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Fig. 1. Conceptual model describing how the perceived cues and agents’ demographics and personal characteristics affect evacuees’ actions.
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3.1 Constant intensity cues(1)
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3.1 Constant intensity cues(2)
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3.2 Variable intensity cues(1)
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3.2 Variable intensity cues(2)
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3.2 Variable intensity cues(3)
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3.3 Social influence cues(1)
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3.3 Social influence cues(2)
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3.4 Merged effects
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3.5 Demographics and personal characteristics
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3.6 Behavioural uncertainty
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3.7 Risk thresholds and calibration solution
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3.7 Risk thresholds and calibration solution
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5. Case study
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5. Case study
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