteria described in the 

previous section. 

3 Results 

A review of publications on risk and seismic risk communication provides insights into the 

evolutionary growth of seismic risk communication over time and shows that the number of scientific 

publications in Europe has increased over the last twenty years (Fig. 2).  

Comparing publications on all risks, including the seismic risk, from 1970 onwards, similar growth is 

observed in both cases. However, while publications on risk communication appeared more frequently 

after 1989, a parallel trend did not affect risk communication on earthquakes until 2000 (Fig. 2), about 

eighteen years after the Seveso Directive I, when public risk communication became mandatory in 

Europe. Moreover, our data do not show any clear correlation between an increase in scientific papers 

and the publication of international disaster risk frameworks, such as the Sendai framework endorsed 

by the United Nations (UNISDR, 2015) to support risk communication.  

The 109 publications identified using the methodology described in Section 2.1 were predominantly 

published in geoscience journals (45%), risk or disaster journals (18%), and books (17%). Specialized 

communication journals were only a minority (11%).  

The first paper of our selected collection was published in 2003 (Fig. 3); it addresses the 

communication of seismic risk through educational seismology and aims to raise awareness of seismic 

risk among students and the general public (Cantore et al., 2003). The next paper was published in 

2005 (Camassi et al., 2005). It describes EDURISK, the Italian seismic risk awareness campaign 

launched in 2002 and focused on risk education tools; it was addressed to students, teachers, 

stakeholders, and the general public. Based on our data, it can be considered the first publication to  
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Figure 2: Publications on seismic risk communication over time. Raw data (i.e., no removal applied), from the digital 

search in the Google Scholar database according to the strings listed in the text, are plotted for all-risk (right y-axis) and 

seismic risk communication (left y-axis) in Europe and worldwide. Publications on risk communication in Europe and 

worldwide are shown to occur almost at the same time, and precisely in 1989 (blue arrow); however, a parallel increase in 

the publications on the communication of seismic risk started more than 18 years later (black arrow). The Seveso Directive 

I (1982) and the Sendai Framework (UNISDR, 2015) are shown as reference for discussion.  

focus entirely on seismic risk communication. Two additional articles followed in 2007 (Spence, 2007; 

Gruev-Vintila and Roquette, 2007). Spence (2007) discusses how success in mitigation is related to 

awareness efforts and the place of prevention on the public agenda. The article by Gruev-Vintila and 

Roquette (2007) is the first to focus exclusively on seismic risk communication in Europe and is aimed 

at the general public. It addresses the social representation of earthquake risk. Since 2016, seismic risk 

communication has been a more stable research topic in the scientific literature at the European level, 

but still with a fairly small number of documents per year ranging from five to sixteen. Especially since 

2019, the number of scientific publications has averaged thirteen per year. Our dataset provides insights 

into the contribution of women in seismology, which is the topic of the special issue in which this paper 

is included. In the last two decades, a total of 518 scientists have published on earthquake risk 

communication, 240 (46%) of them are women. 

Figure 3: Communication of seismic risk over time in the scientific literature selected for this study. The dashed line plots 

a computed trend.  

The percentage of females compared to male authorship illustrates considerable equality. However, the 

distribution is discontinuous over time and does not seem to indicate a consolidated trend, as only in a 



 

 10 

few years (2005, 2008, 2016, 2021, 2022) have women published more than men on this topic (Figure 

4). 

 

Figure 4: Female authorship over time. The diagram plots the difference between the number of male and female authors 

per year. Only publications selected for this review are considered for this plot. 

 

Figure 5: Wordcloud displays the most frequently used words in the title of the 109 publications used for this scoping 

review. 
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Analysis of the word frequency in the titles of the sampled publications (Figure 5) shows that the main 

topics covered are disaster, preparedness, risk perception, and social and that the most named country 

is Italy. Other topics are the targeted audiences for communication, schools and citizens, awareness, 

community engagement, social media, misinformation, and disinformation. However, we would like 

to emphasize that the attention towards the school topic becomes more relevant if we sum words 

frequency for education(al), student(s), young, children, teachers, and schools.  

 

3.1 The key features of seismic risk communication 

To summarize the results of the scoping review, we follow the structure of the key questions described 

in the methodology (see section 2.2). 

 

When - The overwhelming majority of the selected documents (75%) focused on communicating 

seismic risks in what is referred to as "ordinary time" (Figure 6), i.e., the pre-event phase of the disaster 

risk management lifecycle. While this can be seen as a strength in building social resilience, it also 

highlights that communication in the emergency and recovery phases has received little attention in the 

scientific literature on earthquake risk. 

 

 

Figure 6: The selected publications on seismic risk communication within the disaster lifecycle: ordinary time strongly 

prevails over the others.  

Who- Research centers and universities are among the main senders/organizers of communication 

activities (72%), while pupils and students (40%) are the main recipients. Citizens are the next largest 

group of recipients (27%) in our data sample. Recipient engagement is described in about half of the 

publications (46%) using a collaborative development and implementation model (Mode II and III 

described in section 2.2.=39%), while few publications describe a joint assessment model (Mode 

IV=5%). 
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Figure 7: Use of communication models (Stewart and Hurt, 2022) in seismic risk over time. The diagram displays the 

percentage of publications published each year, referring to either one-way, two-way, or three-ways communication.  

What- The most common communication model is two-way (43%) communication (Stewart and Hurt, 

2021). It did not occur in the early years of the XXI century, but soon became a relevant approach used 

in about half of the publications considered for this review (Figure 7). However, the one-way model is 

still reported by a fairly large number of publications (29%). Interestingly, the three-way model ("guide 

and co-create") was adopted by less than 20% of authors, although its prevalence increased over time. 

In terms of content, communication in the scientific literature focused on (in decreasing order):  i) 

target audience understanding (36%) confirmed also by several studies on risk perception; ii) message 

characteristics (24%) including framing, effective response, and uncertainty; iii) sender characteristics 

(13%), especially how to increase trust. The remaining 27% were multiple, mixed, or other aspects that 

were not listed in the table. 

Why- The reported goals of seismic risk communication (multiple response set) are to share 

information (62%) and raise awareness (47%) followed by change behaviors (27%), change beliefs 

(16%), and increase preparedness (4%). 

We also compared informative vs. proactive goals. By aggregating the goals of awareness, belief 

change, behavior change, and preparedness reported by the authors of each publication, we were able 

to create an index of proactive communication goals. Our data sample shows that communication has 

become more proactive than informative over time (Figure 8). Because proactive communication can 

ensure a better response to events, it supports more resilient communities. 

How- The scientific literature included in our sample documents how seismic risk communication has 

been delivered over the past two decades. Interactive and visual language devices were mentioned most 

frequently, regardless of temporal distribution (Figure 9). Among the interactive tools, those based on 

serious games and augmented reality are a novelty that appeared in our data sample in early 2016 (e.g., 

Musacchio et al., 2016b; Reitano et al., 2019; Falsaperla et al., 2022). 

In person communication (face-to-face scored 39%) largely prevailed over the Internet (7%) and even 

mass media (4%). Methods used for communication practice have mostly been surveys (18%), and 

classroom activities (16%), while focus groups, outreach events, and interviews were the least used. 

However, 24% of the publications reported multiple methods and more than ten percent (13%) referred 

to methods not among those we have listed for the analysis in section 2.2. Risk communication research 

and practice are mainly funded by public international (29%) and national (26%) institutions, while the 
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private sector is absent. Only about half of the publications reported an evaluation of seismic risk 

communication efficiency/performance. 

 

 

Figure 8: Seismic risk communication aims as reported in the publications investigated in this study. The proactive aims 

are derived by summing awareness raising, change in beliefs, change in behaviors, and preparedness counts. The percentage 

is computed for the number of publications published each year, so the graph shows the change over time. Only data from 

more than one publication per year were considered. Proactive aims are growing faster than the sharing of information. The 

data refer to the sample identified for this study, and the aims are those reported by the authors of the publications.  

 

 

Figure 9: Seismic risk communication tools adopted in the selected publications. Visual-language tools are computed by 

summarizing infographics and videos; interactive tools are calculated by summarizing serious games, drills, and hands-on 

and augmented reality tools; “other” refers to more traditional tools (leaflets, lesson plans, etc.). 

Our data reveal that the communication of seismic risk has no stated theoretical background. Only a 

few publications (20%) mention communication theories explicitly; among these, the deficit model and 
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behavioral-oriented models have been the most discussed ones (Figure 10). This result might only 

apparently point out that the deficit model is still the ongoing way to pursue the communication of 

seismic risk, as the data we collected only report that the model is mentioned, but not necessarily 

adopted. In addition, the aforementioned percentage (20%) is a combined value reported by those 

manuscripts that mentioned the theory.  

Where- The publications investigated in this study describe that the seismic risk communication first 

started at the local level, documenting practices implemented in different countries, and then took on 

an increasingly international character over the years (Figure 11). 

Italy appears as a case study in about half (43%) of the selected publications, followed by Portugal 

(22%), Iceland (15%), Romania (9%), Turkey (8%), France, and Greece (6%).  

The high percentage of documents for Italy could be due to a sample bias, which can be avoided in a 

future study by using quota sampling techniques (i.e., one country is used as a quota). However, we 

chose not to consider this quota because the goal of our study was not to make a cross-country European 

comparison. 

 

Figure 10: communication models mentioned for seismic risk in the selected publications. Data in the diagram refer to only 

20% of the publications, as the remaining 80% did not mention any theory. 

4 Discussion: two decades of seismic risk communication 

Our sample of 109 documents provides a multifaceted overview of earthquake risk communication 

practices and their role in building the resilience of earthquake-prone communities in Europe over the 

last two decades.  

The chosen time interval allowed us to identify in the scientific literature the beginning of interest in 

documenting the topic of seismic risk communication and its development. This emerging trend is also 

consistent with the exponential growth of academic publications in recent decades (e.g., Fire et al., 
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2019). However, although interest in earthquake risk communication is increasing, the topic does not 

seem to be as interesting to academics. The number of publications is consistently two orders of 

magnitude lower than communications for other risks (Figure 2). There are many reasons for this, and 

we hypothesize a few below. 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Countries in our data sample (bars on the left panel) and the number of publications reporting national or 

international seismic risk communication studies over time (bars on the right panel). 

First, seismic risk communication has not been considered a scientific discipline "per se". There are 

hardly any professorships or chairs at universities that deal exclusively with seismic risk 

communication. Usually, the topic is covered in a few lectures on disaster risk management or 

environmental sociology or in communication courses (Scolobig et al., 2021). Generally, risk 

communication per se is not yet included in academic curricula in many European countries. This may 

be due to several factors, including the initial limited development of risk communication theories and 

methodologies, which is a cause, but also a consequence, of the lack of courses on the subject; the 

general fragmentation of disaster risk management education into different disciplines; the limited 

availability of guidelines on standard requirements for risk communication curricula and professional 

training for teachers; the limited and often short-term national and international funding for the 

establishment of new academic programs (Alexander, 1997, 2003; Menoni, 2014; Holloway, 2014, 

2017; for a review, see Scolobig et al., 2021). 

Second, practitioners often do not publish their experiences with seismic risk communication 

campaigns/strategies or lessons learned. Third, only recently scientific journals provide adequate room 

for these topics. In addition, few journals specifically address seismic risk communication. Thus, the 

relatively low number of publications could also be due to a lack of adequate space and expertise, or 

because this type of engagement is considered to be of little relevance to career advancement in the 

academic context and therefore not worth the effort to publish (Leshner, 2007). Fourth, the seismic risk 
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community working on communication is relatively smaller compared to other risk communities (e.g., 

climate risk or technological risk, or flood risk).  

However, further research, e.g. using in-depth interviews with leading academics, researchers, and 

university professors, is needed to better understand the reasons for the observed trend 

The analysis of the 109 documents allows us to answer the key question underlying this review: What 

are the main characteristics of risk communication in terms of its role in building the resilience of 

earthquake-prone communities?  

The increasing proactive stance, as opposed to passive information sharing that emerges from the 

publications analyzed, underscores that seismic risk communication is increasingly becoming a tool to 

help communities cope with the hazard (Celik and Corbacioglu, 2010). The recipients are mostly 

students and citizens, and the bottom-up approach to resilience building is increasingly seen as an 

effective communication tool (e.g., Camassi et al., 2005; Panic et al., 2013; Musacchio et al., 2016; 

Custodio et al., 2016; Peruzza et al., 2016). Communication tools rely mainly on interaction with the 

public (face-to-face or through surveys). Nevertheless, the potential of new technological tools to 

engage with the public is still underestimated. For example, augmented reality, an emerging tool that 

is well-known among young people, is rarely used to communicate earthquake risks (Reitano et al., 

2019; Falsaperla et al., 2022). 

Communication about seismic risk takes place largely outside the emergency; indeed, the pre-event 

time is what sensitizes and enables communities to face the hazard in the best way. Transposition and 

interpretation processes are greatly influenced by people's trust in the communicator and the means of 

communication (Slovic, 1987; Paton, 2007; Çoban and Göktaş, 2022).  

The resilience aspect of communication is also emphasized by risk education programs targeting 

children may be more important in fostering disaster-resilient communities than those targeting adults, 

because children play an important role in educating adults through the transmission of knowledge at 

school and at home (Finnis et al., 2007; Ronan et al., 2008; Piangiamore et al., 2015; Rodríguez-Giralt 

et al., 2020). The increasing proactive and educational side of seismic risk communication is also a 

strength (Figure 8). Several publications (Cantore et al., 2003; Camassi et al., 2005; Courbolulex et al., 

2012; Zollo et al., 2014; Lanza et al., 2014;  Musacchio et al., 2015; Piangiamore et al., 2015; Baytiyeh 

and Öcal, 2016; Custodio et al., 2016; Musacchio et al., 2016a; Peruzza et al., 2016; Saraò et al., 2016; 

Tataru et al., 2016; Zaharia et al., 2013; 2016; Barnaba et al., 2018; Peruzza et al., 2018; Musacchio et 

al., 2019a; Berenguer et al., 2020; Musacchio et al., 2021; Mohadier et al., 2021; Piangiamore et al., 

2021; Solarino et al., 2021a; Scaini et al., 2022) point out the need for earthquake risk education in 

school curricula as a first step to reducing the impacts of future earthquake disasters and making 

vulnerable communities more resilient to future crises. However, communication practices and 

programs should be evaluated for their effectiveness. This is seldomly done and there are only a very 

few case studies devoted to facing such an issue (e.g., Plat et al. 2019; Crescimbene et al 2019; 

Musacchio et al., 2021)  

Although this study points out that the audience has been the major focus of seismic risk 

communication, more efforts are needed. A better understanding of the mechanisms that influence 

people's perceptions of earthquake risk and how risk perception studies can be used to co-design 

communication campaigns/strategies between experts and stakeholders (Mileti and O'Brien, 1992; 
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Dooley et al., 1992; Wachtendorf and Sheng, 2002) should be pursued; efforts in these fields can be a 

major added value to geophysical studies carried out to improve our understanding of earthquake 

dynamics and seismic wave propagation and to preserve the memory of past catastrophic seismic 

events (e.g., Peruzza et al, 2018). Social research has found evidence that analysis of community risk 

perception needs is the starting point for any risk communication effort (Slovic, 1993; Shaw et al., 

2004; Marti et al., 2018). Assessing public risk perceptions is propaedeutic to help decision-makers 

and defining communication strategies to improve community resilience (Marincioni et al., 2012; 

Crescimbene et al., 2014; Vicente et al., 2014; Crescimbene et al., 2015; Baytiyeh and Öcal, 2016; 

Blake et al., 2017; De Pascale et al., 2017; Rego et al., 2018; Avvisati et al., 2019; Almeida et al., 2020; 

Nunes et al., 2020; Albulescu et al., 2021; Savadori et al., 2022). Also, the application of strategies for 

vulnerability reduction and emergency preparedness appears to be strongly influenced by people’s 

perception of risk, gender, ethnicity, social class, cultural beliefs, and past experiences with disasters 

(Marincioni et al., 2012; Baytiyeh and Oecal, 2016;  Becker et al., 2017; Marti et al., 2018; Vlek, 2019).  

The great variability of individual perceptions, points of view, and previous experience with 

earthquakes makes risk assessment very subjective (Siegrist and Cvetkovic, 2000; Lindell et al., 2009), 

so people may use different mitigation strategies to address the same risks (Johnston et al., 1999; Audru 

et al., 2013). Fatalism sometimes becomes a self-defeating attitude, especially in developing countries 

(Baytiyeh and Oecal, 2016). Individuals are also subject to believing that negative events are less likely 

to happen to them (Spittal et al., 2005). At the same time, people's sense of community is a cultural 

value that positively influences individual risk preparedness (Paton, 2003). 

This is also the case because it is not the information itself that determines the action, but the way 

people interpret it in the context of their experiences (Rogers, 1983; Paton, 2008). Well-structured and 

properly disseminated hazard and risk information programs appear to engage communities and 

effectively influence people's actions (Asgary and Willis, 1997; Tanaka, 2005; Paton, 2007, 2008; 

Tataru et al., 2011; Muttarak and Lutz 2014; Okazaki et al., 2015; Postiglione et al., 2016; Musacchio 

et al., 2019b; 2019c). Further research is needed to better understand how often risk perception studies 

are the backbone of targeted risk communication strategies. Thus, future research should address this 

question: how often are risk communication campaigns based on analysis of communities' information 

needs and risk perceptions? 

In the last two decades, we have witnessed the growth of information technologies, especially social 

media, which enable rapid interpersonal communication and collaboration, even during disasters. 

Several platforms operated by seismological centers provide earthquake information in real or near 

real-time, supported by social media and the electronic press, and are highly functional tools for 

emergency managers (Lindsay, 2011; Craifaleanu et al., 2011; Bossu et al., 2018; Amato et al., 2012; 

Bragato et al., 2021; Pignone et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022). Experience from various earthquake 

prone areas has shown that direct information through official websites accessible to the public, as well 

as TV and radio programs, are effective and well accepted ways to communicate (Jordan et al., 2011; 

Tekeli-Yesil et al., 2019, 2020). However, authoritative information and warnings should be consistent 

across communication channels to achieve the desired public response (Devès et al., 2019; Dallo et al., 

2020; Inal Onal et al., 2021). Social media and smartphone apps play an increasingly important role in 

disasters (Bossu et al., 2018; Amiresmaili et al., 2021; Mustać et al., 2021). They provide timely, 

actionable information during a crisis and reduce public anxiety (Fallou et al., 2020b). Consequently, 
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warning and notification systems, combined with specific guidance and procedural knowledge, can 

provide citizens with prompt information about a disaster, allowing them to reduce anxiety (Cvetkovic 

et al., 2019).  

The various technological platforms not only provide information about risk in the pre-disaster and 

post-disaster periods, but can also provide feedback to crisis managers for reassessing the current 

situation, responding and reorganizing disaster management, and providing scientific data for post-

disaster processing (e.g., Sbarra et al., 2009; Bossu et al., 2018; Quitoriano and Wald, 2020). For 

example, social networks can engage the public to participate in online earthquake damage assessment, 

providing important feedback for rapid and comprehensive macroseismic intensity assignment and 

distribution. Such two-way communication will in turn prove critical for better management and reduce 

risk and loss or damage (Katsikopoulos, 2021). 

Although social networks can have positive effects on crisis management (Reuter and Kaufhold, 2018), 

their use also has some drawbacks, such as the spread of fake news that can go viral. Uninformed 

people can prevent the smooth flow of relief efforts, and jeopardize preparedness and recovery efforts 

(Chen et al., 2018; Mero, 2019; Peng, 2020; Zhou et al., 2021). 

In our scoping review, we found few scientific publications reporting research or practice in times of 

crisis. We can surmise some reasons for this. Earthquakes are difficult to forecast, thus warning 

communication studies have so far played a limited role. Yet, during earthquake crises, the scientific 

community is busy with other commitments and after the 2009 L’Aquila earthquake trial (Jordan, et 

al. 2011), may be reluctant to communicate directly with the public (Fallou et al., 2022a); on the other 

side, risk communication experts (who are not specifically trained in seismology) may not be the best 

choice during crises as spokespersons to the Media that need to provide the public with scientific 

coverage (Musacchio and Piangiamore 2016). This leaves the field to individuals who may not be able 

to provide scientifically sound information and could lead to a loss of public trust. In addition, risk 

communication must address the problem of the spread of fake news. In times of crisis, fear is an 

aggravating factor for the spread of misinformation (Fearn-Banks, 2016; Fallou et al., 2020a; 2020b; 

Mustać et al., 2021), and can be reduced through communication.  

Because different types of misinformation can spread at different stages of the earthquake cycle, 

preconviction and debunking communication is an ongoing task in seismology (Fallou et al., 2022a) 

that requires collaborative efforts among scientists and science communicators. The tools and response 

strategies to misinformation must be constantly adapted to the nature of the misinformation and 

implemented promptly. It is critical to communicate to the public what information is available, the 

level of uncertainty, and the potential risks (Vlek, 2019; Dallo et al., 2022; Dryhurst et al., 2022). To 

be effective, this information must be tailored to the public in terms of tools, content, and approaches 

(Lamontagne and Flynn, 2014; Goulet and Lamontagne, 2018; Kouskouna et al., 2021; Savadori et al., 

2022). Behavioral recommendations should include clear and locally relevant instructions on actions 

to be taken (Dallo et al., 2020). Incorporating emotion into communication efforts will contribute to 

meaningful dialogue between scientists and the public (Lamontagne and Flynn, 2014; Lacchia et al., 

2020). 

According to our results, communication about seismic risks in Europe is unevenly distributed among 

countries, with Italy having the highest number of documents included in the investigated dataset, 
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followed by Portugal, Iceland, Romania, Turkey, France, and Greece. Some countries such as Greece, 

which is among the European countries with the highest seismic hazard, are certainly underrepresented. 

This may be related to our criteria for document selection and does not necessarily point to a lack of 

concern for seismic risk communication. For example, Greece is one of the few countries where 

disaster and emergency education textbooks are distributed to all children and used as the main teaching 

material in every school (Kouskouna et al., 2021). 

However, as far as Italy is concerned, we cannot but mention two important earthquakes that, in our 

opinion, have strongly influenced earthquake risk communication in Italy. These are the 2002 San 

Giuliano di Puglia earthquake (Mw=5.7), which resulted in the collapse of a school and the death of 

26 children and their teacher (e.g., Dolce, 2009), and the 2009 L'Aquila earthquake (Mw=6.3) and its 

well-known associated lawsuit (e.g., Jordan et al., 2011; Herovic et al., 2017). These two events 

triggered a tremendous emotional impact on the public and the scientific community, changing the 

approach to seismic risk communication. It is also worth mentioning that after the 2002 San Giuliano 

di Puglia earthquake, special attention was paid to the seismic safety of schools (Dolce, 2009), 

especially in terms of structural aspects. On the other hand, little attention has been paid to other 

potential sources of injury and loss, such as individual or community behavior (emergency or not) and 

nonstructural elements (collapse of ceilings, overturning of cabinets and shelves, escape routes, etc.) 

(e.g., Peruzza et al., 2016; Musacchio et al., 2019a, 2019b; Falsaperla et al., 2021; Ferreira et al., 2021; 

Lopes et al., 2021; Solarino et al., 2021b).   

It should be noted, however, that to identify cross-national similarities and differences in earthquake 

risk communication, further research is needed to compare existing practices for different hazards (e.g., 

floods, earthquakes, etc.), and provide databases of best practices in Europe and beyond. 

We acknowledge that the picture we obtain in this study may be biased because it does not include 

documents in languages other than English, gray literature, and reports. Other sampling methods (e.g., 

based on country quotas) may be used in the future. Also, the methodological "5W" framework that 

we used for data analysis (see Section 2) can certainly be improved and the parameters included in the 

analysis can be expanded. On the other hand, some parameters can also be analyzed by collecting 

"excerpts" of qualitative evidence/publications, which can then be processed using qualitative data 

analysis programs such as Nvivo or MAXqda. Nevertheless, we believe that the main characteristics 

we identified in the selected publications can provide an interesting overview of the topic and serve as 

a reference for future studies. 

 

Conclusions 

 

The culture of prevention is the result of a long-term learning process that is not exhausted by the 

simple use and sharing of information but must also include awareness of risks, and leveraging the 

appropriation of values, decisions, and actions to mitigate risks. Public campaigns through mass 

communication channels can raise awareness of impending risk, based on scientific and technical 

knowledge and respect for different cultures. Education is critical to building a culture of prevention 

and resilience to mitigate the impacts of natural hazards along with scientific information and 

knowledge of mitigation measures. This means that - - our concrete efforts to improve earthquake risk 
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management must also focus on education, capacity building, and the development of best practices if 

they are to be effective 

Our review of the seismic risk communication over the past two decades has shown that there is 

growing interest, albeit rather modest, in the extent of earthquake-related damage that continues to 

affect at-risk communities. The communication of seismic risk is mainly delivered in ordinary time 

within the disaster lifecycle, and it is increasingly proactive, i.e. aimed at raising awareness, changing 

behaviors and beliefs, and increasing preparedness. However, one of the main threats is misinformation 

that may be amplified by social media and be critical during the emergency phase.  

There is increasing recognition of the need to establish a relationship of trust with the public, tailor 

communication to the public's needs and involve the public in communication. In addition, the 

importance of close interaction among scientists, communication experts, and stakeholders that 

emerges from our study suggests the need for major efforts from all actors involved to maximize the 

effectiveness of seismic risk communication.  

Seismic risk communication is a process that starts with understanding people's needs and knowledge 

and leads to the active involvement of people whose behavior can contribute to reducing the risk of 

damage to structural and nonstructural components and improve preparedness.  

Scientific, economic and institutional resources must be deployed to engage with stakeholders involved 

in the seismic risk communication lifecycle and to build long-term relationships with communities at 

risk. 
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Poggi, G. Rossi, C. Scaini, M. Sugan, C. Barnaba, et al. (2021). 

The OGS– Northeastern Italy Seismic and Deformation 

Network: Current Status and Outlook, Seismol. Res. Lett., 92, 

1704 -1716. doi: 10.1785/0220200372 

Camassi, R., Azzaro, R., Castelli, V., La Longa, F., Pessina, V.,  

Peruzza, L. (2005). “Knowledge and practice”. Educational 

activities for reduction of earthquake impact: the EDURISK 

project. In: In: Proc. 250th Anniversary of the Lisbon 

Earthquake Int. Conf., Laboratório Nacional de Engenharia 

Civil, Lisbon, Portugal, 100-104. 

Camilleri, S., Agius, M. R., and Azzopardi, J. (2020). Analysis 

of online news coverage on earthquakes through text mining. 

Front. Earth Sci. 8, 141. doi: 10.3389/feart.2020.00141  

Cantore, L., Bobbio, A., Di Martino, F., Petrilio, A.,  Simini, 

M., Zollo, A. (2003). The EduSeis Project in Italy: An 

Educational Tool for Training and Increasing Awareness of 

Seismic Risk. Seismol. Res. Lett. 74, 596-602. 

doi:10.1785/gssrl.74.5.596 

Celik, S., Corbacioglu, S. (2010). Role of information in 

collective action in dynamic disaster environments. Disasters 

34, 137-154. doi:10.1111/j.1467-7717.2009.01118.x 

Chen, X., Hay, J. L., Waters, E. A., Kiviniemi, M. T., Biddle, 

C., Schofield, E., et al. (2018). Literacy and use and trust in 

health information. J. Health Commun. 23, 724–734. doi: 

10.1080/10810730.2018.1511658 

Çoban, M., and Göktaş, Y. (2022). Which training method is 

more effective in earthquake training: Digital game, drill, or 

traditional training?. Smart Learn. Environ. 9, 23. 

doi:10.1186/s40561-022-00202-0 

Courboulex, F., Berenguer, J.L., Tocheport, A., Bouin, M.P., 

Calais, E., Esnault, Y., Larroque, C., Nolet, G., Virieux, J. 

(2012). Sismos a l'Ecole: A Worldwide Network of Real-Time 

Seismometers in Schools. Seismol. Res. Lett. 83, 870-873. 

doi:10.1785/0220110139 

Craifaleanu, I.G., Georgescu, E.S., Borcia, I.S., Aldea, A., 

Vacareanu, R., Arion, C.  (2011). INFORISX: Information 

Website on the Seismic Risk in Romania. In Proceedings of 

TIEMS 2011-The International Emergency Management 

Society, The 18-th Annual Conference. 

Crescimbene M., La Longa F., Camassi R., Pino N.A., Peruzza 

L. (2014). What’s the seismic risk perception in Italy?. In: 

Lollino, G., Arattano, M., Giardino, M., Oliveira, R., 

Peppoloni, S. (eds) Engineering Geology for Society and 

Territory 7, doi:10.1007/978-3-319-09303-1_13 

Crescimbene, M., La Longa, F., Camassi, R., Pino, N.A. 

(2015). The seismic risk perception questionnaire.  In 

Geological Society, London, Special Publications  419, 69-77. 

doi:10.1144/SP419.4 

Custodio, S., Silveira, G., Matias, L., Mata, I., Matos, C., 

Palma-Oliveira, J.M., Rocha, F., Lopes, F.C. (2016). Educating 

for Earthquake Science and Risk in a Tectonically Slowly 

Deforming Region. Seismol. Res. Lett. 87, 773-782. 

doi:10.1785/0220150239 

Cvetkovic, V.M., Ocal, A., Ivanov, A. (2019). Young adults' 

fear of disasters: A case study of residents from Turkey, Serbia 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7717.00067
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7717.00067
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13615
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-92478-6_11
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-92478-6_11
https://doi.org/10.1785/0220200372


 

 22 

and Macedonia. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 35, 101095. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2019.101095 

Dallo, I., Stauffacher, M., Marti, M. (2020). What defines the 

success of maps and additional information on a multi-hazard 

platform? Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 49, 101761. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101761 

De Pascale, F., Bernardo, M., Muto, F., Di Matteo, D., Dattilo, 

V. (2017). Resilience and seismic risk perception at school: a 

geoethical experiment in Aiello Calabro, southern Italy. Nat. 

Hazards 86, 569–586. doi:10.1007/s11069-016-2696-z 

Devès, Maud H., Le Texier, Marion, Pécout, Hugues, Grasland, 

Claude (2019). Seismic risk: the biases of earthquake media 

coverage. Geosci. Commun. 2, 125-141. doi:10.5194/gc-2-125-

2019 

Dolce, M. (2009). Mitigation of Seismic Risk in Italy Following 

the 2002 S. Giuliano Earthquake. In: Tankut, A.T. (eds) 

Earthquakes and Tsunamis. Geotechnical, Geological, and 

Earthquake Engineering, vol 11. Springer, Dordrecht. 

doi:10.1007/978-90-481-2399-5_6  

Dooley, D., Catalano, R., Mishra, S., and Serxner, S., 1992. 

Earthquake preparedness: Predictors in a community survey, 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology 22, 451–470. 

doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.1992.tb00984.x 

Dryhurst, S., Mulder, F., Dallo, I., Kerr, J.R., McBride, S.K., 

Fallou, L., Becker, J.S. (2022). Fighting misinformation in 

seismology: expert opinion on earthquake facts vs fiction. 

Front. Earth Sci. 10, 937055. doi:10.3389/feart.2022.937055 

Fallou, L., Bossu, R., Landès, M., Roch, J., Roussel, F., Steed, 

R., Julien-Laferrière, S. (2020). Citizen Seismology without 

Seismologists? Lessons Learned from Mayotte Leading to 

Improved Collaboration. Front. Commun. 5, 49. 

doi:10.3389/fcomm.2020.00049 

Fallou, L., Corradini, M., Bossu, R., Cheny, J.M. (2022a). 

Preventing and debunking earthquake misinformation: Insights 

into EMSC’s practices. Front. Commun. 7, 993510. 

doi:10.3389/fcomm.2022.993510 

Fallou, L., Marti, M., Dallo, I., Corradini, M. (2022b). How to 

Fight Earthquake Misinformation: A Communication Guide. 

Seism. Res. Lett.  93, 2418–2422. doi:10.1785/0220220086 

Falsaperla, S., Musacchio, G., Ferreira, M. A., Lopes, M., 

Oliveira, C. S., (2021). Dissemination: steps towards an 

effective action of seismic risk reduction for non-structural 

damage in the KnowRISK project. Ann. Geophys. 63, 3. 

doi:10.4401/ag-8394 

Falsaperla, S., Reitano, D., Musacchio, G., (2022). Augmented 

Reality in Seismic Risk Management: A Contribution to the 

Reduction of Non-Structural Damage. Geosciences 12, 332. 

doi:10.3390/geosciences12090332 

Fearn-Banks, K. (2016). Crisis Communications: A Casebook 

Approach. New York, NY: Routledge. doi: 

10.4324/9781315684857 

Ferreira, M.A., Meroni, F., Azzaro, R., Musacchio, G., 

Rupakhety, R., Bessason, B., Thorvaldsdottir, S., Lopes, M., 

Oliveira C.S., Solarino, S. (2021). What scientific information 

on the seismic risk to non-structural elements do people need to 

know? Part 1: Compiling an inventory on damage to non-

structural element. Ann. Geophys. 64, SE321. doi:10.4401/ag-

8412 

Finnis, K., Johnston, D., Becker, J., Ronan, J., and Paton, D., 

2007. School and community-based hazards education and 

links to disaster resilient communities, Regional Development 

Dialogue 28, 99–1008. 

Fire, M. Carlos Guestrin, Over-optimization of academic 

publishing metrics: observing Goodhart’s Law in action, 

GigaScience, Volume 8, Issue 6, June 2019, 

giz053,doi:10.1093/gigascience/giz053 

Goulet, C., and Lamontagne, M. (2018). To reach a wider 

audience, simplify your science. Seismol. Res. Lett. 89, 677. 

doi: 10.1785/0220180003  

Gruev‐Vintila, A., Rouquette, M.L., (2007). Social Thinking 

about Collective Risk: How Do Risk‐related Practice and 

Personal Involvement Impact Its Social Representations? J. 

Risk. Res. 10, 555-581. doi:10.1080/13669870701338064 

Herovic, E., Sellnow, T.L., Anthony, K.E. (2017). Risk 

Communication as Interacting Arguments: Viewing the 

L'Aquila Earthquake Disaster Through the Message 

Convergence Framework. Argumentation and Advocacy 51, 

73-86. doi:10.1080/00028533.2014.11821840 

Holloway, A., Triyanti, A., Rafliana, I., Yasukawa, S., de Kock, 

C., 2019. Leave no field behind: Future-ready skills for a risky 

world. Progress in Disaster Science 1, 1-10. 

doi:10.1016/j.pdisas.2019.100002 

Holloway, A., 2014. Strategic mobilisation of higher education 

institutions in disaster risk reduction capacity building: 

experience of Periperi U., in: UNISDR (Ed.), Global 

Assessment Report (GAR) on disaster risk reduction 2015 

UNISDR 10.13140/RG.2.1.5014.8081, Geneva, Switzerland. 

Inal Onal, E., Ünal, Y., Tekeli-Yesil, S. (2021). Differences in 

the Preferences of Information Sources Between COVID-19 

Pandemic and Earthquakes Among Young People in Turkey. J. 

Emerg. Manag. Disaster Commun. 2, 57-68. 

doi:10.1142/S2689980921500020 

Jordan, T.H., Chen, Y.-T., Gasparini, P., Madariaga, R., Main, 

I., Marzocchi, W., Papadopoulos, G., Sobolev, G., Yamaoka, 

K., Zschau, J. (2011). Operational earthquake forecasting: State 

of knowledge and guidelines for utilization. Ann. Geophys. 54, 

316-391. doi:10.4401/ag-5350 

Johnston, D. M., Bebbington, M. S., Lai, C. D., Houghton, B. 

F., and Paton, D., 1999. Volcanic hazard perceptions: 

Comparative shifts in knowledge and risk, Disaster Prevention 

and Management 8, 118–126. 

doi:10.1108/09653569910266166 

Katsikopoulos, P.V. (2021). Individual and community 

resilience in natural disaster risks and pandemics (covid-19): 

risk and crisis communication. Mind Soc. 20, 113-118. 

doi:10.1007/s11299-020-00254-0 

Kelman, I., and Glantz, M.H. (2014). Early warning systems 

defined. In: Reducing disaster: early warning systems for 

climate change, Springer. In: Singh, A., Zommers, Z. (eds) 

Reducing Disaster: Early Warning Systems For Climate 

Change. Springer, Dordrecht.Netherlands, 89-108. 

doi:10.1007/978-94-017-8598-3_5 

Kitchenham, B. A., Budgen, D., Pearl Brereton, O., Brereton, 

O. P., and Pearl Brereton, O. (2011), Using mapping studies as 

the basis for further research - a participant-observer case study. 

Inform. Softw. Technol. 53, 638–651. doi: 

10.1016/j.infsof.2010.12.011 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-2399-5_6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1992.tb00984.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdisas.2019.100002
https://doi.org/10.1108/09653569910266166


 

 23 

Kouskouna, V., Sakkas, G., Cecic, I., Sakkas, S., Kaviris, G., 

Tertulliani, A. (2021). Earthquake induced crises: game tree 

approached risk communication and lessons learnt. Ann. 

Geophys. 63, 6. doi:10.4401/ag-8405 

La Longa, F., Camassi. R., Crescimbene, M. (2012). 

Educational strategies to reduce risk: a choice of social 

responsibility. Ann. Geophys. 55, 445-451. doi:10.4401/ag-

5525 

Lacchia, A., Schuitema, G., McAuliffe, F. (2020). The human 

side of geoscientists: comparing geoscientists' and non-

geoscientists' cognitive and affective responses to geology. 

Geosci. Commun. 3, 291-302. doi:10.5194/gc-3-291-2020 

Lamontagne, M., and Flynn B.W. (2014). Communications in 

the Aftermath of a Major Earthquake: Bringing Science to 

Citizens to Promote Recovery. Seismol. Res. Lett. 85, 561-565. 

doi:10.1785/0220130118 

Lanza, T., Crescimbene, M., La Longa, F., D’Addezio, G. 

(2014). Bringing earth into the scene of a primary school: a 

science theatre experience. Sci. Commun. 36, 131-139. 

doi:10.1177/1075547012473841 

Leshner, A. 2007 Outreach Training Needed, Science, 315, 

161, doi: 10.1126/science.1138712 

Lindell, M., Arlikatti, S., and Prater, C. S., 2009. Why people 

do what they do to protect against earthquake risk: Perception 

of hazard adjustment attributes, Risk Anal. 29, 1072–1088. doi: 

10.1111/j.1539-6924.2009.01243.x 

Lindsay, B.R. (2011). Social Media and Disasters: Current 

Uses, Future Options, and Policy Considerations, CRS Report 

for Congress, Congressional Research Service, 7-5700, 

www.crs.gov, R41987 

Loeffler, E., Bovaird, T. (eds), (2021). The Palgrave Handbook 

of Co-production of Public Services and Outcomes, Palgrave 

Macmillan, Basingstoke (UK),  728 pp. doi:10.1007/978-3-

030-53705-0  

Lopes, M., Musacchio, G., Ferreira, M.A., Oliveira, C.S. 

(2021). Empowering communities for non-structural seismic 

risk mitigation: the central role of communication. Ann. 

Geophys. 64, SE331. doi:10.441/ag-8471 

Marincioni, F., Appiotti, F., Ferretti, M., Antinori, C., 

Melonaro, P., Pusceddu, A., Oreficini-Rosi, R. (2012). 

Perception and communication of seismic risk: The 6 April 

2009 L'Aquila earthquake case study. Earthq. Spectra 28, 159-

183. doi:10.1193/1.3672928 

Marković Vukadin, I., Mustać, M., Nujić, L., Fio Firi, K., 

Martinjak, J., Marušić, Z., Baniček, M. (2021). Importance of 

Scientifically Based Facts in Crisis Communication: Evidence 

from Earthquakes in Zagreb and Petrinja. Sociologija i prostor 

59, 222. doi:10.5673/sip.59.3.10 

Marti, M., Stauffacher, M., Matthes, J., Wiemer, S. (2018). 

Communicating Earthquake Preparedness: The Influence of 

Induced Mood, Perceived Risk, and Gain or Loss Frames on 

Homeowners’ Attitudes Toward General Precautionary 

Measures for Earthquakes: Communicating Earthquake 

Preparedness. Risk Anal. 38, 710-723. doi:10.1111/risa.12875 

Menoni, S., Szarzynski, J., Frischknecht, C., Ballio, F., Di 

Prisco, M., Mejri, O., Longoni, L., Atun, F., Gregg, C., Jordaan, 

A., Karsten, A., de Vita, D., Bonadonna, C., 2014. Higher 

education curricula aimed at training disaster risk managers of 

the future, Input paper prepared for the UNISDR Global 

Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction, Geneva, 

Switzerland. 

Mero, A. (2019). In quake-rattled Albania, journalists detained 

on fake news charges after falsely warning of aftershocks. VOA 

news. 

Mileti, D. S., and O’Brien, P., 1992. Warnings during disaster: 

Normalizing communicated risk, Social Problems 39, 40–57. 

doi: 10.2307/3096912 

Mohadjer, S., Mutz, S. G., Kemp, M., Gill, S. J., Ischuk, A., and 

Ehlers, T. A. (2021). Using paired teaching for earthquake 

education in schools. Geosci. Commun 4, 281–295. 

doi:10.5194/gc-4-281-2021, 2021 

Munn, Z., Micah, D., Peters, J., Stern, C., Tufanaru, C., 

McArthur, A. and Aromataris, E. (2018). Systematic review or 

scoping review? Guidance for authors when choosing between 

a systematic or scoping review approach. BMC Medical 

Research Methodology 18:143 doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-

0611-x  

Musacchio, G., Piangiamore, G.L., D’Addezio, G., Solarino, S. 

Eva, E. (2015). “Scientist as a game”: learning geoscience via 

competitive activities. Ann. Geophys. 58, 5. doi:10.4401/ag-

6695 

Musacchio, G., and Piangiamore, G.L. (2016). The 2016 

Amatrice seismic sequence in the media. Ann. Geophys. 59, 1-

7. doi: 10.4401/AG-7263 

Musacchio, G., and Solarino, S. (2019). Seismic risk 

communication: an opportunity for prevention. Boll. Geofis. 

Teor. Appl. 60, 295-314. doi:10.4430/bgta0273 

Musacchio, G., Eva, E., Piangiamore, G. L. (2019a). "The 

KnowRISK action for schools: a case study in Italy". in 

Proceedings of the International Conference on Earthquake 

Engineering and Structural Dynamics. ICESD 2017,  eds. 

Rupakhety, R. Olafsson, S. Bessason, B.  Geotechnical, 

Geological and Earthquake Engineering (Springer) 47, 459–

470. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-78187-7_34 

Musacchio, G., Falsaperla, S., Solarino, S., Piangiamore, G.L., 

Crescimbene, M., Pino, N.A., Eva, E., Reitano, D., Manzoli, F., 

Fabbri, M., Butturi, M., Accardo, M. (2019b). "KnowRISK on 

seismic risk communication: The set-up of a participatory 

strategy- Italy case study". in Proceedings of the International 

Conference on Earthquake Engineering and Structural 

Dynamics. ICESD 2017,  eds. Rupakhety, R. Olafsson, S. 

Bessason, B.  Geotechnical, Geological and Earthquake 

Engineering (Springer) 47, 413–427. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-

78187-7_31 

Musacchio, G., Ferreira M.A., Meroni F., Rupakhety R., 

Oliveira C.S., Zonno G. (2019c). "Urban disaster prevention 

strategies in the UPStrat-MAFA project: From risk analysis to 

communication". in Proceedings of the International 

Conference on Earthquake Engineering and Structural 

Dynamics. ICESD 2017,  eds. Rupakhety, R. Olafsson, S. 

Bessason, B.  Geotechnical, Geological and Earthquake 

Engineering (Springer) 47, 337–356. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-

62099-2_17 

Musacchio, G., Eva, E., Crescimbene, M., Pino, N.A., Cugliari, 

L. (2021). A protocol to communicate seismic risk in schools: 

design, test and assessment in Italy. Ann. Geophys. 64, SE325. 

doi:10.4401/ag-8533 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2009.01243.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-53705-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-53705-0


 

 24 

Mustać, M., Dasović, I., Latečki, H., Cecić, I. (2021). The 

public response and educational outreach through social media 

after the Zagreb earthquake of 22 March 2020. Geofizika 

(Online) 38, 215-234. doi:10.15233/gfz.2021.38.7 

NOAA Social Science Committee, 2016. Risk communication 

and behavior: Best practices and research findings. 63. 

http://www.performance.noaa.gov/wp-content/uploads/Risk-

Communication-and-Behavior-Best-Practices-and-Research-

Findings-July-2016.pdf. (Accessed 9/2/2021) 

Nunes, A., Martins B., Azevedo, M. (2020). Exploring the 

Spatial Perception of Risk in Portugal by Students of 

Geography. J. Geogr. 119, 171-182. 

doi:10.1080/00221341.2020.1801803 

O'Hair,  H.D., and O'Hair M.J. (eds), 2020. The Handbook of 

Applied Communication Research. Willey-Blackwell, 

Hoboken, NY, USA, 457 pp. 

doi:10.1002/9781119399926.fmatter1   

Okazaki S., Benavent-Climent A., Navarro A., Henseier J. 

(2015). Responses When the Earth Trembles: The Impact of 

Community Awareness Campaigns on Protective Behavior. 

Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 34, 43191. 

doi:10.1509/jppm.13.045 

Panic, M., J. Kovacevic - Majkic, D. Miljanovic, and R. Miletic. 

2013. “Importance of Natural Disaster Education – Case Study 

of the Earthquake near the city of Kraljevo – first results.” 

Journal of the Geographical Institute Jovan Cvijic SASA 

63(1):75–88.v 

Paré, G., Trudel, M. C., Jaana, M., and Kitsiou, S. (2015). 

Synthesizing information systems knowledge: a typology of 

literature reviews. Inform. Manage. 52, 183–199. doi: 

10.1016/j.im.2014.08.008 

Paton, D., 2003. Disaster preparedness: A social-cognitive 

perspective, Disaster Prevention and Management 12, 210–216. 

Paton, D., 2007. Preparing for natural hazards: The role of 

community trust, Disaster Prevention and Management 16, 

370–379. 

Paton, D., 2008. Risk communication and natural hazard 

mitigation: How trust influences its effectiveness, International 

Journal of Global Environmental Issues 8, 2–16. 

Peng, Z. (2020). Coronavirus: How to Survive an Infodemic. 

Seismol. Res. Lett. 91, 2441–2443. doi: 10.1785/0220200125 

Peruzza, L., Saraò, A., Barnaba, C., Bragato, P.L., Dusi, A., 

Grimaz, S., Malisan, P., Mucciarelli, M., Zuliani, D., Cravos, 

C. (2016). Teach and Learn Seismic Safety at High School: the 

SISIFO project. Boll. Geofis. Teor. Appl. 57, 129-146. 

doi:10.4430/bgta0157 

Peruzza, L., Saraò, A., Barnaba, C., Massolino, G. (2018). 

Elapsed time: 40 years. What young people of Friuli Venezia 

Giulia know about the 1976 earthquakes, natural hazard and 

seismic safety. Boll. Geofis. Teor. Appl. 59, 575-588. 

doi:10.4430/bgta0227 

Piangiamore, G.L., Falsaperla, S., Eva, E., Musacchio, G. 

(2021). Seismic risk communication: let’s students show their 

own way. Ann. Geophys. 63, 4. doi:10.4401/ag-8396 

Piangiamore, G.L., Musacchio, G., Pino, N.A. (2015). Natural 

hazards revealed to children: the other side of prevention. 

Geological Society, London, Special Publications 419, 171-

181. doi:10.1144/SP419.12 

Pignone, M., Amato, A., Nostro, C., Casarotti, E., Meletti, C., 

Quintiliani, M., Lauciani, V. (2022). Public earthquake 

communication in Italy through a multi-source social media 

platform: The INGVterremoti experience (2010–2022). Front. 

Earth Sci. 10, 1003867. doi:10.3389/feart.2022.1003867 

Platt, S., Musacchio, G., Crescimbene, M., Pino, N.A., Silva, 

D.S, Ferreira, M.A., Oliveira, C.S, Lopes, M., Rupakhety, R., 

(2019). "Development of a common (European) tool to assess 

earthquake risk communication". in Proceedings of the 

International Conference on Earthquake Engineering and 

Structural Dynamics. ICESD 2017,  eds. Rupakhety, R. 

Olafsson, S. Bessason, B.  Geotechnical, Geological and 

Earthquake Engineering (Springer) 47, 493–510. 

doi:10.1007/978-3-319-78187-7_37 

Postiglione, I., Masi, A., Mucciarelli, M., Lizza, C., Camassi, 

R., Bernabei, V., Piacentini, V., Chiauzzi, L., Brugagnoni, B., 

Cardoni, A., Calcara, A., Diludovico, M., Giannelli, M., Rita, 

R., Lapietra, M., Bernardini, F., Nostro, C., Pignone, M., 

Peruzza, L. (2016). The Italian Communication Campaign "I 

Do Not Take Risks - Earthquake". Boll. Geofis. Teor. Appl. 57, 

147-160. doi:10.4430/bgta0173 

Quitoriano, V., and Wald, D.J. (2020). USGS “Did You Feel 

It?”—Science and Lessons From 20 Years of Citizen Science-

Based Macroseismology. Front. Earth Sci. 8, 120. 

doi:10.3389/feart.2020.00120 

Rego, I.E., Pereira, S.M., Morro, J., Pacheco, M.P. (2018). 

Perceptions of seismic and volcanic risk and preparedness at 

São Miguel T Island (Azores, Portugal). Int. J. Disaster Risk 

Reduct. 31, 498-503. doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.06.008 

Reitano, D., Falsaperla, S., Musacchio. G., Merenda, R. (2019). 

"Awareness on seismic risk: How can augmented reality help". 

in Proceedings of the International Conference on Earthquake 

Engineering and Structural Dynamics. ICESD 2017,  eds. 

Rupakhety, R. Olafsson, S. Bessason, B.  Geotechnical, 

Geological and Earthquake Engineering (Springer) 47, 485–

492. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-78187-7_36 

Reuter, C., and Kaufhold, M. A. (2018). Fifteen years of social 

media in emergencies: A retrospective review and future 

directions for crisis Informatics. J. Contingencies Cris. Manag. 

26, 41–57. doi: 10.1111/1468-59 73.12196 

Rodríguez-Giralt, I., Arenas, M., Gómez López, D. (2020). 

"Children, participation, and disasters in Europe: A poor 

record". in:  Children and Young People’s Participation in 

Disaster Risk Reduction: Agency and Resilience, eds  Mort M., 

et al.  (Bristol: University Press), 15-36. 

Rogers, R.W. (1983)  Cognitive and physiological processes in 

fear appeals and attitude change: a revised theory of protection 

motivation, in: J.T. Cacioppo, R.E. Petty (Eds.), Social 

Psychophysiology, Guildford Press, New York, 1983, pp. 153–

176. 

Ronan, K. R., Crellin, K., Johnston, D. M., Finnis, K., Paton, 

D., and Becker, J., 2008. Promoting child and family resilience 

to disasters: Effects, interventions, and prevention 

effectiveness, Children, Youth and Environments 18, 332–353, 

http://www.colorado.edu/journals/cye. 

Saraò, A., Clocchiatti, M., Barnaba, C., Zuliani, D., (2016). 

Using an Arduino Seismograph to Raise Awareness of 

Earthquake Hazard Through a Multidisciplinary Approach. 

Seismol. Res. Lett. 87, 186-192. doi:10.1785/0220150091 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119399926.fmatter1


 

 25 

Savadori, L., Ronzani, P., Sillari, G., Di Bucci, D., Dolce, M. 

(2022). Communicating Seismic Risk Information: The Effect 

of Risk Comparisons on Risk Perception Sensitivity. Front. 

Commun. 7, 743172. doi:10.3389/fcomm.2022.743172 

Sbarra, P., P. Tosi, and V. De Rubeis (2009). Web-based 

macroseismic survey in Italy: Method validation and results. 

Natural Hazards 54, 563–581; doi:10.1007/s11069-009-9488-

7.  

Scaini, C., Peresan, A., Tamaro, A., Poggi, V., Barnaba, C. 

(2022). Can high-school students contribute to seismic risk 

mitigation? Lessons learned from the development of a crowd-

sourced exposure database. Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduct. 69, 

102755. doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102755 

Scolobig, A., Gallagher, L. (2021). Understanding, Analysing, 

and Addressing Conflicts in Co-production. In: Loeffler, E., 

Bovaird, T. (eds) The Palgrave Handbook of Co-Production of 

Public Services and Outcomes. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-53705-0_32 

Shaw, R., Shiwaku, K., Kobayashi, H., and Kobayashi, M., 

2004. Linking experience, education, perception and 

earthquake preparedness, Disaster Prevention and Management 

13, 39–49. doi:10.1108/09653560410521689 

Siegrist, M., and Cvetkovich, G., (2020). Perception of hazards: 

the role of social trust and knowledge, Risk Anal. 20, 713–719. 

doi: 10.1111/0272-4332.205064.  

Slovic, P., 1987. Perception of risk, Science 236, 280–285. 

doi:10.1126/science.356350 

Slovic, P., 1993. Perceived risk, trust and democracy, Risk 

Anal. 13, 675–682.  doi:10.1111/j.1539-6924.1993.tb01329.x 

Solarino, S., Ferreira, M.A., Musacchio, G., Eva, E. (2021a). 

Playing games for risk prevention: design, implementation and 

testing of serious games in recent European projects UPStrat-

MAFA and KnowRISK. Ann. Geophys. 63, 8. doi:10.4401/ag-

8436 

Solarino, S., Ferreira, M. A., Musacchio, G., Rupakhety, R., 

O’Neill, H., Falsaperla, S., Vicente, M., Lopes, M., Oliveira, 

C.S. (2021b). What scientific information on non-structural 

elements seismic risk people need to know? Part 2: tools for risk 

communication. Ann. Geophys. 64, SE322. doi:10.4401/ag-

8439 

Spence, R. (2007). Saving lives in earthquakes: successes and 

failures in seismic protection since 1960. Bull. Earthq. Eng. 5, 

139–251. doi:10.1007/s10518-006-9028-8 

Stewart, I.S, Ickert, J., Lacassin, R. (2018). Communicating 

Seismic Risk: the Geoethical Challenges of a People-Centred, 

Participatory Approach. Ann. Geophys. 60, 19. doi:10.4401/ag-

7593 

Stewart I.S., Hurth, V., 2021. Selling planet Earth: re-purposing 

geoscience communications, in Geoethics: Status and Future 

Perspectives,Eds G. Di Capua, P. T. Bobrowsky, S. W. Kieffer, 

C. Palinkas, Geological Society, London, Special Publications, 

508, 265-283, https://doi.org/10.1144/SP508-2020-101. 

Tanaka, K., 2005. The impact of disaster education on public 

preparation and mitigation for earthquakes: A cross-country 

comparison between Fukui, Japan and the San Francisco Bay 

Area California, USA, Applied Geography 25, 201–225. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2005.07.001 

Tataru, D., Toma Danila, D., Nastase, E. (2011). "MOBEE: A 

science campaign to urge earthquake preparedness in quake-

prone countries". in SGEM2017 17th International 

Multidisciplinary Scientific GeoConference and EXPO 17, 

121-128. doi:10.5593/sgem2017/54/S22.016 

Tataru, D., Zaharia, B., Grecu, B., Tibu, S., Brisan, N., 

Georgescu, E.S. (2016). Seismology in Romanian Schools: 

education, outreach, monitoring and research. Rom. Rep. Phys. 

68, 1589–1602. 

Tekeli-Yesil S., Pfeiffer C., Tanner M. (2020). The 

determinants of information seeking behaviour and paying 

attention to earthquake-related information. Int. J. Disaster Risk 

Reduct. 49, 101734. doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101734 

Tekeli-Yesil, S., Kaya, M. Tanner, M., (2019). The role of the 

print media in earthquake risk communication: information 

available between 1996 and 2014 in Turkish newspapers. Int. J. 

Disaster Risk Reduct. 33, 284-289. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.10.014 

UNISDR (United Nations International Strategy for Disaster 

Reduction). 2015. Sendai framework for disaster risk reduction 

2015– 2030. 

http://www.wcdrr.org/uploads/Sendai_Framework_for_ 

Disaster_Risk_Reduction_2015-2030.pdf. 

UNISDR and CRED (2018)  Economic Losses, Poverty & 

Disasters (1998 - 2017)  

https://www.preventionweb.net/files/61119_credeconomicloss

es.pdf 

Venutti S., Scolobig A., Franciosi C., Morando M., Munerol F. 

Marcot N., Fosson J., Ricca D. (2021), Documento strategico 

per la comunicazione dei rischi, [Strategic document for risk 

communication] available in Italian and French, Regione 

Piemonte INTER-REG Alcotra, PITEM project. 52 pp. 

www.pitem-risk.eu 

Veil, S.R., T. Buehner and M.J. Palenchar (2011). A work-in-

process Literature Review: Incorporating Social Media in Risk 

and Crisis Communication, J. Conting. Crisis Manag., 19, 110-

122, doi:10.1111/j.1468-5973.2011.00639.x. 

Vicente, R., Ferreira, T.M., M., Maio R., Koch, H. (2014). 

Awareness, Perception and Communication of Earthquake Risk 

in Portugal: Public Survey. Procedia Econ. Financ. 18, 271-278. 

doi:10.1016/S2212-5671(14)00940-X 

Vlek, C. (2019). The Groningen Gasquakes: Foreseeable 

Surprises, Complications of Hard Science, and the Search for 

Effective Risk Communication. Seismol. Res. Lett. 90, 1071-

1077. doi:10.1785/0220180368 

Wachtendorf, T., and Sheng, X. (2002). Influence of social 

demographic characteristics and past earthquake experience on 

earthquake risk perception, Second Workshop for Comparative 

Study on Urban Earthquake Disaster Mitigation 14-15 February 

2002, Kobe, Japan. 

Wang, N., Clowdus, Z., Sealander, A., Stern, R. (2022). 

Geonews: timely geoscience educational YouTube videos 

about recent geologic events. Geosci. Commun. 5, 125-142. 

doi:10.5194/gc-5-125-2022 

Zaharia, B., Șerbu, F., Tătaru, D., Grecu, B., Năstase, E. (2016). 

“Hands on activity” - Building your own seismometer in 

classroom. SGEM2016 Conference Proceedings 3, 1085-1092. 

doi:10.5593/SGEM2016/B53/S22.141 

Zaharia, B., Tataru, D., Grecu, B., Ionescu, C., Speranta, T., 

Brisan, N.B., Georgescu, E.S. (2013). "Romanian educational 

seismic network: Educational tool for increasing awareness of 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09653560410521689
https://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.205064
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3563507
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.1993.tb01329.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2005.07.001
https://www.preventionweb.net/files/61119_credeconomiclosses.pdf
https://www.preventionweb.net/files/61119_credeconomiclosses.pdf
http://www.pitem-risk.eu/


 

 26 

seismic risk". in SGEM2017 17th International 

Multidisciplinary Scientific GeoConference and EXPO 2, 513 

- 520. doi:10.5593/SGEM2013/BE5.V2/S22.022 

Zhou, C., Xiu, H., Wang, Y., and Yu, X. (2021). Characterizing 

the dissemination of misinformation on social media in health 

emergencies: An empirical study based on COVID-19. Inf. 

Process. Manag. 58, 102554. doi: 10.1016/j.ipm.2021.102554 

Zollo, A., Bobbio, A., Berenguer, J.L., Courboulex, F., Denton, 

P., Festa, G., Sauron, A., Solarino, S., Haslinger, F., Giardini, 

D. (2014). "The European Experience of Educational 

Seismology". in Geoscience Research and Outreach. 

Innovations in Science Education and Technology, ed. Tong, 

V. (Dordrecht:  Springer) 21, 145-170. doi:10.1007/978-94-

007-6943-4_10 

  



 

S1 
 

ANNEX   

Supplementary Material 

1 Description 

The following material contains supplementary tables and references to the manuscript. In particular: 
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• Table S2: parameters and attributes that were used in this study 

• References: List of 109 publications for the scoping review according to the selection criteria 

of section 2.1 (of the manuscript) and Table S1 

 

2 Supplementary Tables 

Table S1Search strings used to select publications in three databases: Google Scholar, Scopus, and 

Web of Science. The filters applied were “find articles with the exact phrase” and “anywhere in the 

article” 
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"seismic risk communication" OR 

"communicating seismic risk" OR 

"communicate seismic risk" OR 

"earthquake risk communication" OR 

"communicating earthquake risk" OR 

"communicate earthquake risk" 
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"educational seismology" 
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 awareness seismic campaign  

 Seismic And Risk and 

Communication 
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(a) 
WHEN  
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warning 
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communication  
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7= Research 
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OTHER 
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working in 
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11=doubt 

1=co-design  
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Communication models  
(Stewart and Hurt 2022) 

Research focus  
(Balong-way et al.2019) 
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3. three way 
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2=message 
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2=changing 
beliefs    
3= changing 
behaviours                
  
5= raise 
awareness 
     
10=other                                        
11=doubt 
12=mixed 
13=multiple 

specify 
OTHER  
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Risk communication tools  

Risk management tools 
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communication 
purposes 

 (Venutti et al. 2021)  

Channels Methods  
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documents; 
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2=videos; video 
scribing 
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drills/simulation 
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4= serious 
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communication 
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6= hands-on 
tools (e.g. plate 
tectonics model, 
seismometers, 
shake tables, 
edu-models) 
7= infographics  
8=augmented 
reality 
10=other                                        
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reduction 
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6=recovery 
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13=Multiple 
tools 
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2= social 
media;  
3= website 
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newspapers;  
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channels 
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OTHER 
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multiple  

1= interviews 
2= focus 
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events 
3=surveys 
4=classroom 
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11=doubt 
12=mixed 
13=multiple 
channels 
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OTHER 
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multiple 

 

(e2) 
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HOW 
          

Modes Funded by 

Risk 
communication 

evaluation 
included  

1=in person 
2=remotely/virtual 
3=hybrid                                    
  
10=other                                        
11=doubt 
12= mixed 
methods 
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OTHER 

1=public 
national 
agencies 
2=public 
international 
agencies 
3=private 
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5=not 
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11=doubt 
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THEORY (only what the authors declar) 

  if theory is mentioned 
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Theory 
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2016) 
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information 
seeking and 
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crisis and 
emergency 

communication 
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mental 
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behavioural 

oriented 
model  

  

y=1 
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doubt=11  
out of 
scope/ 
review 
paper=3 

mentioned=1 
no=0 
doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
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doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
no=0 
doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
no=0 
doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
no=0 
doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
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doubt=11 

mentioned=1 
no=0 
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Other 
theory is 
directly 
mentioned 
or used: 
specify 
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