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1. INTRODUCTION

The March 28, 2025, Mandalay Earthquake caused strong
shaking in Thailand, especially in Bangkok, where long-
period ground motion led to panic and confusion. This study
focuses on public communication and communication
behavior during the first 72 hours after the earthquake.
Thailand’s official alert system, based on manually approved
SMS messages, was delayed and limited in coverage. Many
people did not receive timely warnings, and some received
fake messages with dangerous links. As a result, the public
turned to social media platforms like Facebook, LINE, and
X (Twitter) for real-time updates. Data usage increased
sharply, showing a strong behavioral shift toward digital
communication. Evacuation behavior also showed low
awareness of earthquake safety. Many people left buildings
during shaking, causing overcrowding in stairwells and
injuries. The findings highlight the need for faster alert
systems like Cell Broadcast Services (CBS), better
coordination between agencies, and public education to
improve safety behavior during disasters.

2. OFFICIAL ALERTS AND SYSTEM LIMITATIONS

In Thailand, the official alert system is initiated by the
Department of Disaster Prevention and Mitigation (DDPM)
[1-2]. For this earthquake disaster, the alert messages were
distributed via SMS messages. These messages needed
manual approval and were sent through telecom companies.
The first alert came 5—7 hours after the earthquake, so it was
too late to help people take action. Also, each SMS batch could
only reach 100,000-200,000 people, so many received the
message at different times. Some fake messages with
dangerous links were also shared, and DDPM had to explain
that real messages would come from “DDPM” and not include
any other links [3—6].
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3. PEOPLE’S BEHAVIOR AND USE OF SOCIAL MEDIA

Although voice calls were the primary means of
communication immediately after the earthquake, changes in
mobile data usage provided a deeper understanding of how
people responded to the crisis. In the first 15 minutes after the
earthquake, data usage on Thailand’s two major mobile
networks dropped clearly. This may have happened because
people were focused on their safety and did not use online
platforms right away. After that, many people used social
media to find information. As shown in Table 1, the Internet
data usage increased a lot—one network reported 199% more
use on X (former Twitter), 74% more on LINE, and 41% more
on Messenger in the first hour. Another network also saw
similar increases. This shows that people trusted online
platforms and shared information with each other. Facebook
was the most used platform for government announcements,
which matches the habits of Thai users [ac], [bd].

Table 1. Increasing data usage for specific SNS on March 28, 2025,
13:15-14:15

SNS % SNS %
(operator A) Increasing (operator B) Increasing
X 199% X 162%
LINE 74% LINE 90%
Messenger 41% Messenger 77%

Note. Source: [6].

4. EVACUATION BEHAVIOR AND PUBLIC CONFUSION

The behavior of people during the earthquake showed that
many were not prepared. Some people left tall buildings while
the shaking was still happening, which is not safe. The correct
action is “Drop, Cover, and Hold On.” Many stairways
became crowded, and some exits were blocked. This caused
injuries and even deaths, including one person who fell while
evacuating. People with disabilities and older adults had more
difficulty because the buildings were not easy to escape from,
and there was not enough help. There were also no clear safe
zones or trained leaders to guide people [7-9].



5. LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This earthquake exposed the call for urgent reform in public
communication protocols during disasters [10]. This event
shows that Thailand needs to improve both its communication
system and public education. It is important to use Cell
Broadcast Services (CBS) to send fast alerts to people in
danger zones. Also, the government should teach people how
to behave safely during earthquakes. Agencies must work
together better to avoid delays and confusion. The earthquake
in 2025 showed that good communication is not only about
technology—it is also about timing, trust, and understanding
people’s behavior. To make cities safer, it is necessary to
connect official systems with the actions of the public.
Another potential is to prepare more procedures and
instructions for the local community. Some studies have
shown the trend of applying generative artificial intelligence
to assist in the preparation for disaster risk reduction [11].
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