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Introduction
{

{

Understanding and formulation of risk of a natural
hazard requires consideration of every aspect of
risk, which can be handled by development of
integrated approaches.
Integrated approach means several discipline’s
views are incorporated into risk assessment to
see the whole picture. Hence, the risk which can
be experienced before, during and after a
natural hazard should be a common concern for
both natural and social disciplines and should be
handled through a interdisciplinary approach.

Introduction(cont.)
{

In such an integrated approach, an
interdisciplinary view should be incorporated
into the risk assessment, and only then we will
be able to get a more complete and holistic
picture of the actual situation.

Vulnerability is generally taken to be the ability to
anticipate, resist, cope with and respond to a hazard.
Vulnerability can also apply to a particular group or
social unit and to the structures and institutions –
economic, political and social – which govern human
life.
Instead of focusing solely on the risk of exposure to
physical phenomena, this approach recognises that such
physical phenomena are embedded in and mediated by
the particular human context (social, political,
economic, and institutional) in which they occur.

{

Certain aspects of vulnerability are:
1. it differs among different sections of the
society
2. the most disadvantaged,poor and dependent
sections can be usually more vulnerable
3. however, the most vulnerable people may not
be found in the most vulnerable places: poor
people can live in resilient physical environments
and be vulnerable because of lack of resources
and access to basic needs, and wealthy people
can be in living in fragile physical environments
and not vulnerable because they have more and
stable access to resources, such as better housing
and/ or better precautions.

4. it is dependent on the dynamic interaction
of a range of economic, social and physical
processes which influence the capacity of
individuals, social groups, sectors, regions and
ecosystems to response to various socioeconomic and biophysical shocks

{

Risk on the other hand is the lack of capacity to
cope with the negative impacts that various
hazards, in specific earthquakes, might bring to
individuals or human systems.

Method
Major dimensions of socio-economic
vulnerability during an earthquake are defined
as
1. Socio-demographic dimension : main indicators
of which are overall ratio of the population in
the dependent ages, gender distribution, marital
status, migration, household size, number of
dependent persons in the household like
children under the age 15 and elderly over the
age 65+.

2. Socio-economic dimension: main indicators
of which are level of education and skills,
level of income, house and property ownership,
employment status as self-employed or wage or
salaried work, seniority in work, size of
workplace and investment if self employed,
degree and nature of unemployment, access to
welfare benefits, social networks –social
solidarity and reciprocal ties, among family,
relatives,friends, neighbours.

3. Social security dimension: the main
indicator is the level and type of social
security persons have
4. Behavioural Dimensions: the main
indicators are perceptions of risks,
attitudes towards disasters and
specifically to earthquake risks, political
awareness and being organized,the level
of precautions taken

{
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Research is done using the database obtained
from the Eskisehir Greater Metropolitan
Municipality.
Collected data is analysed with factor
analysis and socio-economic and cultural
vulnerability index is calculated. The
indicators below are found to be the most
dominant in the determination of socioeconomic vulnerability index.
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Some findings are:
-Age factor and Dependent
Population: From the data
analysis the population between
0-14 is mostly concentrated in
Karapinar (M37) neighbourhood.
The population over the age of
55+ is also mostly concentrated
in this neighbourhood.

- Social Security : Population in

different neighbourhoods have
different types of social security
coverage. Analysis displays that
civil servants are mostly
concentrated in Pasa
neighbourhood (M48) and have
highest insurance coverage (about
60%). In fact, most of the
population in Odunpazari district
have some form of social security
coverage. However, (M 37)
Karapinar is among the
neighbourhoods which have
lowest social security coverage
(about 11%) though it has highest
number of dependent population
(0-14 and 55+).

- Homeownership: In Eskisehir
Odunpazari district we see that high
concentration of homeownership is
found in Pasa (M48) again. This
together with the social security
coverage shows that civil servants
are the most advantageous section of
the population economically. On the
other hand, Karapinar (M37) is the
neighbourhood where the population
mostly lives in rented
accommodation. This neighbourhood
also has high concentration of
dependent population, no social
security coverage and they live in
rented accommodation.

- Income : The lowest income
earning section of the population
(population earning below or just
about the minimum wage in Turkey
which is about 270 US dollars
monthly) lives in M37-Karapinar,
not surprisingly. These are also
crowded households with
dependent population. Among the
places where the highest earning
population can be seen, we again
see (M48) – Pasa-the
neighbourhood of civil servants.

-Education: Attainment of

university education in Turkey
is low, about 5% general.
Among the neighbourhoods of
Odunpazari District, the
highest level of education,
namely university education,
is seen in M48 –about 26%.
So this is the neighbourhood
where civil servants live with
higher wages and high home
ownership. The lowest level
of university education is in
M37-about 3% - the
neighbourhood where people
who earn below minimum
wage, who have no insurance
coverage and live in rented
accommodation.

-Behavioral : In all neighbourhoods the
behavioral aspect about being prepared for
earthquakes and taking precautions in their
homes are very low. They mostly believe that
their houses are safe. Hence,vulnerability in
terms of behavioral aspects is equally significant
for all neighbourhoods, poor or wealthy. On the
other hand, according to our analysis in the
project for buildings and earthquake prone
zones, the wealthy groups reside in physically
most vulnerable buildings and zones.

Conclusions
Among the neighbourhoods of Odunpazari
District, people living in M37-karapinar- and
being poorest in all indicators, are the most
vulnerable population. They can be said to be
the population mostly at risk in times of an
earthquake, especially in all three stages of the
earthquake.

- The population in M 48-Pasa-, having higher
achievements in all five indicators, can be
vulnerable during and after the earthquake since
they are mainly homeowners. Their main risk is
economic losses whereas for the people in M37
the risks are more widespread, economic, social
and cultural.

- During the earthquake, social networks of the
individuals, although one of the very important
indicators which decrease the effect of disaster and
support coping strategies, disintegrated to some extent.
- However, reliance on social networks also presented a
risk and vulnerability for the households if there are no
other coping strategies.Risk in this sense is not being
able to use the capabilities in time of a crisis.
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Finally, in order to integrate the
findings of socio-economic
vulnerabilities into integrated risk
assessment model, the indicators
will be combined in a socioeconomic vulnerability index based
on statistical analysis of the data.

