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Study on Difference of Disaster Prevention Awareness
between High School Students and Their Parents

Koji ASAI (Division of Civil and Environmental Engineering)
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Mizuki MURATA (Ube High School)
Arata WATANABE (Division of Civil and Environmental Engineering)

This study discusses the difference of the disaster prevention awareness between high school students and
their parents. The questionnaire survey was conducted to study this issue. In this questionnaire survey the
disaster prevention awareness is investigated in terms of "knowledge", "interest", "action", "crisis",
"effectiveness”, "load" and " responsibility”. As a result, the parents have the higher disaster prevention
awareness comparing with the students. Especially, for "knowledge", "interest” and "crisis", the significant
difference between the students and the parents is recognized. It is found form the pass analysis that "action"
have to do with "knowledge", "crisis" and "responsibility”, moreover, "crisis" has to do with "responsibility" and
"effectiveness".

Key Words : questionnaire survey, consciousness of disaster prevention, high school students, parents
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Table 1 Question items
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Table 2 The number of respondents

2RE | REH
154 40 27
284S 40 10
SEAE 33 10
&t 113 47

Table 3 The number of respondents in terms of gender
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Fig.1 The proportion of generations of the respondents
(parents)
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Fig.2 The proportion of the respondents who have a natural
disaster experience
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Fig.3 The proportion of the respondents who know hazard
maps
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(a) Disaster prevention map (i~ 7)
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(b) Land slide disaster map (+# K&~ »7)
Fig.4 The proportion of the respondents who have known
the hazard maps provided by Ube city
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Fig.5 The proportion of the respondents who know that
the hazard maps are on the home page of Ube city
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Fig.6 The proportion of the respondents who are interested
in natural disasters
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Fig.7 The proportion of the respondents who watch TV to
get information about typhoon when typhoon is
approaching
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Fig.8 The proportion of the respondents who decide
evacuation place or evacuation route
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Fig.9 The proportion of the respondents who talk with the
family about disaster prevention
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Fig.10 The proportion of the respondents who feel that
recent rain fall is abnormal
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Fig.11 The proportion of the respondents who feel that we
can be natural disaster victims
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Fig.12 The proportion of the respondents who agree that
we should evacuate when an evacuation order is
issued
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Fig.13 The proportion of the respondents who agree that ~ Fig.15 The proportion of the respondents who feel that to
early evacuation is effective. make an evacuation action is troublesome
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Fig.14 The proportion of the respondents who agree that ~ Fig.16 The proportion of the respondents who feel that

disaster prevention acts we can do in our house are disaster prevention acts we can do in our house is
effective troublesome
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Fig.18 Total averaged point for each item
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Fig.19 Interest degree of natural disasters
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Fig.20 Disaster anxiety degree
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Fig.21 The relationship between the interest degree and the
disaster anxiety degree
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Fig.25 The result of pass analysis for parents
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Fig.26 The result of pass analysis for high school students

Fig.27 The result of pass analysis for parents

) HINFE T, WRHZAT, PEr AKER : REFEADRS
ERICBET 27 v — NE-a R TR
G-, KT Ge e, 5556748,
%1%, pp.23-28, 2005.

) WINFE, REAEMR, BIRRR T, WK : SERR
VT A ZER 288 U 7= 1L O RS2 AE OB Sk
2B 5T v — MR, BH6LE, Bl pp.15-23,
2010.

4§, R, flEELS - BoKIRERO B 5
ERO NV — R~ TEARRI% O 5D
Feilg, TR B, Wol.67, No.2, pp. 30-40
2011.

(FR265E1 A31 A=)



	３．アンケート回答者の属性
	Table 2に回答者数を示す．高校生のサンプル数は113，保護者のサンプル数は47である．
	４．質問の集計結果
	(1)知識項目の結果
	(2)関心項目の結果
	(3)行動項目の結果
	(4)危機感項目の結果
	(5)有効感項目の結果
	(6)負担感項目の結果
	(7)責任感項目の結果
	(8)各項目の合算平均得点の結果
	５．各自然災害の関心度の調査結果
	各種災害の関心の程度を示す関心災害度を文献2),3)と同様に次のように定義する．ある災害に対する関心の程度を5段階（非常に関心がある，関心がある，どちらとも言えない，関心がない，関心が全くない）で評価してもらう．それぞれ2点，1点，0点，-1点，-2点に割り当てて量的データに変換して回答者数で平均値を求める．つまりある災害に対して，回答者全員が「非常に関心がある」と回答した場合には2点となる．
	６．防災意識構造
	７．おわりに
	家族間の防災意識の相違を検討するため，本研究では高校生とその保護者を対象にアンケート調査を行った．その結果，社会人である保護者の方が，高校生よりも防災意識が高いことが分かった．特に，保護者は知識，関心，危機感の観点において高校生と有意な差があることが分かった．
	しかしながら，高校生，保護者ともに家族間のリスクコミュニケーション不足，実際の防災行動に対する負担感があることも明かとなった．継続的な防災啓蒙が必要である．啓蒙の内容として，災害に対する危機感を伝えるのみならず，責任感や防災対策の有効感を刺激するのも良い方法であることが示唆された．
	参考文献



