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CA Survey of Household Earthquake Preparedness and Mitigation

University of California, Los Angeles
The California Survey of Household Earthquake Preparedness and Mitigation was conducted from June 26 to December 18, 2008, with funding from the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (fund# 002980), the Alfred E. Alquist Seismic Safety Commission, the Institute for Building and Home Safety (IBHS), and the Southern California Association of Governments (fund# 000624), with input and oversight from the California Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG). 

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to document the current state of household mitigation and preparedness for disasters in the State of California, with an emphasis on earthquakes. This research sought to determine the current state of household mitigation and preparedness for the state as a whole, select racial and ethnic minorities, and different geographical areas at high risk. The research also aimed to identify the key processes that lead households to take mitigation and preparedness actions. In the process of accomplishing these objectives, the proposed research produced information necessary to identify populations of greatest need, methods of public outreach that work best, and standardized metrics for household preparedness and mitigation.

Project Overview and Administration
Researchers from the UCLA School of Public Health and the UCLA Survey Research Center (SRC) designed a 30-minute telephone interview. The major dependent variables were disaster mitigation and preparedness activities adopted by households/individuals. Interviews were conducted by computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) in English or Spanish at the request of the respondent. Households were selected using random digit dialing (RDD) within three strata: six southern California counties at high earthquake risk (Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Imperial); ten northern California counties at high earthquake risk (San Francisco, Alameda, Santa Cruz, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Mateo, Marin, Solano, Mendocino, Sonoma); and the areas at low earthquake risk, i.e., the rest of the state. 

Economy of scale was realized in the design of the questionnaire because UCLA and colleagues have conducted 18 community surveys since 1971 on earthquakes throughout the state, in addition to conducting a national household survey on disasters and terrorism. Much of the questionnaire for this study was based on these prior surveys, most of which are archived in the UCLA Social Science Data Archive at: http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/issr/da/earthquake/erthqkstudies2.index.htm.

Project Team

Linda Bourque, Ph.D. (Professor, UCLA) supervised the development of the questionnaire; Jay Sumner, Ph.D. (UCLA Survey Research Center) supervised the sample; Eve Fielder, Dr.P.H. and Tonya Hays (both with the UCLA SRC) led the implementation of CATI activities and provided survey oversight; Megumi Kano, Dr.P.H. (UCLA) and Michele Wood, Ph.D. (UCLA) helped develop the questionnaire and provided data analysis.  Melissa Kelley (UCLA) provided project assistance.  The SRC is located in the Department of Medicine, division of General Internal Medicine, Health Services Research (GIM/HSR) at UCLA.
Personnel

Personnel for the California Survey of Household Earthquake Preparedness and Mitigation are presented in Table 1.

	Table 1. Project Personnel 

	Personnel
	Role
	Affiliation

	Linda B. Bourque, Ph.D.
	Principal Investigator
	UCLA

	Megumi Kano, Dr.P.H.
	Researcher
	UCLA

	Melissa M. Kelley
	Researcher
	UCLA

	Michele M. Wood, Ph.D.
	Researcher
	UCLA

	Eve Fielder, Dr.P.H.
	Survey Oversight
	UCLA SRC

	Tonya Hays
	CATI Implementation and Survey Oversight
	UCLA SRC

	Jay Sumner, Ph.D.
	Sampling Statistician
	UCLA SRC

	Note:  UCLA: University of California, Los Angeles; CATI: Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing; SRC: Survey Research Center.


Funding

The California Survey of Household Earthquake Preparedness and Mitigation had multiple sources of funding (see Table 2).

	Table 2. Funding Sources

	Grant/Contract No. (UCLA Account No.)
	Title
	Funder

	6025-7

(445940-LB-18587)


	California Survey of Household Earthquake Preparedness and Mitigation
	CA Governor’s Office of Emergency Services/ Alfred E. Alquist Seismic Safety Commission (002980)

	4500002691

(445940-LB-77045)


	Survey on Household Mitigation and Preparedness
	Southern CA Association of Governments (000624)

	--
	Supplemental Award
	Institute for Building and Home Safety

	Note. Principal Investigator: Linda B. Bourque, PhD, UCLA School of Public Health. UCLA: University of California, Los Angeles.


Theoretical Framework and Survey Content

Content for the questionnaire was drawn from a compilation of pertinent disaster-related theoretical constructs.  A list of constructs was developed based upon a review of the literature.  A theoretical model (see Figure 1) was created to organize previous disaster and terrorism related survey instruments and pertinent literature reviewed in the development of the questionnaire (Southern California Injury Prevention Research Center [SCIPRC], 2007a).  Prior disaster research guided the organization and grouping of constructs.
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Figure 1.  Conceptual model for development of the pretest questionnaire.
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The survey development team (i.e., Linda Bourque, Megumi Kano, and Michele Wood) created a draft questionnaire protocol for pretesting.  Support in the literature and prior research findings guided decisions about those constructs that were deemed most likely to predict preparedness behavior, and were, therefore, included in the questionnaire.  For scaled responses, the team used five-point response scales throughout the questionnaire.
A pretest version of the questionnaire was finalized on February 1, 2008.  A total of 31 pretest telephone interviews were conducted between February 1 and March 7.  Based on the pretest experience, a revised questionnaire was developed and submitted to the UCLA Institutional Review Board (IRB) on March 18, 2008.   These changes included item sequence and wording refinements.  In addition, three constructs were deleted because of time constraints:  perceived knowledge, perceived risk, and perceived resilience.  Although perceived knowledge was deleted, actual myth-related knowledge was retained.  Items were selected for deletion based on preliminary results from the National Survey of Disaster Experiences and Preparedness (NSDEP), which used similar questionnaire items.  Other changes included the correction of typographical errors and minor CATI programming errors.

Items included in the final survey are represented by the model presented in Figure 2.  The following theoretical constructs were measured in relation to earthquakes:

· Status (Q13, Q14, Q18-Q27)

· Roles (Q15, Q16, Q17)

· Earthquake experience (Q1)

· Earthquake readiness information received passively (Q2, Q3, Q4)
· Cues (Q5)

· Earthquake myth-related knowledge (Q6)

· Milling and information activities (Q7)
· Earthquake readiness actions taken (Q8)

Figure 2.  Conceptual model for development of the final questionnaire.

Additional Items

Additional items were added to the questionnaire at the request of stakeholders:

· Perceived availability of earthquake preparedness information in languages other than English (Q3A);

· Preferred internet source (website extensions) for earthquake information (Q9);

· Preferred source (sender of message) and channel (type of media) for information for disaster related warnings and alerts, as well as intended response to warnings and alerts (Q10-Q12);

· Purchase of earthquake insurance (Q8_41 and Q8_42).

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses relate to the theoretical model developed for this study.  These include assertive and descriptive hypotheses.  Assertive hypotheses are used to establish the expected distribution or variance on major independent and dependent variables.  If a construct or variable does not have sufficient variance, it cannot be used in data analysis.  Descriptive hypotheses are used to describe associations between the predictor and dependent variables.

Assertive Hypotheses: Dependent Variables
Hypothesis 1 covers assertive hypotheses concerning the dependent variable, action, which was measured for 42 different earthquake preparedness activities.  Respondents could logically engage in preparedness activities because of earthquakes, other reasons, or both.  In addition to dichotomous (yes/no) responses collected for each preparedness action, we also collected specific information about the amount of food, water, cash, and fuel stored for emergency purposes.

Shoaf and Peek-Asa (Shoaf & Peek-Asa, 2000) compared preparedness data collected from households in California between 1987 and 1999 and found that between 38% in 1987 and 54%, in 1999, had stored food for earthquakes or for earthquakes and other reasons. 
1.
At least 50% of CA households have adopted one or more earthquake preparedness or mitigation actions.

Descriptive Hypotheses: Dependent Variables by Geographic Strata
Hypothesis 2 covers associations between geographic area (organized by earthquake risk: (1) Northern CA higher earthquake risk, (2) Southern CA higher earthquake risk, and (3) the rest of the state) and having engaged in recommended preparedness and mitigation actions.  Research by the Council for Excellence in Government (The Council for Excellence in Government, 2006) found that people living in areas that have experienced natural disasters were more likely to have engaged in preparedness actions.
2.
People in the northern and southern strata at higher risk for earthquakes have engaged in more earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities than those from the remainder of the state.
Descriptive Hypotheses: Predictors and Dependent Variables
Hypotheses 3-11 cover associations between predictors (i.e., those constructs that appear earlier in the causal model) and the dependent variable, action.
Gender.  Mileti and Darlington (1997) and Nguyen and colleagues (Nguyen, Shen, Ershoff, Afifi, & Bourque, 2006) found that gender was unrelated to taking preparedness actions.  Eisenman and colleagues (Eisenman et al., 2006) analyzed Oct. 2002 - Feb. 2003 Los Angeles County Health Survey data and found that men were less likely to have emergency supplies and plans than women, but these gender differences disappeared in multivariate models that controlled for other variables such as race/ethnicity, age, and number of household dependents.    
3.
Women are more likely than men to engage in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities. 

Age.  Mileti and Darlington (1997) and Nguyen and colleagues (Nguyen et al., 2006) found that age was unrelated to taking preparedness actions.  Others (Eisenman et al., 2006; Lindell & Perry, 2004) have argued that age is related to how people respond to risk related messages.

4.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with age.

Race/Ethnicity.  Mileti and Darlington (1997) and Nguyen and colleagues (Nguyen et al., 2006) found that race/ethnicity was unrelated to taking preparedness actions.  Russell, Goltz, and Bourque studied earthquake preparedness in California (Russell, Goltz, & Bourque, 1995) and found few relationships between race/ethnicity and preparedness.  They found that survival preparedness before the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake was associated with being of non-Asian race/ethnicity, and preparedness after the earthquake was associated with being of Asian or Latino race/ethnicity.  Others (Lindell & Perry, 2004; Vaughan, 1995) have asserted that race/ethnicity is related to how people respond to risk related messages.  Research (Faupel & Styles, 1993; Turner, Nigg, Paz, & Young, 1981) has found that African Americans and Latinos were less likely to be prepared for disasters.    

A recent national survey about household terrorism preparedness and mitigation (Kano, Wood, Mileti, & Bourque, 2008) found some differences by race/ethnicity in preparedness and mitigation actions taken, but the differences were limited to types of actions linked to terrorism.  Black (87.1%), White (85.0%), and Hispanic (84.1%) respondents were more likely than Asian American/Pacific Islander (AAPI) respondents (70.7%) and those of Other racial/ethnic background (75.2%) to say they have become more vigilant.  White respondents (62.1%) were the most likely to say they have learned more about terrorism; Hispanic respondents (50.2%) were the least likely to say so.  White (33.9%), AAPI (29.3%), and Hispanic (28.8%) respondents were more likely than Black (21.9%) or Other (22.1%) respondents to say they have become more vigilant specifically because of the threat of terrorism.   Respondents’ race/ethnicity was associated with reduced airplane travel, avoidance of tall buildings, and reduced used of public transportation, respectively. In all cases, Hispanics were the most likely, and AAPI respondents the least likely, to say they have taken these actions.  Respondents of different racial/ethnic backgrounds did not differ in the extent to which they have avoided certain things or changed routines because of the terrorism threat alone.  (The report is available at http://www.ph.ucla.edu/sciprc/pdf/NC+START+Descriptive+Report.pdf).
Other research (Torabi & Seo, 2004) found that African Americans were more likely than Whites to organize supplies as a consequence of the September 11th, 2001 terrorist attacks.  Eisenman and colleagues (Eisenman et al., 2006) analyzed Oct. 2002 - Feb. 2003 Los Angeles County Health Survey data and found that Latinos (37%) and African Americans (31%) were more likely to report having purchased or maintained emergency supplies than Whites (21%) and Asians/Pacific Islanders (19%) (p<0.001).  They also found that more African Americans (28%) reported having established an emergency plan than Latinos (16%), Whites (14%), Asian/Pacific Islanders (17%), and other racial/ethnic groups (13%) (p<0.05).  The regression models predicting terrorism preparedness found that being African American (AOR: 1.8, 95% CI: 1.1–3.1) or Latino (AOR: 1.5, 95% CI: 1.0 –2.4) was associated with increased odds of having emergency supplies specifically for terrorism, and that being African American was associated with increased odds of having made an emergency plan (AOR: 2.6, 95% CI: 1.5– 4.6).  
5.
There are no race/ethnicity differences in the number and type of earthquake emergency preparedness and mitigation actions taken.  

Socioeconomic Status (SES).  Russell, Goltz, and Bourque studied earthquake preparedness in California (Russell et al., 1995) and found that survival preparedness, preparedness planning, and hazard mitigation before the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake was associated with having a higher income.  Survival preparedness and preparedness planning also were associated with owning a home, and preparedness planning was associated with having a higher education.  The researchers also found that survival preparedness and preparedness planning before the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake were associated with owning a home, preparedness planning before the earthquake was associated with being more educated, and that hazard mitigation before the quake was associated with having a higher income.  Nguyen and colleagues (Nguyen et al., 2006) found no relationship between socioeconomic variables and pre- and post-event earthquake preparedness.
Eisenman and colleagues (Eisenman et al., 2006) analyzed Oct. 2002 - Feb. 2003 Los Angeles County Health Survey data and found that having some college or trade school education was associated with increased odds of having emergency supplies (AOR: 1.9, 95% CI: 1.3–2.9).  From the warning literature, Liu and colleagues (Liu, Quenemoen, Noji, Sinks, & Mendlein, 1996) found that the less education a person had, the less likely he or she was to respond to a warning message.

6.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with SES.  


Roles of Responsibility.  Research has found that people with children in the household are more likely to adopt household earthquake preparedness activities than those living without children 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Edwards, 1993; Russell et al., 1995; Turner, Nigg, & Heller-Paz, 1986)
.  Russell, Goltz, and Bourque studied earthquake preparedness in California (Russell et al., 1995) and found that preparedness planning and hazard mitigation before the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake was associated with having more children at home. Eisenman et al. (2006) found that compared to people with no dependents in the household, people with household dependents younger than 18 years of age in the household were more likely to report having emergency supplies (35% vs. 24%; p<.001) and having an emergency plan for terrorism (22% vs. 13%; p<.001).    

7.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with the number of dependents living in the household.

Experience.  Research (Siegel, Shoaf, Afifi, & Bourque, 2003) has shown that people who experience personal losses and psychological distress in a prior event are more likely to engage in preparedness activities for future events.  Nguyen and colleagues (Nguyen et al., 2006) found that people who had been injured in an earthquake, either physically, emotionally, or financially, were more likely to take preparedness actions after the earthquake.  Dooley and colleagues (Dooley, Catalano, Mishra, & Serxner, 1992) found that people who had experienced an earthquake were more likely to be concerned about seismic risk, and that those who were more concerned with seismic risk were more likely to prepare for an earthquake.  Other research (Lindell & Perry, 2000; Russell et al., 1995) also has shown an association between earthquake experience and later preparedness action.  Weinstein (1989) found that personal experience with natural hazards is associated with natural hazards preparedness as well as compliance with evacuation warnings. Work by Mileti and others (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992) has shown only marginal or no associations between prior experience and earthquake preparedness.  

Some research has found that previous disaster experience was associated with preparedness for hurricanes (Norris, Smith, & Kaniasty, 1999; Sattler, Kaiser, & Hittner, 2000).  On the other hand, Rincon and colleagues (Rincon, Linares, & Greenberg, 2001) found that having experienced a major hurricane was not related to future hurricane preparedness behavior, including possessing a generator at home, obtaining material to secure their home, having hurricane shutters, and willingness to evacuate their home given a hurricane advisory.

Research shows that the intensity of personal impact experienced in a prior disaster is the best predictor of preparation activities for future earthquakes (Heller, Alexander, Gatz, Knight, & Rose, 2005; Jackson, 1981).
The conservation of resources theory suggests that it is the loss of personal resources in a disaster that causes psychological distress, which in turn motivates people to take actions to minimize such losses in future events.  Studies on hurricane preparedness (Sattler et al., 2000) and earthquake preparedness (Nguyen et al., 2006; Siegel et al., 2003) have found results consistent with this theory.  Research also suggests that suffering personal loss is the key factor that reduces optimistic bias and promotes more realistic risk perceptions and protective action (Helweg-Larsen, 1999).  In contrast, personal experiences in the absence of any significant damage or impact may actually increase optimistic bias and lead people to believe that no further protective action is necessary (Chapin, 2001; Weinstein, 1989).  Thus, it is important to assess the personal impact of prior disaster experience.

8.
Engaging in earthquake disaster and mitigation activities is positively associated with the degree to which an individual has been affected by an earthquake in the past.  

Information Received—Type.  Mileti (1993) found that receipt of information about what to do to get ready for earthquakes was positively and significantly associated with preparedness and mitigation actions.  Whitney and colleagues (Whitney, Lindell, & Nguyen, 2004) found that the adoption of seismic adjustments increase as a result of exposure to earthquake information pamphlets.  

Research shows that certain characteristics of risk communication, including information sources (e.g., official or non-official), number of communication channels, message frequency (i.e., information reinforcement), consistency of information, and personal belief in the information, are associated with further information-seeking and protective action (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992: Mileti & O’Brien, 1992).  

9.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with the number of different types of earthquake information passively received.  

Information Received—Sources and Channels.  Mileti (1993) found that receiving information about getting ready for earthquakes over multiple and diverse communication sources and channels was positively and significantly associated with preparedness and mitigation actions.  

Research shows that certain characteristics of risk communication, including information sources (e.g., official or non-official), number of communication channels, message frequency (i.e., information reinforcement), consistency of information, and personal belief in the information, are associated with further information-seeking and protective action (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992: Mileti & O’Brien, 1992).  

10.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with number of sources and channels from which earthquake information has been received.  

Cues.  Mileti and colleagues 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992; Mileti & O'Brien, 1991; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992)
 reported the effect of exposure to social and environmental cues on action and found that response to warning messages was positively associated with the number of cues received.  They concluded that people who receive social cues about a disaster are more likely to respond (Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992), and that the more environmental cues people receive, the more likely they are to respond (Mileti & O'Brien, 1991; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992) to a disaster warning message.  

9.
Engaging in earthquake readiness activities is positively associated with the number of readiness cues observed.  

Knowledge.  Lasker (2004b) found that people with less knowledge about disaster plans in their work environment were less likely to take recommended protective actions.  Russell, Goltz, and Bourque studied earthquake preparedness in California (Russell et al., 1995) and found that earthquake preparedness actions before the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake were associated with having knowledge of and contact with earthquake recovery agencies.
10.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with knowledge about earthquake safety. 

Milling.  There is strong evidence to suggest that people overcome initial ambiguity about risk by seeking more information and “milling” with others, which leads to new definitions of risks and actions to reduce risk 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Ball-Rokeach, 1973; Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992; Turner & Killian, 1957)
.  Mileti (1993) found that searching for more information about getting ready for earthquakes was positively and significantly associated with preparedness and mitigation actions.  Research from the warning literature 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti, Darlington, Fitzpatrick, & O'Brien, 1993; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1993)
 has found that the more searching for information that a person does, the more likely he or she will be to respond to a warning message. 

11.
Engaging in earthquake preparedness and mitigation activities is positively associated with milling behavior. 

IRB Review

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained from the University of California, Los Angeles IRB. Information about IRB submissions, IRB tracking numbers, and approval dates is included in Table 3.

	Table 3.  Institutional Review

	Submission Description
	Protocol

Number
	Approval

Date

	Initial administrative review
	#G07-09-028-01
	09/13/07

	Pretest questionnaire and screener 
	#G07-09-028-01A
	01/07/08

	Addendum to administer final questionnaire, including both English and Spanish versions
	#G07-09-028-01B
	04/21/08

	Continuation without changes
	#G07-09-028-02
	08/29/08

	Continuation without changes
	#G07-09-028-03
	06/29/09


Sample
Initial Sampling Plan 
An initial sampling plan was developed prior to conduct of the study; however, as data collection unfolded, certain aspects of the design changed.  The initial sample design, the refined sample design, and the final weights that were developed for the sample are presented below.

Table 4 presents the strategy initially used to guide sampling.  Jay Sumner, Ph.D., supervised sample selection, with assistance from Professor Bourque and the Survey Research Center (SRC). In January 2007, Dr. Sumner extracted the most recently available (2006) county population data from the US Census. Those data show the following ethnic/racial breakdown for the California population: 65% White, 6% African American, 13% Asian American Pacific Islander, and 17% other. The data also show 36% Hispanic and 64% non-Hispanic. Non-overlapping population estimates were prepared for White/Other, African American (AA), Asian American Pacific Islander (AAPI), and Hispanic.  Population numbers were then converted to household estimates by dividing each group by respective family size as per US Census. The result was the following set of estimates for California households: 

• 60% Non-Hispanic White/Other 

• 6% Non-Hispanic African American 

• 10% Non-Hispanic Asian American Pacific Islander 

• 24% Hispanic. 

Thus, for an unstratified statewide random sample of 2,000, we could expect interviews from roughly 1,200 non-Hispanic White/Other, 120 African American, 200 Asian American/Pacific Islander, and 480 Hispanic households. 

	Table 4. Planned Characteristics for Sample

	
	High Risk (No CA)
	High Risk (So CA)
	Low Risk (Rest of CA)
	Total
	Design Effect
	Power to Compare Means

	Total to try
	3237
	3237
	3233
	9707
	
	

	Total contacts
	974
	974
	973
	2921
	
	

	Total to screen
	724
	724
	723
	2170
	
	

	Completes
	667
	667
	666
	2000
	
	

	Fraction of Population
	.21
	.47
	.32
	1.00
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0.18
	0.10
	0.06
	.10
	1.15
	0.35

	African American
	0.06
	0.07
	0.04
	.06
	1.12
	0.52

	Hispanic
	0.14
	0.31
	0.21
	.24
	1.08
	0.84

	White/Other
	0.62
	0.53
	0.69
	.60
	1.10
	0.99

	Total
	1.00
	1.01
	1.00
	1.00
	1.11
	--

	Approx. Weight per Case
	0.62
	1.42
	0.96
	
	
	



Stratification. The study investigators planned separate estimates for high risk counties in northern California, high risk counties in southern California, and low risk counties.  Three regional strata were created to support this objective:  high risk northern counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Mendocino, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, and Sonoma; N=10), high risk southern counties (Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura; N=6), and low risk (remaining; N=42) counties.  As noted in Table 4, a total of 666 or 667 completed interviews were initially allocated for each stratum. With this allocation, for estimates of proportions the minimum 95% confidence interval for the total sample of 2,000 is ± 2%. Within each stratum the minimum confidence interval for estimates of proportions is ± 4%. 

Ethnic/racial groups are differentially distributed throughout the state. According to the 2006 Census data, within the 10 northern counties, 18% of the households are Asian American/Pacific Islander, 6% are African American, 14% are Hispanic, and 62% are White/Other. This contrasts with the six southern counties where 10% are Asian American/Pacific Islander, 7% are African American, 31% are Hispanic and 53% are White/Other. In the remaining counties, 6% are Asian American/Pacific Islander, 4% are African American, 21% are Hispanic, and 69% are White/Other. 

Owing to the different stratum sampling rates and the differential distribution of ethnic/racial groups, three implications are worth noting. First, with the exception of the White/Other group in all three strata and Hispanics within the six southern counties, our sample size is inadequate for separate estimates for ethnic/racial subgroups within the three strata. Second, at the state level, the sample size is adequate for estimates within groups who self-identify as Asian American/Pacific Islander, Hispanic or White/Other, but not for African Americans.  Third, when combined to obtain statewide estimates, data for respondents from all strata will have to be weighted.

Based on Table 4, a summary of initially expected sample sizes by ethnic group from the regional strata is presented in Table 5.  

	Table 5.  Expected Sample Allocation by Ethnic Groups within Strata

	Stratum
	Asian American/ Pacific Islander
	African American
	Hispanic
	Other
	Total

	
	
%
n
	
%
n
	
%
n
	%


n
	N

	High Risk 

(No. CA)
	
18
120
	
6
40
	
14
93
	
62
414
	667

	High Risk

(So. CA)
	
10
67
	
7
47
	
31
207
	
53
354
	667

	Low Risk

(Rest of State)
	
6
40
	
4
27
	
21
140
	69 
460
	666

	Total
	
11
227
	
6
114
	
22
440
	
61
1227
	2000


To better support statewide estimates for African American households we decided to oversample in order to increase the sample for that group from 114 to about 200, which would reduce the minimum confidence intervals for statewide estimates for the African American group from ±11% to ±8%. Since data from the oversample would have to be weighted down in analyses, an equivalent sample of 200 would require more than 200 interviews sample-wide.  Details of the oversampling are noted below. 

The design, then, was for a sample with four strata, the original three defined by geography and a fourth, overlapping stratum defined by residence in Census Tracts that are high-density African American. 

Sampling proceeded using random-digit-dialing (RDD).  SRC purchased ‘Random Methodology A’ sample files
 from Survey Sampling International (SSI)
, with purging of Yellow-Page listed business numbers and pre-screened disconnected numbers.  Cell phones were not sampled.  

Telephone numbers were released to field teams in 11 successive ‘replicates’ during the period mid-June to mid-December, 2008.  Each replicate was itself a stratified RDD sample allocated to regional strata in proportion to the original completion goals.  An additional five replicates for the high risk southern California stratum were released in order to enhance future research in that region.  

SSI also provided a supplement RDD sample restricted to Census tracts throughout the state where the proportion of African American exceeds 42 percent.  The net proportion for African American households in this group of Census tracts is about 60 percent.  

Table 6 shows the distribution of completions across strata and race/ethnicities.  Completions from the African American supplement are shown in parentheses.

Table 6.  Completed Interviews by Ethnicity and Stratum

	Stratum
	Asian American/ Pacific Islander

%          n
	African

American

%     n
	Hispanic

%    n
	Other

%        n
	DK

%
n 
	Total

%      N

	High Risk 

(No. CA)
	
3
67 

                  (2)
	
2
    40 

           (9)
	
3
59

         (2)
	
18
372

          (5) 
	 1     18

         (1)
	 27
556

         (19)

	High Risk 

(So. CA)
	
3
67 

                  (4)
	
8
167

       (110)
	
10
209

       (27)
	
21
436

        (14)
	 1     27

         (5)
	 44
906

       (160)

	Rest of State
	     1          18
	  1      29
	  6   116
	22    449
	 0       7
	 30
619

	Total
	
7
152 

                  (6)
	
11
236

       (119)
	
19
384

       (29)
	
60
1256

         (17) 
	 3     52

         (6)
	 100  2081

          (179)


The SRC CATI system stored the call disposition for multiple call attempts.  Over 2,000 cases received more than 12 call attempts, and several received more than 40.  The disposition categories used are compatible with the American Association for Public Opinion Research Final Disposition categories (American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2008).  

Telephone numbers totaled 18,777.  An analysis of the disposition of these selections indicated that about 5,950 represented households that were eligible for the survey; that is, phones for households with one or more adults over the age of 17 years.  Interviews were completed for 2,081.  Overall response rate was .33, calculated as the ratio of unweighted completes to estimated eligible selections in accordance with AAPOR guidelines (American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2008).
Refinements to Initial Sample Design

The sample originally was designed to get equal numbers of households (n = 666/667) in each of the three strata: northern California, southern California, and the rest of California.  Subsequent analysis considerations prompted a higher allocation for southern California.  Since the objective was a total sample of 2,000 households and since 6% of households in the state are African American, oversampling of African American households was introduced.  Since more African American households are found in the southern California stratum than in other areas of the state, almost all of the oversampling occurred in southern California.  The final sample contained 2,081 households: 556 in high risk northern California (26.7%); 906 in high risk southern California (43.5%); and 619 in the rest of the state (29.8%).  

The distribution of households by race/ethnicity of the respondent was 19.3% (n = 392) Hispanic/Latino, 11.8% (n = 240) African American, 7.8% (n = 159) Asian American/Pacific Islander, and 61.0% (n = 1,237) white/other (includes non-Hispanic white, American Indian/Alaskan Native, multiracial, and other).

When compared with population projections for 2007 (Table 7), the unweighted California Earthquake Preparedness Survey overrepresents older persons, females, and college graduates, and underrepresents males, younger persons (< 35), persons with less than a high school education, and Hispanics and Asian American/Pacific Islanders.  Consistent with how the sample was selected, the unweighted sample overrepresents African Americans.  The unweighted California Earthquake Preparedness Survey sample approximates the distribution of households across the three strata, the distribution of household income, the presence of children in the household, and the number of one-person households.  Particularly underrepresented are educated persons under 31, and males under 35.  In the 6 high risk southern counties, males 35-45 are especially underrepresented.
Table 7. Comparison of the unweighted and weighted samples with population projections for California in 2007 on selected demographic variables—California Earthquake Preparedness Survey, 2008
	
	Unweighted sample
	Weighted samples1
	Population projections for California, 2007

	
	
	Individual weights
	Individual weights with raking
	Household weights
	Household weights with raking
	Population (Age 18+)2
	Household/ Householder3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	N = 27,169,594
	N = 13,308,346

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Geographic strata4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northern California 

Southern California 

Rest of California
	26.7

43.5

29.7
	20.9

44.7

34.3
	20.4

50.2

29.4
	21.6

43.4

35.0
	21.1

46.8

32.1
	20.4

50.4

29.3
	21.1

46.7

32.1

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander

Black/African American

Hispanic

White/Native American/Other
	7.8

11.8

19.3

61.0
	9.2

6.4

24.6

59.8
	13.8

6.2

32.2

47.8
	7.9

7.2

21.1

63.7
	12.3

6.9

27.0

53.7
	12.9

6.0

31.8

49.3
	11.8

6.7

26.8

54.7

	Age of respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Under 35

35-44

45-54

55-64

65 and older
	18.5

17.9

23.0

18.8

21.8
	23.3

18.0

23.0

17.9

17.7
	33.3

20.2

18.8

13.7

14.0
	N/A
	N/A
	31.8

20.0

19.4

14.0

14.9
	N/A

	Gender of respondent: Female
	62.2
	63.0
	50.7
	N/A
	N/A
	50.5
	N/A

	Education level of respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than high school

High school graduate

Some college education

College graduate
	9.5

22.1

25.6

42.7
	11.6

23.2

25.3

39.8
	12.1

22.3

23.4

42.2
	N/A
	N/A
	19.4

24.7

22.2

33.7
	N/A

	Nationality of respondent:  U.S.
	77.3
	74.0
	67.8
	N/A
	N/A
	81.1
	N/A

	Household income ($)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N = 12,200,672

	Less than 15k

15k to less than 25k

25k to less than 35k

35k to less than 50k

50k to less than 75k

75k to less than 100k

100k to less than 150k

150k or greater
	7.6

9.2

10.6

9.0

18.5

12.6

19.7

12.9
	N/A
	N/A
	8.0

9.4

10.9

9.2

18.6

12.6

19.7

11.5
	8.9

10.5

10.9

9.8

19.8

12.4

17.6

10.1
	N/A
	10.4

9.7

9.3

13.0

18.0

12.7

14.6

12.2

	Households with children under age 18
	37.4
	N/A
	N/A
	38.4
	38.0
	N/A
	43.8

	One-person households
	21.5
	N/A
	N/A
	21.8
	25.3
	N/A
	24.8


	Single-family unit housing
	69.3
	N/A
	N/A
	68.0
	56.1
	N/A
	58.3

	Owner-occupied residence
	65.1
	N/A
	N/A
	64.4
	56.0
	N/A
	58.0

	Notes: Total sample size was 2,081.  Actual N varies due to missing values.  Percents may not add to 100 due to rounding.

1The individual weights account for differential selection probabilities of individuals due to the sample design, which specified varying sampling rates for geographic strata, oversampling African Americans, and adjustments for multi-landline households and household size.  The household weights account for differential selection probabilities of households due to the sample design, which specified varying sampling rates for geographic strata, oversampling African Americans, and adjustments for multi-landline households.  Raked individual weights enhance conformance of sample to the 2007 over-17 population distribution with respect to region strata, age, education, gender, race/ethnicity, and household ownership and number of adults present.  Raked household weights enhance conformance of sample to the 2007 household population distribution with respect to region strata, household size, home ownership, housing units in structure, household income, and householder age and race/ethnicity.    

2Data for population projections of strata, race/ethnicity, age, and gender were extracted for 2008 from the State of California, Department of Finance, “Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2000-2050.”  Data for population projections of education and nationality were extracted from the U.S. Bureau of Census, 2007 American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).

3Data for household/householder projections for geographic strata, one-person households, and owner-occupied residences were extracted from the U.S. Bureau of Census, 2007 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table S2501, Occupancy Characteristics.  Data for race/ethnicity of household/householder were extracted from the Bureau of Census, 2007 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table S2502 Demographic Characteristics for Occupied Housing Units. Data for household income were extracted from the Bureau of Census, 2007 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table DP-3, Selected Economic Characteristics.  Data for households with children under age 18 were extracted from the 2007 American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).  Data for projections of single-family housing units were extracted from the Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table DP-4 Selected Housing Characteristics 2007.

4Northern California = Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Mendocino, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, and Sonoma counties.  Southern California = Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties.  Rest of California = remaining 42 counties in the state that are at relatively low risk of earthquakes compared to the counties in the Northern and Southern California strata.  “Other” race/ethnicity includes multi-racial and other types of identification. 




Weighting of the Sample

Weighting is used to bring population-based samples into closer conformance with the populations from which they were drawn.  Since the sample was designed to intentionally overrepresent African American households and some regions, weights are used for the analyses reported here.  Both US Census data for California and data from the California Department of Finance were used in determining the appropriate weights. 

In 2007, the total estimated adult population (18 and over) in California was 27,169,594 in an estimated 13,308,346 households.  Twenty-one percent of the households were located in the 10 northern California counties, 47% were located in the 6 southern counties, and 32% were located in the rest of California [S2501-see references].  Twenty percent of the adult population was in the 10 high risk northern counties, 50% was in the 6 high risk southern counties, and 29% was located in the rest of California [CalDOF- see references].

The weighting had two objectives.  First, weighting was designed to account for the differential selection probabilities associated with the sample design; this objective was met by calculating sampling weights that are inversely proportional to selection probabilities, and scaled to sum to the sample size, 2081.  Second, weighting was intended to bring the distributions of key demographic characteristics into conformance with California population totals; this was accomplished using WesVar software (from Westat, in Rockville, Maryland) to ‘rake’ the sampling weights so that the weighted demographics matched population control values.  Both individual weights and household weights, with and without raking, were calculated.  Raking demographics for household weights included stratum of residence, imputed age of householder, imputed race/ethnicity of householder, household composition, home ownership, single vs. multiple housing, and household income.  Raking demographics for individual weights were similar to those used for the CHIS sample: stratum of residence, age, gender, race/ethnicity, education level, household composition, and home ownership.  Because of the smaller sample size, the number of levels per demographic control was fewer for the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey than for CHIS.  Table 7 demonstrates the effects of the various weights.

Individual weights with raking are used when data refer to characteristics of individuals, such as race/ethnicity, gender, age, and education, and in reporting all non-demographic data with the exception of questions asking about household preparedness.  Household weights with raking are used when data refer to and reflect household characteristics, such as household distribution across the three strata, household income, home ownership, and the size and composition of the household.  Household weights with raking are also applied when data are presented relating to the 42 preparedness activities and the reasons given for investing in preparedness activities.

Comparison with the California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) Sample. Response rates for population-based surveys have steadily declined during the past decade.  Part of that decline reflects increased use of cell phones by the US population.  Traditionally, the samples for telephone surveys have been drawn from landline telephones.  In 2004, the Consumer Expenditure Survey estimated that 7% of U.S. households were cell-only households, and in 2007, the National Health Interview Survey estimated that 14.5% of adults resided in cell-only households.  Most recently it was reported that in 2007, 9.0% of California households were cell-only, and that 8.4% of California adults lived in cell-only households.

In 2007, the California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) implemented a telephone survey with adults in cell-only households.  The cell-only sample was developed to supplement the regular RDD sample that was conducted concurrently.  The CHIS provide data that allow us to assess the sample in the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey, and the extent to which distributions in the landline sample might be complemented by a cell-only sample.

Whereas the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey was conducted between June and December 2008, CHIS was conducted about a year earlier between June, 2007 and March, 2008.  Interviews averaged 35 minutes, similar in length to the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey.  The household response rate for the CHIS landline sample was 21.1%, while the household response rate for the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey was 35%.  Where the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey sample was comprised of three strata and 2,081 interviews were conducted, CHIS was comprised of 44 strata (41 individual counties and 3 grouped county strata), and 48,791 interviews were conducted by landline, and 825 by cell.  CHIS landline interviews were supplemented with 451 interviews from surname lists for Koreans and Vietnamese; the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey was supplemented with oversampling in census tracts with higher proportions of African American households.

Outcomes for the landline sample for CHIS are very similar to those for the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey (see Table 8).  The unweighted CHIS landline sample underrepresents Asian American/Pacific Islanders, Black/African Americans, and Hispanics.  Like the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey sample, females, older persons (more than 65 years of age), and persons with a college degree are overrepresented.

In contrast to the two landline samples, the CHIS cell-only sample is dominated by persons under age 35 (62.2%), males (59.4%), and renters.  The proportion Asian American/Pacific Islanders in the cell-only sample resembles that for the state as a whole; Hispanics remain underrepresented in the unweighted cell-only sample.

In summary, for both the CHIS sample and the California Earthquake Preparedness Survey, younger persons, males, and some ethnic/racial subgroups are underrepresented in the landline samples.  Some part of this underrepresentation is explained by the characteristics of persons who live in cell-only households.

Participation Incentives

The Survey Research Center (SRC) offered a $20 Target, WalMart, or Barnes & Noble gift card or a $20 donation in the respondent’s name to one of three charities (American Red Cross, American Heart Association, or American Cancer Society) to those who agreed and completed the interview.  SRC was responsible for the purchase and mailing of gift cards and for preparing checks and mailing charity donations.

Interviewer Training

SRC conducted project-specific training for interviewers assigned to this study.  Personnel from UCLA School of Public Health and Survey Research Center participated in the initial training of interviewers for this study.  The training described the objectives of the project, reviewed probing techniques, took interviewers question-by-question through the questionnaire, and involved each interviewer in several “mock” interviews. The first training session took place June 23-25, 2008.    Subsequent sessions were conducted to account for interviewer attrition on July 15, 2008, September 17, 2008, and October 15, 2008.

Random silent monitoring of interviews by SRC supervisory staff during the period of interviewing was conducted to help ensure proper interviewing techniques.  No less than 10% of interviews were monitored.  Following monitoring, SRC supervisory staff reviewed results with the interviewer and discussed needed corrections.  SRC utilized a monitoring system that allowed for supervisory review of the interviewer screens as well as interviewer/respondent conversation when monitoring was done on site. 

Pretesting

Following IRB approval, UCLA Survey Research Center (SRC) conducted initial English pretests (n=20).  These pretests were conducted using a subsample purchased from Survey Sampling, Inc for precisely this purpose.   Subsequently, a total of 9 paper-and-pencil English pretests in 3 iterations were conducted to finalize the questionnaire.  Incentives ($20) were provided.  The questionnaire was finalized following the SRC pretest, and was translated into Spanish by the SRC, with assistance from Dr. Michele Wood.
Table 8. Comparison of Unweighted California Earthquake Preparedness Survey Sample to Landline and Cell-Only California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), 2007-2008
	Demographic and

Household

Characteristics
	California Earthquake Preparedness Survey (CS)
	California Health Interview Survey (CHIS)
	Population Projections for California, 2007

	
	N = 2,081
	Landline
	Cell-Only
	Population

(Age 18+)1
	Household/

Householder2

	
	
	N = 49,242
	N = 825
	N = 27,169,594
	N = 13,308,346

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian American Pacific Islander
	7.8
	8.6
	12.5
	12.9
	11.8

	Black/African American
	11.8
	4.6
	7.8
	6.0
	6.7

	Hispanic
	19.3
	17.1
	24.6
	31.8
	26.8

	White/Other
	61.0
	69.7
	55.2
	49.3
	54.7

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	Under 35
	18.5
	14.2
	62.2
	31.8
	N/A

	35-44
	17.9
	15.1
	10.7
	20.0
	N/A

	45-54
	23.0
	20.6
	13.9
	19.4
	N/A

	55-64
	18.7
	20.8
	9.7
	14.0
	N/A

	65 and older
	21.8
	29.4
	3.5
	14.9
	N/A

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent Male
	37.4
	39.8
	59.4
	50.5
	N/A

	Education
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than high school
	9.6
	9.5
	8.5
	19.4
	N/A

	High school graduate
	22.1
	22.1
	32.0
	24.7
	N/A

	Some college education
	25.6
	28.3
	32.1
	22.2
	N/A

	College graduate
	42.7
	40.1
	27.4
	33.7
	N/A

	Citizenship
	
	
	
	
	

	Born in US (CS)/ 

US citizen (CHIS)
	77.3
	91.6
	89.2
	81.1
	N/A

	Not born in US (CS)/ Not US citizen (CHIS)
	22.7
	8.4
	10.8
	18.9
	N/A

	Household income
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 15k
	7.6
	11.4
	17.0
	N/A
	10.4

	15k to less than 25k
	9.1
	11.3
	12.1
	N/A
	9.7

	25k to less than 35k
	10.6
	9.5
	10.9
	N/A
	9.3

	35k to less than 50k
	9.0
	12.5
	15.0
	N/A
	13.0

	50k to less than 75k
	18.5
	17.7
	16.7
	N/A
	18.0

	75k to less than 100k
	12.6
	11.3
	9.5
	N/A
	12.7

	100k to less than 150k
	19.7
	14.3
	10.4
	N/A
	14.6

	150k or greater
	12.9
	12.0
	8.4
	N/A
	12.2

	Households with child(ren) under age 18
	
	
	
	
	

	Have child(ren)
	37.4
	30.2
	31.5
	N/A
	43.8

	Do not have child(ren)
	62.6
	69.9
	68.5
	N/A
	56.2

	Household size
	
	
	
	
	

	More than one person
	78.5
	71.61
	76.85
	N/A
	75.2

	One-person household
	21.5
	28.39
	23.15
	N/A
	24.8

	Ownership of residence
	
	
	
	
	

	Owner-occupied
	65.1
	69.52
	29.09
	N/A
	58.0

	Renter- or other-occupied
	34.9
	30.48
	70.91
	N/A
	42.0

	1Data for population projections of strata, race/ethnicity, age, and gender were extracted for 2008 from the State of California, Department of Finance, “Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2000-2050.”  Data for population projections of education and nationality were extracted from the 2007 American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).

2Data for household/householder projections for geographic strata, one-person households, and owner-occupied residences were extracted from the Bureau of Census, 2007 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table S2501, Occupancy Characteristics.  Data for race/ethnicity of household/householder were extracted from the Bureau Census, 2007 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table S2502 Demographic Characteristics for Occupied Housing Units. Data for household income were extracted from the Bureau of Census, American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table DP-3, Selected Economic Characteristics, 2007.  Data for households with children under age 18 were extracted from the 2007 American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).  Data for projections of single-family housing units were extracted from the Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Table DP-4 Selected Housing Characteristics 2007.


Data Collection

Data were collected consistent with telephone survey procedures outlined by Bourque and Fielder (Bourque & Fielder, 2003) and colleagues (Bourque, Shoaf, & Nguyen, 1997).  The SRC used pTracker CATI software to conduct the survey at 911 Broxton Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90024; Phone: (310) 794-2996, Fax: (310) 794-0732.  A total of 12 CATI-interview stations were dedicated to the study during the survey period.  Tonya Hays, SRC Head of Survey Operations, provided oversight for data collection activities, including training and monitoring of interviewers oversight of supervisors, administrative oversight and quality assurance.  

SRC made up to 15 call attempts on different days at different times to determine the status of a given phone number.  When a household was identified at a sampled telephone number and an eligible respondent was selected and successfully recruited, an interview was conducted.  This total of up to 15 call attempts is the combined total for both determining the status of a phone number and completing an interview with a designated respondent.  Some numbers required more than the full 15 attempts to determine the status of the phone number.  Other numbers had their status determined on the first attempt but required up to 10 additional attempts to complete an interview with the designated respondent.  Call attempts were distributed across dates and times based on the following schedule:





Mon-Fri am-pm/5 attempts





Mon-Fri 5pm-9pm/7attempts 





Sat-Sun 10am-7pm/4 attempts
Interview Protocol

	General Guidelines
	Interview instructions are printed in all caps; this indicates text that should not be read aloud.  Interviewers are to read everything that is not in all caps.  To ensure consistency of data collection conditions and meaning of data, it is important for interviewers to pay careful attention to distinguish between categories that are read aloud, and those that are not.  The all-cap convention will help make this distinction more easily.  

	Study Objectives
	The survey was designed to study, explain, and predict: actual public preparedness, mitigation, and avoidance actions; and relevant perceptions of earthquakes.

	Questionnaire
	The questionnaire includes the following main sections: screener, earthquake preparedness, “add on” general readiness, demographics, and administrative “wrap-up” items.

	Respondent Questions Purpose
	If the respondent questions the purpose of the study, explain that the interview asks about knowledge about earthquakes and that the findings will be used to help improve efforts to prepare for and respond to earthquakes.

	Why This Respondent
	If you are asked why you are interviewing this particular individual, explain that the household telephone number was selected at random, and that it is important that we obtain information from people like the respondent to get a complete picture of the community.

	Respondent Questions Time Required for Interview
	If the respondent asks how much time will be required for the interview, state that the usual length is about 30 minutes (depending on their answers).  Do not say that the interview will take only a few minutes.

	Refusals
	Our experience has been that few respondents actually refuse to cooperate.  However, if you have difficulty obtaining an interview, explain the purpose and importance of the study and stress the confidential treatment accorded to all information furnished by the respondent.  This should be done also at any point during the interview if the respondent should hesitate to answer certain questions.  If the respondent doubts that he/she has anything to contribute, reiterate that it is important for us to talk to many different people in order to get a complete picture of the community.

	Your Manner
	Your greatest asset in conducting an interview efficiently is to combine a friendly attitude with a businesslike manner.  If an informant’s conversation wanders away from the interview, try to cut it off tactfully—preferably by asking the next question on the questionnaire.  Over-friendliness and concern on your part about the respondent’s personal troubles or experiences may lead to your obtaining less information.

It is especially important in this interview that you maintain an objective manner.

	Other Languages
	Interviews will be conducted in English and Spanish, based on the respondent’s preference.

	Policy for “Don’t Knows”
	“Don’t know” responses very rarely provide useful information, and in many cases can be avoided.  Be aware that many, if not most, people are uncomfortable with silence, and may say something like, “I don’t know” to avoid prolonged silence while they are thinking.  Do not accept a “don’t know” response without allowing the respondent adequate time to formulate a response.  This may require waiting for several seconds.  You may prompt the respondent by asking if he or she would like you to repeat the question.  The “don’t know” code should be reserved for those limited situations when the respondent, given both sufficient time to think as well as encouraging prompts, is unable to provide a response.

	Scales
	Scale cards are not used in this interview because it will be conducted over the telephone.  Therefore, alternatives must be read to informants carefully.  If the informant uses a half-number, ask him or her to choose the best whole number to represent his or her answer.  

	Probing
	We have adopted standards on probing to assist interviewers.  This will result in a much better interview.

Unless specified, all open-ended questions require probes to get complete, clear information.  Please use the following standards:

1. The probe, “anything else” should never be used.  It is too easy for the informant just to say “No” in response to this probe.  Instead, use, “what else?”  

2. Never leave an open-ended question without an ending probe (e.g., What else?) that yields a final response (e.g., “That’s all.”).

3. You may probe by repeating keywords (e.g., “Other relevant information?”), repeating the question, asking for an example (“Give me an example”) or asking for explanation (“Please explain”). 

4. 
Common probes for this interview include: “What else?” “Where else?” “Who else?” “How else?”

	Final Probes
	Unless specified, all open-ended questions must have a final probe.  This is your way of ensuring that the informant has no further information on a subject.  

	Missing Codes
	Missing Values for numeric fields will be distinguished by:  1) Not Applicable, 2) Don’t Know, and 3) Refused.  The entire field width will be coded with 6s, 8s, and 9s, respectively.  Thus, appropriate missing values for the 5-point scale items will be 6, 8, and 9.  Remember to assign missing value codes for the entire width of the field to ensure that a missing value code is not mistaken for real data.  Missing data for text fields shall be left blank.  Skipped items will be entered as “system missing.”

	Screener
	The screener: confirms that a residential number has been reached, identifies an adult initial respondent, identifies a potential final respondent using the “last birthday” method, obtains verbal consent for participation, and allows the respondent to select the English or Spanish language for completing the interview.

	INTERVIEW IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION
	The CATI program receives the telephone number and respondent ID number as entered by the interviewer, and automatically records the date, and screener start time for the case.

	Intro Script
	Hello, I’m … calling from the University of California.  We are interviewing people in California to find out what they have heard or done about earthquake preparedness.  This information may help improve responses to disasters in California.  As a thank you, participants will receive a $20 gift certificate.  I need to ask just a few questions to see if you are eligible to participate.


	S1A
	Have I reached you at your home phone?

This item confirms the telephone number is attached to the speaker’s residential address.  If “yes” (1), skip to S1C; if “no” (2), ask S1B.

	S1B
	Is this a residence?

This item determines if the telephone number is associated with a residential address, and is asked when the respondent does not live at the address associated with the number dialed.  If “yes” (1, it is a residential telephone line), ask S1D.  If “no” (2), terminate the call, and dial again.

	S1C
	I would like to confirm that I reached you at <PHONE NUMBER>.
This item allows the interviewer to confirm that the intended phone number was dialed.

If the respondent does not live at the residence reached (S1A=2), it is a residence (S1B=1), and the telephone number was dialed correctly (S1C=1), then skip to S1E to identify some other adult who lives at the residence who is 18 years of age or older.

	S1D
	For this survey, I have to speak with someone who lives there who is 18 years old or older.  Are you 18 or over?

This item confirms that the respondent is at least 18 years of age.  If “yes” (1), skip to S1F.  If “no” (2), proceed to S1E.  If no one in household is 18 years of age or older, terminate.

	S1E
	May I speak to an adult 18 years or older who lives there?

This item is asked when the respondent is not a member of the household.  If an adult resident is available (1), reintroduce yourself, state your purpose, and begin the screener again (repeat S1).  If no adult resident is available (2), arrange for an appropriate callback time.  Record the date, time and up to two alternative phone numbers in the space provided.  If no one in household is 18 years of age or older (3), terminate.  

	S1F
	I would like to begin the interview now, is that okay?

This question documents that the respondent is ready to begin the interview.  If “yes” (1), read the script, below, and ask S1F.  If “no” (2), arrange for an appropriate callback time.  
This interview is voluntary and completely confidential.  You have the right to refuse any question without penalty.  If you or someone else in your household completes the interview, we will send that person a $20 gift certificate as a thank you.  The interview will take about 30 minutes.

If you need more information about the survey, you can call the UCLA Survey Research Center, toll-free at 866-508-9788.  

	S2
	How many people are there in your household who are 18 years or older?

Record response.

If informant is only adult member of the household (S2=1), then skip to Q1, otherwise, continue.

The number of adults in the household can be calculated from this question.

	S2A
	I would like to speak to the adult in your household, 18 or older, who has had the most recent birthday.  Who would that be?
If this is the current person you are speaking to (1), then go to S4, otherwise (2), go to S3.

	S3
	Thank you for helping me with this information.  May I please speak with him/her? 
In this item, the interviewer requests to speak to the adult household member with the most recent birthday.  The last birthday method for identifying the respondent was chosen instead of the Kish table method because of time constraints.  This method has been shown to produce results that are comparable to the Kish approach (Aday & Cornelius, 2006; Gaziano, 2005).  If the respondent is not available, arrange a time to call back.  

Record availability.  If available (1), read script, below.  If not available (2), arrange for a callback time.

Hello, I’m … calling from the University of California.  We are interviewing people in California to find out what they have heard or done about earthquake preparedness.  This information may help improve responses to disasters in California. 
This interview is voluntary and completely confidential.  You have the right to refuse any question without penalty.  The interview will take about 30 minutes.  As a thank you, you will receive a $20 gift certificate. 

If you need more information about the survey, you can call the UCLA Survey Research Center, toll-free at 866-508-9788.  

	S4
	I’d like to begin the interview now, is that okay?

If “yes” (1), continue with interview.  If “no” (2), arrange for an appropriate callback time.

	MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE
	The main questionnaire is represented in questions 1-8 (excluding question 3A), with screener items QS1-QS4, add-on items in Q9-Q12 (and also 3A), demographic items in Q10-Q27, and administrative items in Q28-Q34.

	INTERVIEW          START TIME
	The CATI system records the start time.

	Q1
	Construct: Experience 
Please think about the worst earthquake you have ever experienced.  How much did it affect you?  Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means “no effect”, and 5 means “a lot of effect”, would you say it had “1 no effect”, “5 a lot of effect” or you may use any number in between?

This item is intended to capture the degree to which informants have been affected by prior earthquakes, using a 5-point scale.
Research has shown that the intensity of personal impact experienced in a prior disaster is the best predictor of preparation activities for future earthquakes (Heller et al., 2005; Jackson, 1981).  Previous disaster experience has been associated with preparedness for hurricanes (Norris et al., 1999; Sattler et al., 2000) and earthquakes 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dooley et al., 1992; Lindell & Perry, 2000; Nguyen et al., 2006; Russell et al., 1995)
.  Some studies, however, have only shown marginal or no associations between prior experience and earthquake preparedness (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992).

	Q2
	Construct: Information—Sources 
Please think about the information you have gotten about preparing for earthquakes.  Have you heard information about preparing for earthquakes from:  

A. Friends or relatives?

B. The California Volunteers?

C. Employers?
 

D. Earthquake Country Alliance or their Dare to Prepare campaign?

E. Scientists?

F. Putting Down Roots in Earthquake Country?

G.  Schools?

H. The California Seismic Safety Commission?

I. The Homeowner’s Guide to Earthquake Safety?

J. TV anchors or reporters? 

K. The Governor’s Office of Emergency Services?

L. Insurance representatives

M. Radio hosts or reporters?

N. Entertainers?

O. The Red Cross?

P. Local Emergency Management Agencies?

Q. The United States Geological Survey, USGS?

R. What other sources?

This item elicits sources of information passively received.  

For each source listed, circle “yes” (1) or “no” (2).  Q2 allows for up to 3 “specify other” fields for information sources not asked about specifically.  “Don’t Know” is an informative response.  If all are “no” (2) and/or “refused” (9), then skip to Q5.  If there are any “yes” and/or “don’t know” (8), then continue to Q3.
The specific sources asked about in Q2 were included because we wanted to “cast a wide net” and include family, friends, employers, as well as those individuals people might hear and recognize on radio and television.  We also sought to include earthquake preparedness campaigns with which informants might be familiar.
Research has shown that source of information passively received (e.g., official or non-official) is associated with further information-seeking and protective action (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992: Mileti & O’Brien, 1992).  



	Q3
	Construct: Information—Channels 
How was the information communicated to you?

Did you read it in the newspapers?

Did you read it in other print media?

Did you see it on the television?

Did you hear it on the radio?

Did you see it on the Internet?

Was it communicated to you in face-to-face discussions?

Was it communicated to you some other way?

SPECIFY:


This item collects information about the channels through which earthquake preparedness information are passively received.  

For each source listed in Q2, circle “yes” (1) or “no” (2).  The item allows for up to 1 “other specify” fields for information channels not asked about specifically.  
Research has established that the number of communication channels though which information is passively received is associated with further information-seeking and protective action (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992: Mileti & O’Brien, 1992).  

	Q3A
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request 
To your knowledge, has information on earthquake preparedness been communicated to the public in languages other than English?

This item was added at the request of stakeholders.  The item is intended to assess the perceived availability of earthquake preparedness items in languages other than English.

	Q4
	Construct:  Information

What kinds of information have you gotten?  Have you gotten information about <…>?

1. Learning how to be ready for an earthquake?

2. Learning how to be safe during an earthquake?

3. Making disaster plans?

4. Training and practicing for skills that can protect life or reduce damage in an earthquake?

5. Organizing equipment and supplies that would be useful in an earthquake?

6. Making the things inside your home safer during an earthquake?

7. Making your building structure safer during an earthquake?
8. Buying earthquake insurance?
4A. How much of the information that you got about preparing for earthquakes did you believe?  Would you say “1, none of it,” “5, all of it,” or you may use any number in between?

4B. How much of the information did you understand?  Would you say 1, none of it, 5, all of it, or any number in between?

4C. How much of the information did you think about?  Would you say 1, none of it, 5, all of it, or any number in between?

4D. How much of the information did you discuss with other people?  Would you say 1, none of it, 5, all of it, or any number in between?
This item measures receipt of different types of earthquake related information.  Ask the respondent about each type of information listed, and circle “yes” (1) or “no” (2). 
Attributes of passively received information have been associated with the adoption of protective action.  Research has found that frequency of information receipt (Mileti, Fitzpatrick, & Farhar, 1992; Turner et al., 1986) and belief in information received (Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & Fitzpatrick, 1992: Mileti & O’Brien, 1992) were associated with the adoption of protective actions.

	Q5
	Construct: Cues
Do you know anyone, not including yourself, who has <…>?
1. Learned how to be ready for an earthquake?

2. Learned how to be safe during an earthquake?

3. Made disaster plans?

4. Been trained in skills that can protect life and reduce damage in an earthquake?

5. Organized equipment and supplies that would be useful in an earthquake?

6. Made the things inside the home safer during an earthquake?

7. Made the building structure safer during an earthquake?

8. Bought earthquake insurance?

This question assesses cues to action for earthquake readiness activities.  Ask the respondent about each type of action listed, and circle “yes” (1) or “no” (2).  
Research has shown that seeing others take protective action both confirms risk information and prompts further information-seeking, thus, increasing the likelihood that the observer her/himself will take protective action 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Farley, Barlow, Finkelstein, & Riley, 1993; Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992)
.  
The particular list of readiness activities was drawn from the “Get Ready Pyramid” (Wood, Kano, Mileti, & Bourque, In press), a typology that organizes readiness actions in a seven-layer pyramid by cost.

	Q6
	Construct:  Myth-Related Knowledge

I’d like to know what you think about the following statements.  As I read the statements about earthquakes, please tell me how much you disagree or agree using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “strongly disagree”, 5 means “strongly agree”, or you may use any number in between. 
1. The government will give me what I need after an earthquake.  

2. Sand softens the shaking during earthquakes, so houses on sand should be safer. 

3. There is nothing I can do about earthquakes so why worry about it. 

4. California has good building codes, so the buildings are safe in an earthquake. 

5. Buildings constructed on hard rock are safer during earthquakes.

6. People who live in areas of California that have not had earthquakes in the past don’t have to worry.

7. Under a doorway is the safest place to be during an earthquake.

8. The “Triangle of Life” is safer than “drop, cover, and hold on.”

9. If you are in a building when an earthquake strikes, it is best to run outside so the building doesn’t collapse on you.

10. Earthquake insurance is included in standard residential insurance policies. 
Circle the correct number on the scale.  Repeat response options every third item.
This item measures agreement with popular earthquake related myths as an indicator of earthquake knowledge.  The specific myths included in the questionnaire were drawn from several existing compilations, including current public earthquake education campaigns as well as prior research studies that collected information about myths 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Bourque, 1988; California Seismic Safety Commission, 2005; de Goyet, 2000; Jones & Benthien, 2007; Kirkis, 2006; Morgan et al., 2006; Southern California Earthquake Center [SCEC], 2007a, 2007b; State of California Department of Conservation, 2007; Turner, 1977; U.S. Geological Survey, 2007; Whitney et al., 2004)
.
Lasker (2004a) found that people with less knowledge about disaster plans in their work environment were less likely to take recommended protective actions.

	Q7
	Construct:  Milling
Now I want to know if you have actively looked for information about preparing for earthquakes.  Would you say you have actively looked:  At least daily, at least weekly, at least once a month, at least once a year, or never?
7A. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means “none of it” and 5 means “all of it”, how much of the information you went looking for did you actually get?  Would you say 1, none of it, 5, all of it, or any number in between?

This set of questions examines information-seeking and “milling” behavior related to earthquakes.  Q7 asks how frequently the respondent has actively sought information about earthquakes, using a 5-point scale.  Q7A asks about the result of information seeking.  

There is strong evidence to suggest that people overcome initial ambiguity about risk by seeking more information and “milling” with others, which lead to new definitions of risks and actions to reduce risk 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Ball-Rokeach, 1973; Mileti & Darlington, 1997; Mileti & O'Brien, 1992; Turner & Killian, 1957)
.

	Q8
	Construct:  Action

Now I want to know if you have done any of the following things.  

8A. Have you/Do you have <...> (on hand)?  

8B. Was that/Is that for earthquakes or for other reasons? 

For Q8A, 1=”Yes”, 2=”No.”  For Q8B, 1=”Earthquake”, 2=”Other Reasons”, and 3=”Both.”  If Q8A=“1–Yes”, then ask Q8B.  If Q8A=“2–No”, the skip to the next item.
Q8A collects information about the dependent variable, taking earthquake readiness action.  Q8B elicits the reason(s) the respondent took each action.  We were interested in whether the action was taken specifically because of earthquakes, for other reasons, or a combination of for earthquakes and other reasons.
The 42 specific actions were selected for inclusion in this item based on a review of earthquake preparedness educational campaigns (Southern California Injury Prevention Research Center [SCIPRC], 2007b), with additional input from stakeholders and other experts.  
In addition, for Q8_13, Q8_14, Q8_18, and Q8_28, follow up questions were asked to determine the specific amount of water, food, and cash stored, and the amount of fuel typically kept in the informant’s vehicle.
8A_13 (water):

Have you stored water?
1=Yes, 2=No—Skip to Q8A_14.

8A_13a (water):

How much do you store?  Less than 3 gallons per person (1), about 3 gallons per person (2), or more than 3 gallons per person (3)?

If more than 3 gallons per person (Q8_13a=3), then ask Q8_13b.
8A_13b (water):
How many gallons of water per person do you store?
Enter response given.
8A_14 (food):

Have you stored canned, dried, or other non-perishable food?
1=Yes, 2=No—Skip to Q8A_15.

8A_14a (food):
How much do you store? Would you say that it is less than 3 days of food per person (1), about 3 days of food per person (2), or more than 3 days of food per person (3)?

If greater than 3 days (Q8_13a=3), then ask Q_14b.

8A_14b (food):
How many days of food per person do you store?

Enter response given.

8A_18 (cash):

Do you have extra cash and change on hand for emergencies?

1=Yes, 2=No—Skip to Q8A_19.

8A_18a (cash):
About how much cash do you have set aside?

Probe for approximate dollar amount, and enter amount given.  

8A_28 (fuel):
Do you keep the gas tank in your vehicle at a certain level?  

1=Yes, 2=No—Skip to Q8A_29.

8A_28a (fuel tank):
At what point do you typically fill up your gas tank?  When it is nearly empty (1), one-quarter full (2), half full (3), three-quarters full (4), or some other time (5)?  SPECIFY: ______

	Q9
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request

Think about how you might look on the Internet for important information about preparing for earthquakes and other disasters.  Which website extension, such as .gov or .com, is best?  The one with .gov (1), .com (2), .edu (3), .net (4), .org (5), or some other extension (6)?  (NA, DOES NOT USE INTERNET=7)
This item was added at a stakeholder’s request.

	Q9A
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request

Why do you think so?
This is an open ended item added at a stakeholder’s request.  Record response in the space provided.

	Q10
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request

Think about how you might receive official warnings, alerts, and notifications about a disaster, including notifications about when and how to evacuate your home.  I am going to read a list.  Please tell me from whom you would prefer to receive this information.  Would you say:  The Governor’s office (1), The Mayor or other city official (2), Local law enforcement (3), Local fire department (4), Local emergency management office (5), or Some other person or agency? (7)

SPECIFY 


This item was added at a stakeholder’s request.

	Q11
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request

What would be the best way for you to receive these warnings?  Would you say: On television (1), On the radio (2), On a website (3), By speakerphone (4), Freeway Amber Alerts (5), Phone call (6), E-mail (7), Text message to wireless device (8), or Some other method? (9)

SPECIFY ___________________________

This item was added at a stakeholder’s request.

	Q12
	Construct:  NA/Stakeholder Request
What would you do if you received a warning about a disaster affecting the area where you live?  PROBE:  What are some things you might do in response?

This is an open ended item added at a stakeholder’s request.  Record response in the space provided.

	DEMOGRAPHICS
	Items 13-28 capture respondent demographics.

	Q13
	Construct: Status

Do you own your current residence or do you rent? 

This item asks whether the residence is owned or rented.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v449), Loma Prieta (variable name: v449) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v530) earthquake surveys.  Home ownership has been associated with earthquake preparedness (Russell et al., 1995).  It is also associated with the ability to apply for certain types of disaster assistance.  

	Q14
	Construct:  Status

Do you live in an apartment/duplex (1), home/single-family unit (2), condominium/townhouse (3), mobile home/trailer (4), or something else (5)?  

This item asks about the type of building the respondent lives in.  If the respondent says “something else”, specify the type of building in the space provided.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v450), Loma Prieta (variable name: v450) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v531) earthquake surveys.  

	Q15
	Construct:  Roles

What is your current marital status? Are you: never married (1), married (2), living together as married (3), divorced (4), separated (5), or widowed (6)? 

If the respondent is the only person in the household who is 18 or older (S2=1), then go to Q17, otherwise continue with the interview.

This item asks about the respondent’s current marital/partnership status.  Marital status has been associated with earthquake preparedness 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dooley et al., 1992; Nguyen et al., 2006; Russell et al., 1995)
.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v455), Loma Prieta (variable name: v455) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v536) earthquake surveys, with the exception that “Living together as married” was not included as a response option in the Loma Prieta survey.

	Q16
	Construct:  Status

Of the <INSERT ANSWER FROM S2-1> adult 18 years of age or older living in your household, what is their relationship to you?  Fill in the table using the codes below:

01 SPOUSE 

02 CHILD

03 STEP-CHILD 

04 CHILD-IN-LAW

05 PARENT

06 STEP-PARENT

07 PARENT-IN-LAW

08 SIBLING

09 STEP-SIBLING

11 HALF-SIBLING

12 GRAND PARENTS

13 GRAND PARENTS-IN-LAW

14 GRANDCHILD

15 UNCLE/AUNT

16 UNCLE/AUNT-IN-LAW

17 NEPHEW/NIECE

18 NEPHEW/NIECE-IN-LAW

19 COUSIN

20 FOSTER CHILD

21 OTHER RELATED

22 LIVE-IN ROMANTIC

90 OTHER NON-RELATED

88 DON’T KNOW

99 REFUSED

	Q16A
	Construct:  Status

In what month was your <INSERT RELATIONSHIP> born?

	Q17
	Construct:  Roles

How many children 17 years of age or younger live with you in your household?

This item asks how many children less than 18 years of age live in the household.  Record the number given in the space provided.  The number of children in a household has been associated with earthquake preparedness 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dooley et al., 1992; Edwards, 1993; Russell et al., 1995)
.  

	Q17A
	Construct:  Roles

Of the <INSERT ANSWER FROM Q17) child(ren) under 18 living in your household what is their relationship to you?

Fill in the table using the codes below:

02 CHILD

03 STEP-CHILD 

04 CHILD-IN-LAW

05 PARENT

06 STEP-PARENT

07 PARENT-IN-LAW

08 SIBLING

09 STEP-SIBLING

11 HALF-SIBLING

12 GRAND PARENTS

13 GRAND PARENTS-IN-LAW

14 GRANDCHILD

15 UNCLE/AUNT

16 UNCLE/AUNT-IN-LAW

17 NEPHEW/NIECE

18 NEPHEW/NIECE-IN-LAW

19 COUSIN

20 FOSTER CHILD

21 OTHER RELATED

22 LIVE-IN ROMANTIC

90 OTHER NON-RELATED

88 DON’T KNOW

99 REFUSED

	Q18
	Construct:  Status

What was your age on your last birthday?
Write the respondent’s age in the space provided.  Use 88=DK, 99=RF.

	Q18A
	Construct:  Status

In which month were you born?
Enter the code for the stated month (January=01… December=12).  Use 88=DK, 99=RF.

	Q19
	Construct: Status

RECORD GENDER BY OBSERVATION.   
Use this item to record the gender of the respondent, by observation.  Code 1=MALE and 2=FEMALE.  

	Q20
	Construct:  Status

What is the highest grade in school you completed and received credit for?  
This item asks about the highest grade in school completed.  Circle the appropriate grade number.  If respondent mentions teacher’s credential, code as 17; master degree, code as 18; doctorate, M.D., law degree, code as 20.  Level of education has been associated with earthquake preparedness 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Edwards, 1993; Farley et al., 1993; Russell et al., 1995)
.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v461), Loma Prieta (variable name: v461) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v543) earthquake surveys.  

	Q21
	Construct:  Status

Have you had any trade, technical, or vocational training? 

1=Yes, 2=No, 8=Don’t Know, 9=Refused.

This item asks if the respondent has had any trade, technical, or vocational training.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v462), Loma Prieta (variable name: v462) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v544) earthquake surveys.      

	Q22
	Construct:  Status

What degrees or diplomas, if any, do you have?
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA/GED (OR EQUIVALENT)
 01

JUNIOR COLLEGE DEGREE (A.A.)
 02

BACHELORS DEGREE (B.A.,B.S.)
 03

MASTERS DEGREE (M.A., M.S.)
 04

DOCTORATE (PH.D.)
 05

PROFESSIONAL (M.D., J.D., ETC.)
 06

NONE
 07

OTHER
08

DK
88

RF
99

This item asks about the highest degree the respondent has earned.  If multiple degrees have been earned, record the highest degree.  If the degree reported by the respondent is not listed, record the code for “other” and record the degree earned in the space provided.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v463), Loma Prieta (variable name: v463) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v545) earthquake surveys.      

	Q23
	Construct:  Status

Where were you born?  Were you born in the United States (1) or another country (2)?

This item asks about the respondent’s place of birth.  If the respondent was born somewhere other than the United States, record the name of the country in the space provided.  Immigrant status has been associated with earthquake preparedness (Nguyen et al., 2006).  This question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge earthquake survey (variable names: w453, A453) but not in the Loma Prieta or Whittier Narrows earthquake surveys.

	Q24
	Construct:  Status

Which ONE of these racial/ethnic groups best describes you?  Would you say:  White (1); Hispanic or Latino (2); Black or African American (3); Asian (4); Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (5); American Indian or Alaskan Native (6); or Other (7)? 

This item asks about the respondent’s racial/ethnic identity.  Race has been associated with earthquake preparedness (Mileti & Darlington, 1997).  

If the respondent mentions some “other” race/ethnicity, record the response in the space provided.  If the respondent mentions multiple, probe “Which one do you identify with the most?” and record the response.  

This question has been changed from previous UCLA earthquake surveys to be more consistent with current standards.  Respondents are forced to indicate one of six racial/ethnic groups with which they most identify, and questions about Chicano/Mexican or Spanish descent, which were asked in the previous surveys, have been excluded.  The six racial/ethnic groups (not including “Other”) are consistent with those outlined in current federal guidelines for collecting data on race and ethnicity.
  The guidelines further state that respondents must be offered the option to select one or more racial designations and that separate questions should be used wherever feasible for reporting race (White, Black/African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaskan Native) and ethnicity (i.e., Hispanic/Latino).  The question in this survey, however, does not offer the option of multiple race designations and uses a one-question format because it is less confusing,
 and also implies equality of all racial/ethnic groups (whereas the two-question format, which separates Hispanics from other groups, may imply the groups are not treated equally).

The question was asked in this form in the START terrorism survey.

	Q25
	Construct:  Status

What is your current employment status?  Are you working full-time (1), working part-time (2), unemployed (3), retired (4), keeping house (5), a student (6), disabled (7), or something else (8)? 
Don’t Know=88, Refused=99.

This item asks about the respondent’s current employment status.  The same question was asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable name: v456), Loma Prieta (variable name: v456) and Whittier Narrows (variable name: v537) earthquake surveys.  For the purposes of this survey, thirty-five hours or more per week is considered full time employment.  

	Q26

	Construct:  Status

Thinking of all the people in your household, how many people, including yourself, received income from any source, such as wages or salary, social security, pensions, welfare, or alimony, in 2007?

26A. Still thinking of all the people in your household, was the total household income from all sources, under $50,000 or over $50,000 in 2007?  Please include your income in the figure as well.  

26A_ALT.  Was your total income from all sources, under $50,000 or over $50,000 in 2007?  

26B. Please tell me which of the following categories includes the total income of your household before taxes in 2007?
This set of questions asks about household income.  Income has been associated with earthquake preparedness (Edwards, 1993; Russell et al., 1995).  This replicates the income questions asked in the Northridge (variable names: v469-v477), Loma Prieta (variable names: v469-v477) and Whittier Narrows (variable names: v551-v553) earthquake surveys, with some modifications.

Q26.determines the number of people who received income from any source in the prior year.  If there is only one adult (S2=1) and no children in the household (Q17=0), skip to Q26A_ALT.   
Q26A/26A_ALT is a screener question that determines whether total family income was under or over $50,000.  Q26A_ALT is asked instead of Q26 and Q26A only if the respondent is the only adult in the household with no children (S2=1 and Q17=0). 
Q26A:

UNDER $50,000
SKIP TO Q26B
 1

OVER $50,000
SKIP TO Q26B
 2

EXACTLY $50,000
SKIP TO Q27
 3

DK
SKIP TO Q28
 8

REFUSED
SKIP TO Q28
 9

Q26A_ALT:

UNDER $50,000
ASK Q26B
 1

OVER $50,000
ASK Q26B
 2

EXACTLY $50,000
SKIP TO Q28
 3

DK
SKIP TO Q28
 8

REFUSED
SKIP TO Q28
 9

Q26B determines the specific household income category of the respondent.  The eight income categories were created based on the distribution of family income in the past 12 months as reported in the 2005 American Community Survey (median family income: $55,832).  
IF UNDER $50,000 IN Q26A, USE COLUMN I.

IF OVER $50,000 IN Q26A, USE COLUMN II.


I
II

Less than $15K 
01
$50K to less than $75K
05

$15K to less than $25K
 02
$75K to less than $100K
06

$25K to less than $35K
 03
$100K to less than $150K
07

$35K to less than $50K
 04
$150K or more
08

DON’T KNOW
 88

REFUSED
 99

	Q27
	Construct:  Status

Including yourself, how many people age 18 or over were dependent on that total household income?

27A. How many children 17 years of age or younger were dependent on that total household income?  

These items relate to household income, and specifically ask how many adults (18 years of age or older) and children (under 18) were dependent on the reported family income.  Record the numbers reported in the space provided.  The same questions were asked in the START terrorism survey, as well as the Northridge (variable names: v478, v479), Loma Prieta (variable names: v478, v479) and Whittier Narrows (variable names: v554, v555) earthquake surveys.

	WRAP UP
	Wrap-up items include Q28-34.

	Q28
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

Do you have more than one land-line telephone number at this residence?  Please include all the phone numbers in your household.
1=Yes, 2=No—Skip to Q28B, 8=Don’t Know—Skip to Q28B, 9=Refused—Skip to Q28B.
28A. How many different land-line telephone numbers do you have at this residence?  Please include all the phone numbers in your household.
28B.  Do you or any of the adults at this residence have a cell phone (that is not exclusively for business)?

28C.  In what county do you live?

This set of questions asks whether there is more than one phone number for the residence.  This information is important for sampling purposes.  Q28A records the number of telephone land lines that are associated with the residence.  Q28B asks about the use of cell phones for non-business purposes by adults in the household.  Q28C verifies the county of residence.  Q28, Q28A, and Q28B were asked in the START terrorism survey; Q28 and Q28A were asked in the Northridge (variable names: v482, v483), Loma Prieta (variable names: v482, v483) and Whittier Narrows (variable names: v560, v561) earthquake surveys.      

	Q29
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-up

Do you think there are important questions about earthquakes that we should have asked about, or topics we should have covered but didn’t in this interview?  What else should we have asked about?
This item is designed to allow the respondent to “ventilate” and express any topics of concern.  Record the response in the space provided.

	Q30
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

We may want to do a follow-up interview.  Would you be willing to be re-interviewed in about a year?

1=Yes, 2=No, 8=Don’t Know, 9=Refused.  

This information is collected in the event that funds are provided to collect follow-up data.

	Q31
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

Which one of the following 3 gift certificates would you like?  Target (1), Walmart (2), Barnes and Noble (3)?

Doesn’t want a gift certificate=4 and skips to Q33.

This item allows the respondent to choose which of three $20 gift certificates he or she would like to receive.  The three companies (Target, Walmart, and Barnes & Noble) were chosen based on the breadth of their product range and their degree of accessibility throughout the United States.

	Q32
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

In order to mail your $20 gift certificate, I will need a full name and mailing address.  Who should I send the certificate to, and what is the address?

32A.  I would also like to verify that your full name is <INSERT> and that your address is <INSERT>.

This item allows the interviewer to record the respondent’s full name and mailing address for the purposes of mailing the gift certificate participation incentive.  The item is skipped for those individuals who decline the gift certificate (Q31=4).

If the respondent accepts the gift certificate and provides his or her full name and mailing address (1), then collect the address information.  If the respondent declines the certificate (2), then skip to Q33. 

	Q33
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

To which of the following 3 organizations do you wish us to send a $20 contribution?  American Red Cross (1), American Heart Association (2), American Cancer Society (3)?

This item is asked of those respondents who decline the gift certificate.  It records which of three organizations the respondent would like to donate the $20 incentive.  The three organizations (American Red Cross, American Heart Association, and the American Cancer Society) were chosen by CSRS based on their prior experience and also, given the fact that the study is being conducted through the UCLA School of Public Health, because they are well-known health organizations.  

The item also records if the respondent declines to make a contribution to any of the charities listed (4).

	END OF INTERVIEW
	Thank you very much for your cooperation.

	Q34
	Construct:  NA/Wrap-Up

This item allows the interviewer to record the language in which the interview was conducted, English (1) or Spanish (2).

	INTERVIEW        STOP TIME
	After the interview is terminated, the CATI program records the stop time.
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� In Random Methodology A, each exchange has an equal probability of selection.  Under the alternative, Random Methodology B, any exchange has a probability of selection proportional to its assigned telephone numbers.


� Survey Sampling International, One Post Road, Fairfield, CT 06824 USA, www.surveysampling.com.  


� � ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ���(Blumberg & Luke, nd; Blumberg, Luke, & Cynamon, 2006; Blumberg et al., March 11, 2009 2009; Cervantes, Brick, Alvarez-Rojas, & Jones, 2007; Keeter & Kennedy, 2006; Lee & Grant, 2008; Tucker, Brick, & Meekins, 2007)�


� U.S. Office of Management and Budget. Revisions to the standards for the classification of federal data on race and ethnicity. Washington, DC: US Office of Management and Budget, 1997.


� Tienda, M and Mitchell, F (Eds.) Hispanics and the future of America. Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press, c2006.
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