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YBog

HepoBo/bHOCT caMe IpolieHe PU3MKa Off PasIMIUTHX KaTacTpoda 3a pasBoj Koxe-
PEHTHe MOJIUTHKE YIIpaB/bakba PU3NIYIMA MCTAK/IA je aKTYelTHOCT MUTaka KOMyHMKaIlje
o pusunmma y cryaujama karactpocda (Bradley et al., 2014; Chakma et al., 2020; Hussaini,
2020; Mano & Rapaport, 2019; Vibhas et al., 2019). KomyHukanuja pusuka nmpefgcrasba
IpOoLieC IPEeHOIIeHha 3aNHTEPECOBAHNM CTPAaHaMa pe3y/ITara PasnuunuTux ¢asa aHammse
pusuKa u yrnpaspama pusukom (Rowan, 1991). ITopen nundopmmcara rpahana o pusu-
I[¥IMa HAaCTaHKA IIPUPORHIX U TEXHNYKO-TEXHO/IOIKIX KaTacTpoda, I{i/b KOMyHMKaLIje
0 pU3NIUMA je M YK/bydIMBame 3aNHTEPECOBAHNX CTPAHA Y IPOLleC NAeHTU(DIKOBAbA
moryhux perema (Field, Barros, Stocker, & Dahe, 2012; Jankovi¢, 2021; Jha, 2020; Olawuni,
Olowoporoku, & Daramola, 2020; Xuesong & Kapucu, 2019). [Jakite, KOMyHUKaIMja pU3UKa
0 KaracTpoama IpeficTaB/ba akT peHoca nHpopMaiyja n3Mehy sanHTepecoBaHuX CTpaHa
0 HVBOY [IOTEHIMjaTHOT PU3MKA, 3Hadaja i MOTYhIX [TOCIe I Tor pusnKa, Kao 1 OfjIyKa
U aKk1yja Koje Tpeba na Oymy CipoBefieHe Y LM/bY BeroBor KoHTpomucama (Hendtlass,
2008). IIpencraB/ba cTamHy IpoLiec CTBapama 1 pasMeHe nHdopmanuja nsmehy rpyma,
3ajefHMIIA, MHCTUTYIIMja 1 TIOjefiYHALIA @ Y LIW/bY IIPUIIPEMe, CMakberba PU3NKA, OfITOBOpPa
Ha omacHocTy 1 npeTbe (Sellnow & Seeger, 2021). ITonasehu on pasnuuntux geduHu-
I11ja KOMYHMKAIje O pU3MLIMMa Off KaTacTpoda, MOXKeMO HAITaCUTH fid Ce TIOf] ’boMe
HOApa3yMeBa MHTETPUCAHN ¥ MYITUIUMEH3MOHAIHM IPOLeC IPUKYIUbatba, aHAIN3E U
HpeHolIeha MHPOPMALja O PA3ININTIIM aCIIeKTUMA ([IPUIIPEM/BEHOCT, YOIaKaBarbe, Off-
TOBOP 11 OIIOPABAK) PUSMKA Off IPMPOJHIUX 1 AHTPOIIOTeHNX KaTacTpoda, a Koja yKbydyje
jacHo oppehene nomnspaone (HagIexHe cyx6e, Cy0jeKTH U CHare CMarbelba PU3NKa Of
karacTpoda), mopyke (jacHe, KpaTKe, HEIBOCMICIICHE, HAYYHO yTeMe/beHe U IIPOBEpIbYIBE)
u npumaote (rpabann).

DyHKIMja KOMYHIKaI[Mje O PU3UIMMA Off KaTacTpoda OFHOCHK Ce Ha IOfU3atbe
CBeCTH, e[lyKOBambe CTAHOBHMUIITBA, IOfICTUL[Abe /bY/Y [1a Y]y, IOCTU3atbe CIIopasy-
Ma, OfjpXKaBarbe IIoBepema y koMmyHukaTtope (Bier, 2001), mupemwe nHdpopManuja TOKOM
KatacTpode, Kao 11 IOMOh y HaKHaJHOM OLIOPABKY U yueme 13 curyanyuje (Bradley et al.,
2014; Ulmer, Sellnow, & Seeger, 2017). K/pyuHu enemMeHTH Ipolieca KOMYHMKALje O Pu-
3UIMMA Cy HOLIM/BAOLN, OHOCHO M3BOP (HIIP. MEHALlepU PUSMKA KOjU IIa/by YIIO30peHa),
HopyKe (HIIp. cafipKaj yIosopema: MHPOpMalije y 061Ky TeKCTa, TOBOPa, 3BYKa, CIINKe,
UTJ,.), KaHa/mu (TeneBusyja, Tee(oH, CUpeHa yII030pemba), IPUMAOL 11 epeKTH, OTHOCHO
IpoMeHe y IMOHalIakbY IpUMaalja Kao HoCaeniia mpoleca KomyHukanuje (Altheide,
1995; Couldry & Hepp, 2018; Hansson et al., 2020). Vnak, 4ak u HajHAIIpefHUjI CHC-
TeMJ PaHOT yII030paBama 1 Mofeny npeasubarma [0XX1B/baBajy HeycIeX yKOIMKO ce
uH(pOpMalyje He CaollITe IPaBOBPEMEHO, jaCHO U Ha Ha4MH Koju oMoryhaBa KpajmbeM
KOPMCHMKY pasMaTpame olnyja u ajekpaTHo nocryname (Fakhruddin, Clark, Robinson,
& Hieber-Girardet, 2020). ¥V ciny4ajeBuMa OfCYCTBa BUTATHUX MHPOPMaIyja, OGHOCHO
IOCTOjarba Ae/VMIYHIX, HelpeaBuheHNX W HEMOTIIYHUX MH(OPMAaLyja, Kao MITO Cy
»LPHM TabynoBy’, HoTelkohe caoNIITaBamka pUSHYHMX Jorahaja HAPOUNTO Cy HaI/IalIeHe
(Wardman & Mythen, 2016).

Y mponutocTu, KOMyHMKaI[Uja 0 pU3KKy Oua je jefHoCMepHH NpeHoc nHdpopMa-
I1ja Off CTpaHe BIACTY IpeMa jaBHOCTI U HUje NIPeNCTaB/bala MHTEPAKTUBHYU IPOTOK
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undopmanyja (Glik, 2007). Vnak, nBocMepHy IPUCTYI je (KOju yKIby4yje U TpaguIo-
HaJIHe TIepCIIeKTUBE ,,CTPYUIbaKa U ,,JIanka”) IPUKIATHUJI jep YK/bY4Yyje CTpydtbake KOju
pape ca jaBHoIIhy TOKOM 4MTaBOT IIpolleca KOMyHMIpama pusuka (Morgan, Fischhoff,
Bostrom, & Atman, 2002). TuMe je KOMyHMKalMja O PUMKY 3adesia HOBY (asy Koja IIo-
ceehyje Be/MKy MaXKiby JPYLITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY y KOM Ce OfiBMja I peaKIjijaMa jaBHOCTI
Ha MHOpMaIje 0 PUSUKY Off KaracTpoda. Y CKIaAy ca TUM, BeUKM O6poj CTyauja HO-
Bujer faryma (Lachlan, Spence, Lin, Najarian, & Del Greco, 2016; McIntyre, Lachlan, &
Spence, 2012; Nelson, Spence, & Lachlan, 2009; Spence et al., 2005) zoxymMeHTOBaoO je
YK/bYUEHOCT /by Y pasnuauTe 06/11Ke KOMYHUKALMje TOKOM CBuX (asa Karactpoda un
pusn4HuX forahaja pagyu ydema U3 UCTUX, CMalberha HECUTYPHOCTH U CTHIama ocehaja
NMYHe KOHTPOJIe HaJl CUTYaljoM. HeolxofHOCT KOMyHUKaLMje O PU3NKY OIIefia ce ¥
CIIacaBamby )KMBOTA, aKIijaMa OTpare U CllacaBarba 1 HAIIOPJIMa 33 CMamberbe PU3UKa Off
karactpoda (Mileti, Fitzpatrick, & Farhar, 1992). Y nuteparypu, ucTudy ce IpuopuTeTI
komyHuKaije o pusuky (Persensky et al., 2004): mpyxame nndopmaiyja, yrosHapame ca
3a0pMHYTOCTIMA 3aMHTEPECOBAHNX CTPaHa, M3IPajiiba II0Beperba I KpeanouanTeTa T/,

Ipeineg nuitiepaitiype

Vmajyhm y Buzy fia je mpuxBaTame nHGOpPMaIja 0 pU3MKY Ha IOKATHOM HUBOY IIpe-
CYAHO 3a yCIIEIIHO YIIpaB/batbe PUSUKOM, IPEYC/IOB epuKacHe KOMYHUKALIUje O PUSUKY
je mobpo pasyMeBame (GaKTopa yTHIaja Ha Meplenujy /byau o nHdopMaljaMa 1 Ha Bbi-
XOBe OJITyKe 0 YCBajamy Iperopyka foHocrona ogayka (Cvetkovic et al., 2021; Cvetkovi¢,
Roder, Tarolli, & Dragicevi¢, 2018; Cvetkovi¢, Tanasi¢, Ocal, Nikoli¢, & Dragasevi¢, 2021;
Ocal et al., 2020). Y mmupem cMuciy, ocToje 4eTupu fomnHantHe MehycobHo moBesane
IPOMEeH/bMBE KOje YTUUy Ha peakiiuje /byy Ha KOMYHMKAIIjy O PUSMUKY: 3HAIM KUBOT-
He CpefiyiHe, IPYIITBEHN KOHTEKCT, KOMIIOHEHTE YIIo30pema (M3BOp, KaHa/l U [TOPYKa)
u kapakTepuctuke npumanana (Perry & Lindell, 2006), ogHOCHO clo>keHa MHTepaKIyja
usmeby HaBenennx xomnonenTn (Breakwell, 2000). Meby pasmuuntum gemorpadckum
(Savage, 1993), counmo-exoHoMcknM (Peri¢ & Cvetkovi¢, 2019), kynryponoiukum (Gierlach,
Belsher, & Beutler, 2010) u ncuxonomkyM GpakTopyuMa yTulaja Ha IepLellnjy pusuKa
(Alcantara-Ayala & Moreno, 2016), y nojenuanm pagouma (Visschers et al., 2012) amo-
cTpodupa ce ynora adekTa, 1 y CKIa[iy ca TUM, yKasyje Ha 3Hauaj MCTPaXMBaba O HAYMHY
Ha KOj¥I KOMYHMKaIlMja O PU3UIMMa MOXKe 3a3BaTy adeKat Wi crieluduaHmje eMonuje.

Y mporjecy Tpakema nHGOpMaIUja Of TPAJULMOHATHIX I JPYLUITBEHUX Mefuja
yTBpbeHo je ma mpeontepeheHocT nHpOpMaIujama U MCKa3aHU XyMop obecxpabpyjy
yroTpe6y 06a, JOK BepOfOCTOJHOCT MOACTIYE YIIOTPeby TpaanuioHamHux Mefuja (Austin,
Fisher Liu, & Jin, 2012). OcumM Tora, HOMEHYTH ayTOPY CY YTBPAWIK fa MHPOpMAaLje o
0301/BHOCTY KaTacTpoda 1 epMKaCHOCTY MHTEPBEHTHO-CIIACY/IAYKIX CIY>X6u (monunyje,
BaTPOracHO-CIACUIAYKIX jeMHNUIIA, [UBIUIHE 3aIITITe UTH.) moBehaBajy yuecranoct
IIpeHollIeba mopyKa gpyruma (Austin, Fisher Liu, & Jin, 2012; ym. Vos et al., 2018). Hexke oz
BUTA/IHMX KOMIIOHEHTH IIPOLleca KOMYHIKALVje O PUSKKY IPeCTaB/bajy IOBEPEIbe M BEpO-
poctojHOCT (Peters et al., 1997). Biragu u MHAyCTpUjU 4eCTO HeTOCTaje OBEperbe jaBHOCTIL,
JOK Cée IPYTMM M3BOPMMa, IIOIYT NOTPOIIAYKMX OpraHM3anyja, Meinja, JIeKapa 1 Ipuja-
Terba u3yseTHO Bepyje (Frewer, Howard, Hedderley, & Shepherd, 1996; Cvetkovi¢, 2021;
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Cvetkovi¢, Adem, & Aleksandar, 2019; Cvetkovi¢ & Grbi¢, 2021; Cvetkovi¢ & Jovanovié,
2020; Cvetkovi¢, Nikoli¢, Nenadi¢, Ocal, & Zecevi¢, 2020). Hajseha cipemnocT nojefyunara
Za crefie peropydene Mepe mpumehena je xaga e undopmanuje 1061jajy U3 CONCTBEHe
IpyuTBeHe cdepe (IPyLITBEHN MEUj) U AUPEKTaH KOHTAKT ca IpujaTe/buMa U IOpOIN-
oM) (Sansom et al., 2021).

EdrkacHOCT mOpPyKe O PU3KKY 3aBVCH Off IIOBeperba /by M3BOPMMA KOMYHUKALIIje,
KOje je, ca ipyre CTpaHe, IOf, yTUIjajeM Iepliejyije 3Hatba, CTPYYHOCTH U KpefuOnInTeTa,
CIIOCOOHOCTH 3a IIPY’Karbe afjleKBaTHe IIOMOoh1, OATOBOPHOCTH, UCKPEHOCTH, Opure, Kao
¥ Ileplienuje HuBoa kopynuuje ynyTap saactu (Eiser, Donovan, & Sparks, 2015; Harvey
& Twyman, 2007; Kdéridinen, 2007; McLean & Ewart, 2015). Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, UCTUYY
ce iBe K/by4He KOMIIOHEHTE ITOBEperba: IOBEPerhe Y MOTIBE 1 TOBEPerhe Y KOMIeTeHLIU]Y
(Twyman, Harvey, & Harries, 2008). OBe iBe KOMIIOHEHTe yApy>KeHo ofipebyjy HuBO ca-
pazme npumaolia 1 n3Bopa nndopmanuja (Harvey & Twyman, 2007), koju 1oToM 06/MUKYjy
IBIXOBY MOTHBAIN]jy 3a fenosame (National Research, 1989). Ocum Tora, Ha IoBepeme
rpabaHa yTuay u nepuemnuja [UCKpUMIHALje IpeMa MabUHCKMM rpynama u Behe mose-
perbe y TOKa/He Hero BIafinHe U3Bope 3a BpeMe Karactpoda (Appleby-Arnold et al., 2019;
Van Craen & Skogan, 2015; Wray & Jupka, 2004; Wray, Rivers, Jupka, & Clements, 2006).

Kao peneBaHTHe KapaKTepuCTHKe IpYMaalia y Morlefy MepLeniiyje pusyuKa U ofi-
rOBOpa MCTUYY Ce IIPEeTXOJHO UCKYCTBO, INYHe U fieMorpadcke ocobune, nocrojeha yse-
pema (Brynielsson et al., 2018), oTHOCHO KOTHUTMBHE IPUCTPACHOCTI, HOIYT HEpearTHoT
ONTUMU3MA, U upeonouke opujenranyje (Breakwell, 2000). ITopen onaxama Beher pusuxa,
eBIJICHTHA je U CKJIOHOCT IOjefiMHalla Ka OITUMICTUYHIM IIpefpacyaMa Wi Wiysujama
0 HepamMBOCTH, OHOCHO BepoBamy fia he ce kaTacTpode BepoBaTHIje JOTOAUTHU [PYTIMA
Hero muMa (Gurmankin, Baron, & Armstrong, 2004; McComas, 2006; Salmon, Park, &
Wrigley, 2003). [Tonasehu o 3Hauaja IMYHOT MCKYCTBA ca KaTacTpodama 3a IIOHAIIaba
npunpembeHocty, Curpuct u capaguniy (Siegrist & Gutscher, 2008) cy, mytem MHTEpBjya
NnLeM y auLe, ynopehnsanm /pye ca MCKyCTBOM IIOIIaBA CA OHMMA KOjU HUCY MMAIN
TO MCKYCTBO a/IM Cy TaKohe )1Benu y mogpydjumMa yrpokeHnM norviaBama. Tom mpu-
JIMKOM, TIPUMETHIN Cy 3Ha4ajaH GaKTOp MOTIeh1Babha HETATUBHOT YTHUIAja TOBE3aHOT
ca karacTpodom Mehy ncnuraHnIMMa KOju HUCY MIMaJIi UCKYCTBO IOIIaBa, IITO fla/be
yKasyje Ha HeraTVBHe acIleKTe KOMYHMKaI[je O PU3MKY Koja ce POKyCHUpa MCKIbYINBO
Ha TEXHIYKE ACIIEKTE.

Tpeba nmatu Ha yMy /ia, Kajia jaBHOCT >Keu MHGOPMAIje O PU3NKY, BUIIE BOJIN
jacHy IIOPYKY y Be3U ca PUSMI[MMA ¥ [I0BE3aHNM HEM3BeCHOCTIMA, YK/bYdyjyhu mpupony
1 06uM Hecyrmacuua usmeby pasmmanrux crpydmaka (Frewer, 2004; Cvetkovié et al., 2019;
Mitrovi¢, 2019; Otasevi¢ et al., 2014; Magdaleni¢, 2010). IIITaBute, pe3yaTat HCKPEHOCTI
IIpeMa HeM3BeCHOCTNMa Hajuelhe je cTBapame noBepeme (Svendsen, Yamaguchi, Tsuda,
Guimaraes, & Tondel, 2016). Kaga je ped o caommraBamy pusuka 06aB1jeHUX HAyYHOM
HemsBecHolnhy, y IBe eKcrepuMenTanHe cTyauje (Rabinovich & Morton, 2012) mpoxahena
je sHaYajHa MHTepaKIyja n3Mel)y yBepema 0 HayLy ¥ CAOMIITEHe HECUTYPHOCTH, Y IIOI/IERY
CIIPEMHOCTH ia Ce JieIyje ¥ CK/Iafy ca IIOPyKOM. YdecTasIa MO[/IOXHOCT IIPUPOJHUM Ka-
tacTpoama MUTPaHATa, ETHUYKIX MabUHA U /YU U3 KY/ITYPHO U je3UUKN PAasSHOTMKIX
3ajeIHNIIA YeCTO Ce JOBOJM Y Be3y ca PasnuduNTIM Ky/ITYpPHUM Gapujepama 1 OrpaHNueHNM
3HambeM Brafiajyher jesuka, Koju yMamyjy BIUX0oBe MOIYNHOCTU TyMademwa 1 OAroBOpa
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Ha yII030pemha, HAPOUMTO aKO Ce MMa Y BUJY MPeIIaB/beHOCT KOMYHUKAIUje O PUSUKY
CYKOO/beHVM XKapPrOHOM U IIPYCYCTBO IIaHMKe, KOj! IOfIATHO YCIOXKIbaBajy cripoBobere
edukacue komynukanuje (Johansson, 2017; Ogie, Rho, Clarke, & Moore; Shepherd & van
Vuuren, 2014). Ycen Tora, IpWwIMKOM IpUKYIUbaba MHGOpMaLUja O PUKKY, MabIHE Ce
Hajuyenrhe ocamajy Ha pofOMHCKe U pylITBeHe Mpexe (Morrow, 1999).

PykoBogmehn ce akryennonhy HayYHNX MCTpa>kuBaba O KOMYHMKALIUjJ PU3VIKA OF
KaTacTpoda, IpefMeT UCTPa’KMBamba IIPeACTaB/ba MCINTIBAbe CTaBoBa IpabaHa o pas-
nranTUM pakToprma yruiaja (feMorpadcKuM 1 COLMO-eKOHOMCKIIM) Ha CIIpoBoheme
edukacHe KOMyHMKalMje O pusuLuMa off kKaracTpoda y Perry6mmiu Cpouju.

Metoponornja NCTpaK1Bama

LIy/b Hay9HOT CTPAXKMBaA IPENCTAB/bA HAYYHA eKCIUIMKALMjA IPeAnKTOpa (IOJL,
ropuHe, 00pa3oBatbe, OpaIHI CTATYC, 3AII0C/IEHOCT, IPUXO/N) erKaCHe KOMyHUKALIIje O
pu3MIIMa Off KaTacTpoda y IIpoIiecy AOHOIIeHha 1 caonmTaBama ofryka (Ipaduxos 1).
Y pany ce 1moja3u Of OIIITe XUIIOTe3€ Aa IIOCTOje YTULAjU PasIuIUTUX AeMOrpadCKIX
U COLIMO-eKOHOMCKMX (paKTOpa Ha IPOLieC KOMYHUKALMje O PUSULINMA Of IPUPOFHIX I
AHTPOIIOTeHNX KaTacTpoda.

Y3opax u nauun apuxyilparea iogaiaka

Hecny4ajuum y3opkoBameM 110 IIPUHIINITY CHeXXHe TPy/ABe U Ha 6a3)t APYIMX OTOf -
HOCTM KaKo 0¥ ce 3a00MIIIM KOHTAKTH ca JbYAMMa 300T eNyeMIOIOLIKe CUTYallje 13a-
3saHe COVID-19, xpenpaH je OH/IajH YIUTHYUK KOjU je IOCTaB/beH Ha CBUM PeleBaHTHUM
APYLITBEHVM Mpexxama 1 Be6-cajroBuma. Op ykynHo 410 rpabana xoju cy npucranu fa
y4ecTByjy, 350 je mpeyseno aHKeTHM YIUTHUK, BOK je 60 og6mto (yKynHa cToma OAroBopa
6ma je 85,36%). Op yKyIHOr Opoja UCIIMTAHUKA KOjI CY IIpey3e/yl aHKeTHN YIUTHUK,
243 rpabaHna je ofroBopuIo Ha CBa IUTaba ¥ YIUTHUKY, JOK 107 ncnuTaHuKa Huje Jano
CBOje OfiroBope (CTOIIa 3aBpIIeTKa aHKETHOT YIIMTHYKA M3HOCK 69,42%). Y rabenu 1 mar
je Ipervief COIMO-eKOHOMCKIX KapaKTepUCTHKa UCIUTaHuKa 00yxBahenux ysopkom. On
YKYIIHOT 6poja ucIuTaHuKa, xeHe (53,09%) cy He3HaTHO 3aCTYIUbEHMje Y ORHOCY Ha My-
1kaplie (46,91%). Y ogHOCY Ha TOfMHE CTapOCTI MCIIUTAHNKA, HAj3aCTyIUbEHIjI CY MIahu
ucnmranunm (45,27%) po 30 roguHa CTapoCTH, JOK je HajMambe IpefCTaBHIKA CTapuje
Honynanuje Ipexko 61 rogyHe cTapocTyt XnBoTa (14,40%). VicnmuTaHuiy ca 3aBpLIeHOM
cpenmoM LIKoIOM (45,27%) Cy Haj3sacTyIUbeHMj! Y Y30PKY, AOK je o6yxBaheHo HajMame
MCIMTAHVKA Ca 3aBpIICHNM NOCIeAUIIOMCKIM cTyaujama (13,58%). Ilpema 6paynom
CTaTyCy, HajBUILIE je MICIUTAHUKA KOjI CYy OXKereHu win yaatu (38,7%), HoK je HajMambe
UCIIMTaHMKa Koju cy pasBefenn (1,6%). Iloper Tora, ysopkoM je o6yxsaheHo HajBuIme
VCIIMTAaHVKA KOjII €y 3armociern (83,5%), kKao ¥ MCIUTaHMKA ca HVDKUM IIPUXOIVMa MabyIM
of 30.000 gmuapa (58,44%) umajyhu y BURY IpOCeYHY HALIVOHAIHY 1 MECEYHY HETO 3apa-
Ry ¥ MuHUMaHy neny paga (http://publikacije.stat.gov.rs/G2018/PdfE/G20181260.pdf).
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Mucilipymentii uciipaiusaroa

HaxoH cucremarcke aHannse Beher 6poja HayuyHUX pajioBa y kKojuMa ce obpabyje
mpobreMaTriKa KOMYHMKaIuje o pusunyma of karacrpoda (Bouckenooghe, Devos, &
Van den Broeck, 2009; Whitmarsh, 2009a, 2009b; Williams et al., 2006) nnenTndukoa-
HI Cy MHCTPYMEHTH KOjU CY IOCTYXXIIN 38 KOHI[UIIMpPathe aHKeTHNUX INTaba. AHKeTHN
YIUTHUK CafipyKM B TPyIle MUTarba (BULETU MPUIOT — aHKeTHM YIUTHMK): a) IINTamba O
TeMorpadcKoM U COIMO-eKOHOMCKOM IPOGIITy UCIIMTAHNKa; 6) IUPEKTHA VI MHAMPEKTHA
[MTarba O KOMYHUKALVjI pu3uKa o KaracTpoda. [Ipe Hero MmITo ce NPUCTYIIUIO peansa-
LVjJ MCTPAXKMBaha, CIIPOBEIEHO je MMJIOT UCTPAXKMBAKE Ca Y30PKOM 0f 42 MCIIUTAaHUKA
110 IPUHIMITY TpyfBe cHera. Vimajyhu y Buny yrBphere HeocTaTke aHKeTHOT yIIUTHIKA,
IJIXOBM Pe3y/ITATU HUCY Y3eTH Y 003Up IPUINKOM peannsalije KOHaUHIX CTaTUCTI-
YKMX aHaM3a. TaKBO IIpeMMMUHAPHO MCTPaXMBakbe, OMOTryhuo je mobospliatme An3ajHa,
KBa/INTETa MITakba, TAYHOCTY CKajla Y CAMOM aHKETHOM YIIMTHMUKY.

Obpaga ogammaxa

Y nporpamy 3a cratucTUdKy obpany nogaraka (SPSS) cy cpehern u xmacudukopann
CBU ITOflallM OOMjeHN aHKeTHUM McImTHBambeM. KopumrhemweM fecKpUITHBHNX CTaTH-
CTMYKNX aHa/m3a yrBpheHe cy mucTpubyrinje oaroBopa Ha OCTaB/beHa INTamba. 3a MCIIN-
THBalbe yTHI[aja N3a0paHyX Bapujab/iu Ha CTaBOBE O KOMYHMKALIUjI PU3UKa Off KaTaCTPO-
¢a xopuuthena je BiIIeCTpyKa TMHeapHa PerpecioHa aHajM3a 3a MPOLIeHY eKCIUIMKATUBHE
Mohu et nzabpannx Bapujabmy Ha MepLenijy yTiuiaja KOMyHUKALMje O PUSUIMMA Off
karacTpoda. Y 1mby peannsanmje HOMEHyTe aHa/IU3e, IPBOOUTHIM BPeHOCTUMA CBaKe
of1 3abpaHNX He3aBUCHMX IPOMEH/bMBA JIOfie/beHE Cy HOBe IU(Pe OTHOCHO HYMEPUYKI
KOJIOBI: MyIIKapIy, Mitahe ocobe, CpefhOIIKOICKO 06pa3oBarbe, OXKembeH/yaTa, 3aroce-
HU, HIDKM Tpuxonu (Mamu o, 30.000 nyHapa) cy kogyupany kao 1; 0 cy KopupaHu cBU
ocramu. 3a morpebe geTa/bHUjUX aHaMM3a, Kopuuthenn cy T-rect u Ilnpconosa koperna-
nyja. [IpeTrocraBke Ha KojuMa ITOYMBajy aHA/IN3€, KO IITO CY, IPETIIOCTaBKa HOPMa/THO-
CTHU, IVHEAPHOCTH, MYITUKOITMHEAPHOCTH 11 XOMOTEHOCTH Bap1jaHce HICY Oule HapylileHe
(Tabachnick, Fidell, & Ullman, 2007). Kpoun6axoB xoeduiujeHT anda usHocno je 0.79 u
Moxe ce pehn f1a je yHyTpalIma KOH3UCTeHTHOCT JIMKkepToBe ckase 6ua 3a/joBosbaBajyha.

Pe3}7}ITaTI/I NCTpaXXBabha
IIpeguxitiopu KomyHuKaKUje 0 pUsUUUMA 0g KaTHacipoPpa

Pesynraru BulecTpyKe TMHeapHe perpeciioHe aHanuse kopuirheHe fja ce MpolLeHn
eKCIUIMKaTMBHA MOh IecT n3abpanux Bapujabnu (o, roguHe, o6pasopamwe, OpayHu
CTaTyC, 3al0C/ICHOCT U BUCHHA [IPUXO/ia) Ha MepLelijy KOMyHIKalMje O PU3ULIIMA OF
KaracTpoda IoKasyjy fia je HajsHa4ajHuju IPeANKTOp MHPOPMIICAHOCTH O PUSHIIMA HIBO
npuxopa (8 = 0.181) xoju objaumasajy 3,02% Bapujance, 3atum ciaepu mon (= 0.139,
1,93%). Ocrane Bapujabie HUCY UMasie CTATUCTUYIKM 3HAYajaH JOIMPUHOC MOJENY.
Hasenenu mopen (R* = 0.080, Adj. R* = 0.057, F = 3.43, t = 15.92, p = 0.000) xoju yk/bydyje
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CBe IIOCMaTpaHe He3aBJCHe Bapljabie objalaBa camo 5,7% BapujaHce MHGOPMICAHOCTI
o pusunuma og karacrpoda. [lape aHamM3e IOKA3yjy Aa je Haj3sHAUYAjHUjU IPERUKTOP
KBa/MTeTa KOMYHMKaLVje 0 pu3uiyma craryc 3anocineHoct (f = 0.222) xoju objaiumaBa
2,04% BapujaHce, 3aTuM crene npuxomu (3 = 0.213, 4,16%) u rogune crapoctu (S = 0.150,
1,82%). HaBemenn mogen (R* = 0.106, Adj. R* = 0.084, F = 4.67, t = 13.05, p = 0.000) xoju
yK/bydyje CBe IOCMaTpaHe HesaBMCHe Bapujabie objamraBa 8,4% BapujaHce KBalIUTETa
KOMYHMKanuje pusuipyma of katacrpoda (Tabena 2 u Ipaduxon 2).

Y onHOCY Ha TToBepeme y IoIbaolie MHGopMaIyja o pusuiuMa off Karactpoda,
PpesynTary OKa3yjy fa je HajsHa4ajHMUj! IPEAUKTOP IOMEHYTOT TIOBEPErha CTATYC 3aII0CIe-
Hocty (ff = 0.416) xoju objammasa 17,13% Bapujance, satum crney non ( = -0.315, 9,24%)
u ropuHe crapoctu (f =-0.169, 2,31%). HaBenenu mozen (R* = 0.284, Adj. R* = 0.265,
F=15.27,t=17.02, p = 0.000) Koju yK/by4yje cBe IIOCMaTpaHe He3aBIUCHe Bapujabie
objammasa 26,5% BapujaHCce OBepea y Nolbaolie MHpopManuja. 3aTuM, yrepheHo
je Ia je HajsHaYajHMjU IPEAMKTOP HAUNMHA pearoBama Ha MH(opManmje o pusnLuMa Of
karactpoda craryc sanocnenocty (= 0.416) u objaumasa 7.18 BapujaHce, 3aTiM FofyHEe
(8 =0.321, 6,35%) u, Ha Kpajy, 6paunu craryc (S = -0.185). HaBenenu mogern (R* = 0.177,
Adj. R*=0.157, F = 8.48, t = 12.70, p = 0.000) Koju yK/by4yje CBe TOCMaTpaHe He3aBUCHE
Bapujabye objanrmasa 17,7% BapyjaHce HaUMHA pearopama Ha MH(OpMaIlje pU3NKa Off

karacrpoda (Tabema 5 n [paduxon 1).

Pesyniniaitiu geckputiitusHux CllaiiuciiuuKux anaiu3a
u penayuja usmehy uzabpanux eapujabnu u KomyHukayuje
0 pusuUUMa og Kamacwpopa

Pesynratu ucTpaxupama II0Kasyjy /ia je H1BO MHGOPMMCAHOCTH Tpab)aHa o pusKIM-
Ma off KatacTpoa Ha HyvkeM HMBOY (X = 3.09, sd = 1.01) n camo 25,8% mcnmuraHuKa ucTmde
Jia je Ha ofroBapajyhu HIBO YIIO3HATO ca pusMULMMa Off kaTacTpoda. Ha murame ,,Ha koju
Ha4yH 6ucTe xernenu fa 6yny Te mHGOpMICAHN 3a BpeMe KatacTpoda?” oaroBop je mamo
BuIIe off 98% MCIUTAaHNUKA U TOM IPUIMKOM je yTBpbheHo na 6u Hajpehn meo mcnmranmnka
Kereo fa 6yne nHpopMucaH nmpeko: 1) nnrepuera (X = 4.00, sd = 1.12); 2) caomiurema
IpXKaBHUX opraHa (X = 3.81, sd = 1.23); 3) teneBusuje (X = 3.56, sd = 1.31); 4) gpymIrBenux
Mpexa (X = 3.53, sd = 1.32); 4) cupenama 3a obaBeruraBarbe rpahana (X = 3.49, sd = 1.21);
5) pagnja (X = 3.21, sd = 1.36); 6) npexo mobunHor TenedoHa (X = 2.74, sd = 1.39); 7)
nryHo (of BpaTa o Bpata) (X = 2.53, sd = 1.38); 8) npexo dukcHor renedona (X = 1.67,
sd = 1.09) (IpacduxoH 3). Takre, y Hajsehoj mepn rpahanu 6u sxenenu ga 6yny nndopmu-
CaHM TIPEKO MHTEPHETA, a IOHajMabe Ipeko ¢pukcHor Tenedona. [Topex Tora, pesynraTn
UCTPaKUBaba MOKa3yjy 65,4% /la MCIUTaHNKa pasMembyje MHPOopMalje 0 PUSULIMMA Off
KaTacTpoda ca CBOjUM NO3HAHUIIMMA U Jja BUX 23,5% cMaTpa fa Cy KOpucHe oHe MHpOop-
Mal[yje O TOMe IITa je IIOTPeOHO IPefy3eTH Kako 61 ce 3alITUTIIN, JOK 7,4% ncTude fa
je moTpe6HO focTaBUTK MH(OPMAIMje O Y3POKY U HAYMHY HAaCTaHKa caMe KaTacTpode
Koja ux yrpokaBa. Ha mnrame ,,Y Koje cBpxe yrorpe6/baBare IpyLITBEHE MpeXKe TOKOM U
HAKOH KaracTpoda?”, Bille of II0JI0OBMHe ucImTanuka (53,9%) je OAroBOpIMIO a TO YMHE ¥
elyKaT/BHE CBPXe O y3pOLMMa U IIOCIeAnIaMa KatacTpoda, 23,9% MCIUTaHNKA je MCTAKIIO
Jla KOPUCTHU IPYLITBEHe MPeXKe 3a MOTpebe AUCKYCHje 0 aKTyelnHOj CUTYaluju, oKo 1,6%

1616



Coyuonowxu tpeineg, vol. LVI (2021), no. 4, crp. 1610-1647

MCHNMTAHUKA HAI/IANIABA [ja He KOPUCTH APYIITBEHe MPeKe TOKOM I HAaKOH KaracTpoda,
IOK OCTa/IM CIIUTAHNIIV HYCY JJA/TU OATOBOP Ha OBO IUTambe. Y ONHOCY Ha IIPOLieHy KBajli-
TeTa M3JJATHX YIIO030pemba rpahaHIMa y IpeTXOAHUM KatacTpodama, yrepbeHo je crenehe:
a) 6/1aroBpeMEeHOCT U3AATUX yro3opema (X = 3.20, sd = 1.30); 6) pasyM/bMBOCT CaOMIITEHNX
nopyka (X = 3.27, sd = 1.29); B) ymo3sHaTOCT ca IpoliefypamMa I0CTyIamba HAaKOH fobuje-
HIUX ITOpyKa (X = 3.15, sd = 1.34); r) noBepeme y mpocnehene nopyke (X = 2.85, sd = 1.25);
1) HauVH V3[jaBama ynosopema (X = 2.99, sd = 1.29); h) moryhnoct npujema ynosopema
(x =3.19, sd = 1.32) (Ipaduxon 4). Cynehu 1o o6ujeHnM pe3ynTaTuMa, UCHUTAHULIA ¥
HajBehoj Mepu ncTHYy 6/1aTOBpEMEHOCT U3MIATHX YIIO30PEHha, IOK Ca IPYTe CTPaHe YKasyjy
Ha Mambe ToBepeme y mpociehene mopyke 1ITo MOXe fia IpecTaB/ba 0361/baH IpobieM
y Ipoliecy yIpas/bamba y KaTacTpodama.

Ha nnrame ,,IIporennte Barre MoryhHOCTI 3a 6/1aroBpeMeHO U afjeKBaTHO pearo-
Babe HAKOH M3JIaTOr YII030pema” YTBpheHo je ja cy HajBUIIe BPETHOCT 3aberiexeHe Kop
ocehaja mane KoHTpOIE Hafg curyanujoM (X = 3.10, sd = 1.15); satum, crrocobHOCTH Aa
ce camosarurnte (X = 2.88, sd = 1.19); crrocobHOCTH Aa ce eBakyumry (X = 2.90, sd = 1.23);
¥ TIOCefi0Batbe HEeONXOJHMX pecypca (X = 2.49, sd = 1.06) (IpadukoH 5).

Y napeM papy, MCHUTUBAIN CMO HUBO MOBepema rpahaHa y pasnuunte cybjexre
KOju Cy y mpoltocTu obapemTaany rpahane o ogpehennm acrnexTnma pusuka of Kara-
cTpoda U TOM IPWINKOM CMO YTBPAWIM Jia je HajBehu HUBO mOBeperba y MHbopManyje
npoceheHe o cTpaHe HaJUIOKHNX CTPYYHUX CIyOU 1 opraumsanyja (73,7%), 3aTuM of
CTpaHe ipX<aBHUX opraHa (3,7%), momrrudapa (2,1%) u, Ha Kpajy, Of CTpaHe IpefceHN-
Ka (1,7%) n Bnape (1,5%) (IpadukoH 6). CBakako, 3Ha4yajHO je ucrahu fa 13,6% rpahana
HeMa [I0Beperbe HII Y jefjaH Off IOMEeHYTHX Cy6jekara, IITo 61 MOIJIO IPOY3POKOBATH 03-
OmpHe IpobiieMe y IpoIlecy IpMXBaTama U MOCTYIamka 1o ofpeheHM nHCTpyKIIjaMa
HaJl/IeKHMX OpraHa.

Ha nocras/peHo nurame ,,OrjeHnre Ha JInkepToBoj ckamm of 1 (y arcomnyTHoj Mepn
HIICKO) 710 5 (y aIllCOMyTHOj Mepy BUCOKO) CBOje ITOBeperhe Y HaIeyKHe BIACTI 3a Mepe I
aKTMBHOCTH KOje TIPey3MMajy pajy 3allITITe CTAHOBHUIITBA OFf IIPUPOLHIX I AHTPOIIOTe-
HMX KaTacTpoda’, HajBuIIe ucuTanmka (35,8%) je MCTAKIIO [a y M3BECHOj Mepy HeMajy
noBepeme, B0k je 30,5% McTakiIo Jja y aliCoyTHOj Mepu HeMajy moBeperbe. [lakie, oko
66,3% MCIIUTaHNKA HeMa IoBeperbe y HafllleXkKHe BlacTu fia he cmposectu oprosapajyhe
Mepe ¥ aKTYIBHOCTY KaKo OY VX 3aIlITUTIWIN Of KaTacTpoda. 3HadajHo je ucrahu fa je camo
4,9% McrUTaHNKa MCTAKIIO /1a MIMA AlICOTYTHO [IOBEperhe Y HajlIeXKHe BIACT. Y OHOCY Ha
OrpaHmyersa IpljeMa pelleBaHTHYX NHGOPMaLja O pU3NIMMa Off KatacTpoda, yrBpheHo
je ma cy HajBMIIe BpeZHOCT 3abenesxeHe Kof ciefiehnx craBoBa: M3I0XKeH CaM JIOKHNIM VI
KOHTPaJUKTOpHUM nHpopmannjama (X = 1.70, sd = 1.26); HeMaMm OPUCTYII KaHATY IIPEKO
Kojer ce gucTpubynpajy (X = 1.81, sd = 1.20); HemaM pajguo OpujeMHNK UV IPUCTYIL
uHTepHeTy (X = 1.65, sd = 1.08); HemaM pecypce 3a KynmoBuHY oarosapajyhux ypebaja
(X =1.77, sd = 1.14); HemaM BelITHHe WK HaBUKe 3a Kopuithemwe (X = 1.78, sd = 1.23).
Kapa je ped o pasymeBamy npociehennx nnpopmaruja o pusnimma of Karactpoda,
HajBMILIe BPEIHOCTH Cy 3a0e/Ie>KeHe KOJI pas/iora HeIOCTATaK 3Hakba O 3HAYEhY yII030pa-
Bajyhux curnanma (X = 2.23, sd = 1.15); saTum, napopmanuje cy npesuiie cioxene (X = 2.04,
sd = 1.10); orpann4enn MeHTaIHU Kamaguret (X = 1.85, sd = 1.19); u, Ha Kpajy, orpaHndeHe

jeswuke BemTuHe (X = 1.83, sd = 1.15) (Ipaduxon 7).
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Pesynraru [InpcoHoBe Kopenaumje IOKasyjy fAa MOCTOjM CTATUCTUYKM 3HAYajHA
MTOBE3aHOCT TOJjIHA CTAPOCTH Ca KBA/IMTETOM KOMyHMKaIije O PU3MIIMMAa Off KaTaCTpo-
¢da (r=-0.219, pp < 0.001 - Masa KOpeanyja) 1 HAYMHOM pearoBamba HaAKOH JoOujeHe
nudopmanuje (r = -0.208, pp < 0.001 — mana Kopenanuja). Pesynrratu mokasyjy fa roguse
crapocTu objanrmaBajy 4,78% BapujaHce KBalUTeTa KOMYHMKAIMje O pU3MIMMAa Off KaTa-
crpoda 1 4,32% HauMHa pearoBarma HaKOH fobujene nndopmarje o pusuky. HerarnsHa
TIOBE3aHOCT ITOKas3yje /ja IITO BUIIle TOAMHA 0c06a MMa ca HIDKMM BPEHOCTIMA OIlekyje
KBa/IMTET KOMYHUKAIVje Vi Ha4/H pearoBarba.

Y na/buM aHanM3aMa, yTBpheHo je fa mocTojy CTaTUCTUYKY 3HAYajHa Kopenaluja
(r=-0.139, pp < 0.05 - maya Kopearja) 06pa3oBamba UCIUTAHNKA Ca CTEIIEHOM MCKa-
3aHOT [I0Bepemba Y Iolnbaolie nHOpMaLja o puaunuma o karacrpoda. Obpasosarme
ucnuTaHyka objaummasa 1,93% BapujaHce IOBepema y noumpaole. Ca gpyre cTpaxe,
YCTaHOB/BEHO j€ [ja IOCTOj| CTAaTUCTUYKY 3HaYajHa KOpealyja cTaTyca 3aloCTIeHOCTY 1
OlieHe Ha4MHa pearoBarma HaKOH usfgatux nupopmauuja o pusunnma (r = 0.160, pp < 0.05
- Masa kopenanuja). Oko 2,56% BapujaHce HaulMHa pearoBarma 61 ce MOIJIO 00jacHUTH
nomohy craryca sanocnenoctn. Ilopep Tora, yTBpheHa je cTaTMCTIIKY 3HaYajHA KOpe-
nanuja usMeby HuBoa npuxopna u cnefehnx Bapujadmi: MHPOPMMUCAHOCT O pU3NLIIMa
(r=0.207, pp < 0.01 — mMana Kopenanuja), KBaanureT KomyHukanuje (r = 0.248, pp < 0.00
- Majla Kopenanuja), moBepeme y noumnsaonue (r = 0.395, pp < 0.00 — maja Kopenanuja),
U HauyH pearopama (r = 0.161, pp < 0.05 — mama kopenanuja). [larbe aHanm3e MOKasyjy fa
npuxonn objaimasajy 4,28% BapyujaHcy MHPOPMICAHOCTHU O PUSULIMMA, 3aTUM 6,15%
BapMjaHCe OLleHe KBa/lMTeTa KOMyHuUKanuje, 15,6% BapujaHce oBepema y IOoWnbaoLe 1
2,59% BapujaHce HaunMHa pearoBama (Tabena 5).

Pesynratu T-TecTa mokasyjy ga MOCTOjU CTATUCTUIKY 3HAYajHA pasiuka nsmeby
MYIIKapala U >KeHa y noraeny caegehux sapujabmm: mHPOPMMUCAHOCTI O PUSUIIIMA
(p = 0.02); moBepema y nommmpaore (p = 0.00); HaunHa pearoBama (p = 0.07); TeneBusuja
(p =0.0); pagmo (p = 0.02); 3BaHNMYHA caONIITe kA Ap>KaBHMX opraHa (p = 0.00); MOOMITHUM
tenedponoM (p = 0.03); (p = 0.02); ymosHaToCT ca pouegypama nocrymama (p = 0.02);
nosepeme y npociehene nmopyke (p = 0.00). Ja/be aHamm3e mokasyjy fa xxete y sehoj mepn
Y OIHOCY Ha MYIIKapIie MMajy TIoBepembe Y IOIMN/baollie MHPOPMaIja O pU3NIIMa Off Ka-
tacTpoda (X = 3.00/2.35); xernerte 61 na ce MHGOPMUILY IpeKo TeneBusuje (X = 4.13/3.35),
panuja (X = 3.48/3.03), 3SBAaHMYHYX CAOIIITEHA AP>KaBHMX opraHa (X = 3.20/2.90) u mpexo
MobuHor TenedoHa (X = 2.99/2.58). Ca apyre crpaHe, Mymkapiy y Behoj Mepn y ogHoCy
Ha >KeHe: MHGOPMIUCaHM Cy 0 puaunuMa (X = 3.20/2.90); ucTuyy fia 3Hajy Ha4MH pearoBama
(X =2.85/2.63); ynosHaTy Cy ca IpoliefiypamMa pearopama (X = 3.29/2.91); nmajy nosepeme
y mpocnebene nopyke (X = 3.05/2.52) (Tabena 6).

Huckycnja

Y pafy cy ucnuTaHu CTaBoByu rpahaHa o pasmMaMTUM YMHMOLMMA yTULaja (TIIcu-
XOJIOLIKVM, COLMOJIONIKIM, IOMUTUIKIM) Ha cripoBobheme epukacHe KOMyHUKAIje O
pusunumMa o Karactpoga y Perry6mum Cpouju. Y 6oraTtoj pusHuLy roparaka, yrephen
je HybKu HuBo nHbopMucaHocTy rpahana o pusuimmMa off Katactpoda, HIBO IIOBeperba je
HajBuM y nHOpMaryje npocieheHe o cTpaHe HaIEXHIUX CTPYIHUX CTyKOu; rpaharn
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Ou HajBuILe XKe/menu fja 6yAy MHPOPMICAHY IIPEKO NHTEPHETA, a IOHAjMatbe IIPeKo PUK-
cHOT TenehOHa; MMajy Mambe IIoBepee y mpociehene mopyke u kao HajosOWBHUjI HETO-
CTaTaK MCTUYY HEOCTaTaK 3Hakba O 3HAYeHY YII030paBajyhux curHama uth.

[TosuTyBHa MepIieNIyja UCTUTAaHNKA je MIeHTU(UKOBAHA Y IIOITIeAy yoTpebe Te-
JeBU3uje, pajyja M 3BaHMYHIX CAOMIITeha AP>KaBHIX OpraHa 3a MHPOPMIUCabe TOKOM
KaTtacTpoda. Pesynratn cryamje kojy cy cnposemu OctvH u capagannyu (Austin et al.,
2012) ykasyjy fa Cy y4eCHUI IIPeBacXOHO TP NHPopMalje O TOMe 3alITO U
KaKo ce KaracTpoda JOrofnia, a 3aTiM OATOBOPHOCT, JOK CY MHPOpMaLije 0 Kopanuma
OZIrOBOPA KOje je MOTPeOHO Ipefy3eTH TPaXKUIN CaMO Kajia Cy OMIN BUCOKO YMeIIaH!U y
morabaj. Hacynpor ToMe, MCITUTaHUIIM OBe CTYAMje CY TPAKMUIN U CMATPaa KOPUCHUM
CBe pe/ieBaHTHe MHpOpMaLje o KaTacTpodama, IOIyT y3pOKa U HaulHa HACTAHKa, OfI-
TOBOPHOCTH 3a forabhaj 1 Kopaka ofiroBopa Koje je HOTpe6HO Ipemy3eT.

Kapa je peu craBy nmpema ynoTpe6y MOOWIHMX alUIMKalVja 3a KOMYHUKALUjy pUsyKa
0 KatacTpodama, Koje Cy 3aCTyIUbeHe LIMPOM CBeTa I 4nja ce epuKacHOCT OOPO IoKasasa
y IIpaKcy, MCIUTAHNLIN CY, y HajBehoj Mepy, MMajin n3y3eTHO IIO3UTUBAH CTaB, OLHOCHO Y
aIICOMYTHOj Mepy IOAPKau YHOTpeOy MOOMTHIX alUTMKaL/ja 38 KOMYHUKAIN)Y PU3MKa
o karacTpodama. Pasmarpajyhu ucro murame, Yan u capaguuun (Chan, Huang, Mark, &
Guo, 2017) cy yTBpAWIN Ia Cy CTAPOCT ¥ HUBO 00pa3oBama BUTAIHE COLO-/ieMorpadcke
IIPOMEH/bJBE IIOBE3aHe Ca TPEHYTHOM yrnoTpeboM u Oynyhum npedepeHiyjama TeXHo-
joryje naMeTHUX Tenedona. Mehy onyma xoju Hucy KopucTumyu MOOWIHe alIMKalyje 3a
KOMYHMKaI1jy O pusuimma, 61,3% je pasMmirbaso o IpeacKy Ha alyIMKalyjy 3a aMeTHI
tenedon. CXOHO TOMe, 3aK/bydyje ce O 3HAYajHO] Y031 IIOMEHY TUX alUIMKALUja, ajn
U 0 3Hayajy npunarohenoctu nudopmaryja cormo-geMorpadcKiM KapakTepucTuKama
IbYIXOBUX KOPMCHMKA.

Pesynraty ucTpakuBama 110Kasyjy fia MyLIKapuyu y Behoj Mepy y OfHOCY Ha >KeHe
OLIeIbYjy HUBO CBOje MH(POPMIUCAHOCTU O PUMIVIMA Of IIPUPOIHNUX U aHTPOIOTeHNUX Ka-
tacTpoda. PopHe pasimke y HOMeHYTOM KOHTEKCTY Cy MAEHTU(PNKOBAIE U ApyTre CTYAMje.
Ha npumep, Becrep-Xepbep u capaguuiu (Wester-Herber & Warg, 2002) cy ykasamu Ha
pernoHate pasamKe Koje MOTy MIMaT/ 3HadajaH YTHIIAj Ha HallOpe y KOMYHMKAL[Uj/ pU3MKa
off Karactpoda. Y CKIafy ca pesyaTaTuMa HbIUXOBE CTY/AMje, MyIIKapIy IpUjaBbyjy Aa
uMajy Behu cTernen sHama u nHdopMalmja 0 aKTMBHOCTUMA Koje ¥ ceby cafipyke pusuKe
off TexHONOMIKMX KatacTpoda (Wester-Herber & Warg, 2002). MebyTum, bopg u capap-
Hunu (Bord & O‘Connor, 1997) cy ycTaHOBMIN Ja )KeHe II0OKa3yjy 3Ha4ajHO Behy HUBO
3a0pMHYTOCTM 300T pas/IM4INTIX PU3MKA II0 )KUBOTHY CpPeUHY, JOK Cy bpiHK u capaj-
mnm (Brink & Wamsler, 2019) n3xenm 3ax/pydke o Behoj cripeMHOCTI 1 MOTUBMCaHOCTI
JKeHa Jla ce yK/byde Y afjanTalje, OfHOCHO OfIFOBOPE Ha PasINyuTe IOPYKe pU3MKa Of
HIPUPOFHMX KaTacTpoda.

Tlo6ujeHn pesynTaTu Cy yKasaiu Jja He IIOCTOjU O3UTUBHA Kopenalyja usMeby ro-
IVHA CTApOCTY U OLieHe MH(popMucaHOCTH ucnuTanuka. OBY pe3ylTaTi Cy y CYIIPOTHOCTHI
ca pe3y/ITaTyMa JPYTUX eMIVMPUjCKUX CTYAUja, Y KOjUIMa je CTapoCT UeHTU(UKOBaHa Kao
3Ha4YajaH IPeIVMKTOP ONa>KEHOI 3Hama ¥ HYBOA MHPOPMIUCAHOCTH O PUBNIMIMA Of KaTa-
crpoda (Zhou, Li, & Zhao, 2003). Y mornexy crapoctu, Penpman u capaguuny (Feldman
etal,, 2016) cy yTBpAnIM fa Cy TORMHE CTAPOCTH Haj3HAYAjHUjI IPEANKTOP HAYMHA VH-
¢dopmucama o pusuiuMa off kKaractpoda. Haume, mwuxoBa aHanmusa je ufeHTHUKOBaIA
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CTapOCT Kao K/bYUHY KaPaKTEPUCTUKY Y pasyMeBamy MpeTxofiHe yrnorpebe u 6ygyhe
JKe/beHe yHoTpebe MHpOpMaIja 0 pU3KKy of KaracTpode.

OrpaHndena CIPOBEEHOT CTPAXIBaha OIIeajy ce y crefnehem: 1) HemoBo/pHA
3aCTYIUBEHOCT M3PAa3UTO MIAJMX U CTapyX rpabhaHa y y30pKy; 2) HeCIIPOBeeHO KBaIITa-
TMBHO UCTPXMBakbe KOMYHMKALMje O PUSUI[MMA ca N3aOpaHuM eKCIIepTIMa 1 Toce6HO
omabpannm cybjexTnma; 3) HemoryhHocT crpoBobema nctpaxusama Ha Tepeny (face to

face).

3aK/byyak

Tpapunyonanny usBopy MHGOPMICama, IONYT pajfiuja, TeIeBU3NUje I LITaMIIe, KO-
puinhenn cy o ;aBHUHA y CBpXe yII030paBaiba jaBHOCTI Ha Hafoaasehe omacHocTn u
HpejIarama Mepa 3allTuTe, Kako 01 ce IIoC/IeauIie CBejie Ha HajMaby Moryhy Mepy. Vmax,
OBU N3BOPN I/IH(l)OpMI/ICélH)a VMaJiin ¢y MHOLITBO HEJOCTAaTaKa: HeMOFthOCT AVUPEKTHOT
npeHoca nHpopMalyja us morohere obmacTy, HpeKus KOMyHMKalpje n3Mehy nojenynnara
U HaJJIOKHUX CITY>KOU ycIel pruanykor omTeherma HeoXxoHe KpUTHYHe NHPPACTPYKTY-
pe, HeOC/IEIHOCT y M3BellITaBalby, CeH3alMOHa/IN3alija IpIye Off CTPaHe Mefuja UTH,.
Ynorpe6a HOBMX TEXHO/IOTH]ja Y M3BEIITABAIbY 11 YII030paBakby IOCTANIA je Of IIpecynHe
BaYKHOCTHU Y 00/1aCTH YIIpaB/batba PUSMKOM Off KaTacTpode.

Kaxko 6u ce moehasa eduxacHOCT 11 €eKTUBHOCT KOMYHUKALMOHOT IIPOLjeca HeOll-
XOJFHO je yCIoCTaB/batbe CIyxKbe (jennnuiie) Koja 61 6mta HajtexxHa 3a paheme [eoKyII-
HOT KOMYHMKAI[JIOHOT ITpolieca (IIpujemMa, aHasn3e, Cllarba), Off IPBUX 0baBellTelba I1a CBe
JI0 OKOHYarba KaTacTpode. Takpa jenMHNUIA, OTHOCHO CTy)X0a, MMaa 6y 3a Wb fja IpyxKa
IIpaBOBpeMeHe, NCTHHMTE U 06jekTiBHe nHpOopMarmje o forabhajy, kao u fa KoopanHMIpa
KOMyHuKaiujom usMeby wranosa norohere sajeguuiie n HaaIeKHNX cIy>K0u. Cryx6ba
6u Outa 3amysKeHa 3a paHO YIIO30pelbe, y30ymiBambe 1 0OaBellTebe, U3aBambe Ha/ora
3a eBaKyalujy 1 IpejyIarame 3alITUTHIX Mepa IIyTeM CpeicTaBa MHOPMIUCama, JOK 61
y TOKy KaTacTpode Iprumaa nHpopMaluje ca MecTa fiorahaja 1 pykoBozuIa jegMHIIaMa
3aIITHTE ¥ ClIacaBama paju 6pxer u edpukacHujer ogrosopa. Takobe, ymora oBakse ciyxbe
6u 6mta 1 crpedaBabe MIMPeha TAKHIX MHPOPMALUja U IOfpUBaba Ay TOPUTETA.

CrpoBefieHO NCTPAXXIMBakbe OTBAPA HOBA MICTPAXKMBAYKA IIUTAbA Y UMM OKBIPIMA
6u Tpebao geTa/bHIje NCTPAXKUTI U IPOYIUTHU pasnudnte GpakTope Koju yTudy Ha IIpo-
IjeC KOMYHMKAIMje O PU3UI[UMA Of KatacTpoda 1 CIpoBohera pasmnanTux crparernja
" MTHOBATMBHMX pelllierba y 0Boj obmacTtu. Vimajyhu y Bupay cBe Behe 3axrtese 3a mocsehn-
BambeM MAXKIbE IPYIITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY, OTHOCHO HepueHHI/Ij]/I, CTaBOBMMaA I yBEpEHIMaA
CTAaHOBHMUIIITBA, KOjI/I YTU4y Ha IbIXOBO TyMad€he, HpI/IjeM 1 OATOBOP Ha IIOPYKeE YII030-
peba, MMIUIMKALMje MICTPaXXKUBatba MIMajy M3Y3eTHO BeNMUKM 3Ha4aj 3a JOHOCHOLie OfTyKa
y Penry6muuu Cpouju.
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Introduction

Insufficiency of the very risk assessment of different disasters for the development of a
coherent risk management policy has put forward the current nature of the question of risk
communication in disaster studies (Bradley et al., 2014; Chakma et al., 2020; Hussaini, 2020;
Mano & Rapaport, 2019; Vibhas et al., 2019). Risk communication is a process of trans-
mitting the results of different stages of risk analysis and risk management to stakeholders
(Rowan, 1991). Apart from making citizens aware of risks of the occurrence of natural and
technical-technological disasters, risk communication is also aimed at including stakehold-
ers in the process of identifying possible solutions (Field, Barros, Stocker, & Dahe, 2012;
Jankovi¢, 2021; Jha, 2020; Olawuni, Olowoporoku, & Daramola, 2020; Xuesong & Kapucu,
2019). Therefore, disaster risk communication is an act of transmitting information between
stakeholders about the level of a potential risk, importance and potential consequences
of such risk, as well as decisions and actions to be taken in order to control it (Hendtlass,
2008). It is a permanent process of creating and exchanging information between groups,
institutions and individuals for the purpose of preparing, risk reduction, responding to
dangers and threats (Sellnow & Seeger, 2021). Starting from different definitions of disaster
risk communication, we can emphasize that it implies an integrated and multidimensional
process of gathering, analyzing and transferring information about various aspects (prepar-
edness, alleviation, response and recovery) of risks of natural and anthropogenic disasters;
it also includes clearly determined senders (relevant authorities, subjects and institutions
in charge of disaster risk reduction), messages (clear, short, unambiguous, scientifically
founded and verifiable) and recipients (citizens).

The function of disaster risk communication refers to raising awareness, educating
the population, encouraging people to act, reaching agreements, maintaining trust in com-
municators (Bier, 2001), distributing information during a disaster, as well as providing
assistance in the subsequent recovery and learning from a situation (Bradley et al., 2014;
Ulmer, Sellnow, & Seeger, 2017). The key elements of the process of disaster risk com-
munication are senders, i.e. the source (e.g. risk managers who send warnings), messages
(e.g. the warning content. information in the form of a text, speech, sound, image etc.),
channels (television, telephone, warning siren), recipients and effects, i.e. changes in the
recipients‘ behaviour as a consequence of the communication process (Altheide, 1995;
Couldry & Hepp, 2018; Hansson et al., 2020). However, even the most advanced early
warning systems and prediction models will fail if information is not communicated in a
timely manner, clearly and so as to enable the end user to consider options and adequate
action (Fakhruddin, Clark, Robinson, & Hieber-Girardet, 2020). In the event of the absence
of vital information and/or existence of partial, unforeseen or incomplete information, such
as “black swans’, the difficulties in communicating risk events are particularly pronounced
(Wardman & Mythen, 2016).

In the past, risk communication was a one-way transmission of information from
authorities to the public and did not constitute an interactive information flow (Glik,
2007). Nevertheless, the two-way approach (that also includes traditional perspectives of
“experts” and “laymen”) is more suitable because it involves experts who work with the
public throughout the process of risk communication (Morgan, Fischhoff, Bostrom, &
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Atman, 2002). In that manner risk communication began a new stage that dedicates great
attention to the social context in which it occurs and the response of the public to disaster
risk information. In line with that, a large number of recent studies (Lachlan, Spence,
Lin, Najarian, & Del Greco, 2016; McIntyre, Lachlan, & Spence, 2012; Nelson, Spence, &
Lachlan, 2009; Spence et al., 2005) have documented the inclusion of people in various
forms of communication during all stages of disasters and risk events for the purpose of
learning from them, reducing insecurity and gaining the sense of personal control over
the situation. The necessity of risk communication is reflected in the saving of lives, search
and rescue operations and efforts directed at disaster risk reduction (Mileti, Fitzpatrick, &
Farhar, 1992). The literature emphasizes the priorities of risk communication (Persensky
et al., 2004): provision of information, familiarization with the stakeholders‘ concerns,
building of trust and credibility etc.

Literature overview

Taking into account that the acceptance of risk information at the local level is crucial
for successful risk management, the prerequisite for effective risk communication is good
understanding of the factors affecting people‘s perception about information and their deci-
sion about adopting decision-makers‘ recommendations (Cvetkovi¢ et al., 2021; Cvetkovic,
Roder, Tarolli, & Dragicevi¢, 2018; Cvetkovi¢, Tanasi¢, Ocal, Nikoli¢, & Dragasevi¢, 2021;
Ocal et al., 2020). In a broader sense, there are four dominant interlinked variables that
affect people’s response to risk communication: environmental signs, social context, warn-
ing components (source, channel and message) and recipients‘ characteristics (Perry &
Lindell, 2006), i.e. complex interaction between the above-listed components (Breakwell,
2000). Among different demographic (Savage, 1993), socio-economic (Peri¢ & Cvetkovi¢,
2019), cultural (Gierlach, Belsher, & Beutler, 2010) and psychological factors affecting the
risk perception (Alcantara-Ayala & Moreno, 2016), certain papers (Visschers et al., 2012)
emphasize the role of the affect and, accordingly, indicate the importance of research into
the manner in which risk communication can cause an affect or more specific emotions.

In the process of searching for information from traditional and social media, it has
been established that information inundation and the humour shown discourage the use of
both media, while credibility encourages the use of traditional media (Austin, Fisher Liu, &
Jin, 2012). Moreover, the above-mentioned authors have established that information about
the gravity of disasters and efficiency of intervention-rescue services (police, fire-fighter/
rescue units, civil protection etc.) increases the frequency of message transmission to oth-
ers (Austin, Fisher Liu, & Jin, 2012; cf. Vos et al., 2018). Some of the vital components of
the of risk communication process are trust and credibility (Peters et al., 1997). The gov-
ernment and industry often lack the public trust, while other sources, such as consumer
organizations, media, doctors and friends, are largely trusted (Frewer, Howard, Hedderley,
& Shepherd, 1996; Cvetkovi¢, 2021; Cvetkovi¢, Adem, & Aleksandar, 2019; Cvetkovi¢ &
Grbi¢, 2021; Cvetkovi¢ & Jovanovié, 2020; Cvetkovié, Nikolié, Nenadié, Ocal, & Zecevié,
2020). The greatest preparedness of individuals to follow recommended measures has been
observed in the event when such information is received from their own social sphere
(social media and direct contact with friends and the family) (Sansom et al., 2021).
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The efficiency of the message about risks depends on the people’s trust in commu-
nication sources, but on the other hand, their trust is affected by the perception of knowl-
edge, professionalism and credibility, capacity for providing adequate help, responsibility,
honesty, care, as well as the perception of the corruption level within the authorities (Eiser,
Donovan, & Sparks, 2015; Harvey & Twyman, 2007; Kéaridinen, 2007; McLean & Ewart,
2015). In that context, two key components of trust stand out: trust in motives and trust in
competence (Twyman, Harvey, & Harries, 2008). These two components together determine
the level of cooperation between the recipient and the source of information (Harvey &
Twyman, 2007), which subsequently forms their motivation for action (National Research,
1989). Furthermore, the citizens' trust is also affected by the perception of discrimination
against minority groups and greater trust in local than government sources during disas-
ters (Appleby-Arnold et al., 2019; Van Craen & Skogan, 2015; Wray & Jupka, 2004; Wray,
Rivers, Jupka, & Clements, 2006).

The outstanding relevant characteristics of recipients regarding the perception of
risks and response are previous experience, personal and demographic characteristics,
existing beliefs (Brynielsson et al., 2018), i.e. cognitive partiality, such as unrealistic opti-
mism, and ideological orientation (Breakwell, 2000). Apart from observing a higher risk,
there is also an evident tendency of individuals towards optimistic prejudice or illusions
about invulnerability, or the belief that disasters are more likely to happen to someone else
than to them (Gurmankin, Baron, & Armstrong, 2004; McComas, 2006; Salmon, Park,
& Wrigley, 2003). Starting from the importance of personal experience with disasters for
preparedness behaviours, Siegrist and associates (Siegrist & Gutscher, 2008) used the face-
to-face interview to compare people who have experienced floods with those without such
experience, despite living in the flood-threatened regions. On that occasion they noticed
an important factor of underestimating the negative effect related to disasters among the
respondents with no experience of floods, which further points to negative aspects of risk
communication regarding the risk focused exclusively on technical aspects.

It should be kept in mind that, when wanting information about risk, the public pre-
fers a clear message about risks and related uncertainties, including the nature and scope
of disagreements between different experts (Frewer, 2004; Cvetkovi¢ et al., 2019; Mitrovi¢,
2019; Otasevic et al., 2014; Magdaleni¢, 2010). Moreover, the result of honesty about uncer-
tainties is most commonly the creation of trust (Svendsen, Yamaguchi, Tsuda, Guimaraes,
& Tondel, 2016). As for communicating risks marked by scientific uncertainty, two exper-
imental studies (Rabinovich & Morton, 2012) have found important interaction between
the beliefs about science and communicated uncertainty regarding the preparedness for
acting in line with the message. Frequent exposure to disasters when it comes to migrants,
ethnic minorities and people from culturally and linguistically diverse communities is
often related to various cultural barriers and limited knowledge of the prevalent language,
which reduces their possibilities of interpreting and responding to warnings, particularly
having in mind the inundation of risk communication with the conflicting jargon and the
presence of panic, which further compound the implementation of effective communication
(Johansson, 2017; Ogie, Rho, Clarke, & Moore; Shepherd & van Vuuren, 2014). That is why
on the occasion of collecting information about risk minorities will most commonly rely
on their relatives and social media (Morrow, 1999).
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In line with the current nature of scientific research into disaster risk communi-
cation, the subject of the research is examining the citizens attitudes to various factors
(demographic and socio-economic) affecting the implementation of effective disaster risk
communication in the Republic of Serbia.

Research methodology

The aim of the scientific research is the scientific explanation of predictors (gender,
age, education, marital status, employment, income) of effective disaster risk communica-
tion in the process of decision-making and communication (Chart 1). This paper starts from
the general hypothesis that there are effects of different demographic and socio-economic
factors on the communication process about natural and anthropogenic disaster risks.

Sample and method of data collection

Non-random sampling by the snowball principle and on the basis of other conveni-
ences in order to avoid contact with people due to the epidemiological situation caused by
COVID-19, an online questionnaire was created and posted on all relevant social media
and websites. Out of 410 citizens who agreed to participate, 350 downloaded the survey
questionnaire, while 60 of the refused (the total rate of answers was 85.36%). Out of the
total number of the respondents who downloaded the survey questionnaire, 243 of them
answered all the questions in the questionnaire, while 107 respondents did not give their
answers (the completion rate of the survey questionnaire was 69.42%). Table 1 shows so-
cio-economic characteristics of the respondents included in the sample. Out of the total
number of the respondents, women (53.09%) were slightly less present in comparison to
men (46.91%). Speaking of the respondents’ age, most of them were younger (45.27%) up
to the age of 30, while the smallest number was of the older population representatives over
the age of 61 (14.40%). The respondents with the completed secondary school (45.27%)
were most present in the sample, while the smallest number was of the respondents with
the completed postgraduate studies (13.58%). According to the marital status, there was
the largest number of the respondents who were married (38.7%), while there was the
smallest number of the respondents who were divorced (1.6%). In addition, the sample
included the largest number of the respondents who were employed (83.5%), as well as
those with the income level lower than RSD 30,000 (58.44%), having in mind the average
national and monthly net earnings and the minimum wage (http://publikacije.stat.gov.rs/
G2018/PdfE/G20181260.pdf).

Research instrument

After the systematic analysis of a larger number of scientific papers dealing with the
problem of disaster risk communication (Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009;
Whitmarsh, 2009a, 2009b; Williams et al., 2006), instruments were identified that served for
conceiving the survey questions. The survey questionnaire contains two sets of questions (see
the appendix - survey questionnaire): a) questions about the respondents® demographic and
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socio-economic profile; b) direct and indirect questions about disaster risk communication.
Before the beginning of this research, a pilot study was conducted with the sample of 42
respondents by the snowball principle. Taking into account the established deficiencies of
the survey questionnaire, these results were not considered in the production of the final
statistical analyses. Such preliminary study ensured the improvement of the design, the
quality of questions, and the accuracy of the scales in the survey questionnaire itself.

Data processing

In the Statistical Product and Service Solutions programme (SPSS), all data obtained
by survey examination were organized and classified. Thanks to the descriptive statistical
analyses, the distributions of the answers to the posed questions were determined. For ex-
amining the effect of the selected variables on the attitudes to disaster risk communication,
the multiple linear regression analysis was used for assessing the explanatory power of five
selected variables on the perception of the effect of disaster risk communication. For the
purpose of this analysis, the initial values of each of the selected independent variables were
allotted new codes, or numerical codes: men, younger people, with a secondary school
degree, married, employed, with lower income (those with less than RSD 30,000 are coded
as 1; all others are coded as 0. For the purpose of detailed analyses, T-test and Pearson's
correlation were used. The assumptions on which the analyses are based, the assumption
of normality, linearity, multicollinearity and homogeneity of variance were not disturbed
(Tabachnick, Fidell, & Ullman, 2007). Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 0.79 and it can be
said that the internal consistency of Likert scale was satisfactory.

Research results

Predictors of disaster risk communication

The results of the multiple linear regression analysis used to assess the explanatory
power of six selected variables (gender, age, education, marital status, employment and in-
come level) on the perception of disaster risk communication show that the most important
risk awareness predictor is income level (8 = 0.181), explained by 3.02% variance, followed
by gender (f = 0.139, 1.93%). Other variables had no statistically significant contribution
to the model. This model (R* = 0.080, Adj. R* = 0.057, F = 3.43, t = 15.92, p = 0.000) that
includes all the observed independent variables explains only 5.7% of the risk awareness
of disaster risks. Further analyses show that the most important predictor of the quality of
risk communication is the employment status (f = 0.222) that accounts for 2.04% variance,
followed by income level (8 = 0.213, 4.16%) and age (8 = 0.150, 1.82%). The above-men-
tioned model (R? = 0.106, Adj. R* = 0.084, F = 4.67, t = 13.05, p = 0.000) that includes all
observed independent variables accounts for 8.4% variance of the quality of disaster risk
communication (Table 2 and Chart 2).

In comparison to trust in the senders of disaster risk information, the results show
that the most important predictor of such trust is the employment status (8 = 0.416) that
accounts for 17.13% variance, followed by gender (f = -0.315, 9.24%) and age (3 = -0.169,
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2.31%). This model (R?* = 0.284, Adj. R* = 0.265, F = 15.27, t = 17.02, p = 0.000) that in-
cludes all the observed independent variables accounts for 26.5% of the variance of trust in
information senders. Moreover, it has been established that the most important predictor
of the way of responding to disaster risk information is the employment status (8 = 0.416)
that accounts for 7.18 variance, followed by age (8 =0.321, 6.35%) and, finally, the marital
status (8 = -0.185). This model (R* = 0.177, Adj. R* = 0.157, F = 8.48, t = 12.70, p = 0.000)
that includes all the observed independent variables accounts for 17.7% of the variance of
the manner of response to disaster risk information (Table 5 and Chart 1).

Results of the descriptive statistical analyses and the relation
between the selected variables and disaster risk communication

The research results show that the level of citizens® awareness of disaster risks is at a
lower level (x = 3.09, sd = 1.01) and only 25.8% respondents point out that they are ade-
quately aware of disaster risks. When asked “How would you like to be informed during
disasters?”, the answer was given by more than 98% respondents and on that occasion it
was established that the largest number of the respondents would like to be informed by:
1) the Internet (X = 4.00, sd = 1.12); 2) announcements by public authorities (X = 3.81,
sd = 1.23); 3) television (X = 3.56, sd = 1.31); 4) social media (X = 3.53, sd = 1.32); 4) warn-
ing sirens for alerting citizens (X = 3.49, sd = 1.21); 5) radio (X = 3.21, sd = 1.36); 6) mobile
telephone (X = 2.74, sd = 1.39); 7) personally (door-to-door) (X = 2.53, sd = 1.38); 8) sta-
tionary telephone (X = 1.67, sd = 1.09) (Chart 3). Therefore, citizens would mostly want to
be informed by the Internet, and least by the stationary telephone. In addition, the research
results show that 65.4% respondents exchange information about disaster risks with their
acquaintances and that 23.5% of them think that the useful information is about what they
need to do in order to protect themselves, while 7.4% of them point out that it is necessary
to provide information about the cause and manner of occurrence of the disaster they are
threatened by. When asked “What are the purposes of your use of social media during and
after a disaster??”, more than half of the respondents (53.9%) answered that they did it for
educational purposes about disaster causes and consequences; 23.9% respondents pointed
out that they used social media for the purposes of discussing the current situation; 1.6%
respondents stressed that they did not use social media during and after disasters, while
other respondents did not answer this question. Speaking of the assessment of the quality of
the issued warnings to citizens in the previous disasters, the following has been established:
a) timeliness of issued warnings (X = 3.20, sd = 1.30); b) clarity of communicated messages
(x =3.27, sd = 1.29); c) familiarity with action procedures after receiving messages (X = 3.15,
sd = 1.34); d) trust in forwarded messages (X = 2.85, sd = 1.25); e) manner of issuing warn-
ings (X = 2.99, sd = 1.29); f) possibility of receiving warnings (x = 3.19, sd = 1.32) (Chart
4). Judging by the obtained results, the respondents mostly emphasize timeliness of issued
warnings, while, on the other hand, they point to lower trust in forwarded messages, which
may pose a serious problem in the disaster management process.

As for the assessment of the respondents’ abilities for timely and adequate response
after the issued warning, it has been established that the highest values refer to the sense of
personal control over the situation (X = 3.10, sd = 1.15); the by the ability for self-protection
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(x = 2.88, sd = 1.19); the ability for evacuation (X = 2.90, sd = 1.23); and possession of
necessary resources (X = 2.49, sd = 1.06) (Chart 5).

In the paper we further examined the level of citizens’ trust in different subjects that
informed them about certain aspects of disaster risks in the past. On this occasion, we estab-
lished that the greatest level of trust was in information forwarded by relevant professional
services and organizations (73.7%), then by public authorities (3.7%), politicians (2.1%)
and, in the end, by the president (1.7%) and the government (1.5%) (Chart 6). It is certainly
important to emphasize that 13.6% citizens do not trust either of the listed subjects, which
might cause serious problems in the process of accepting and acting in line with specific
instructions of relevant authorities.

When asked to grade on Likert scale from 1 (absolutely low) to 5 (absolute high) their
trust in relevant authorities regarding measures and activities undertaken to protect the
population from natural and anthropogenic disasters”, most respondents (35.8%) pointed
out that they had no trust to a certain extent, while 30.5% of them pointed out that they had
absolutely no trust. Therefore, about 66.3% respondents have no trust in relevant authori-
ties undertaking adequate measures and activities in order to protect them from disasters.
It is important to emphasize that only 4.9% respondents said that they had absolute trust
in relevant authorities. As for the restricted receipt of relevant information about disaster
risks, it has been established that the highest values were recorded regarding the following
attitudes: I am exposed to false or contradictory information (x = 1.70, sd = 1.26); I have no
access to the channel through which information is distributed (x = 1.81, sd = 1.20); I have
no radio or Internet access (x = 1.65, sd = 1.08); I have no resources for buying adequate
devices (X = 1.77, sd = 1.14); I have no skills or habits for such use (x = 1.78, sd = 1.23).
When it comes to understanding forwarded information about disaster risks, the highest
values were recorded regarding the reason of the lack of knowledge about the meaning of
the warning signals (x = 2.23, sd = 1.15); moreover, information is too complex (X = 2.04,
sd = 1.10); limited mental capacity (X = 1.85, sd = 1.19); and, in the end, limited language
skills (x = 1.83, sd = 1.15) (Chart 7).

The results of Pearson's correlation show that there is a statistically significant relation
between age and the quality of disaster risk communication (r = -0.219, pp < 0.001 - small
correlation) and the manner of response after receiving information (r = -0.208, pp < 0.001
- small correlation). The results show that age accounts for 4.78% of the variance of the
quality of disaster risk communication and 4.32% of the manner of response after receiving
risk information. The negative relation shows that the older a person is, the lower grades
he/she will give to the quality of communication and the manner of response.

Further analyses determined the existence of a statistically significant correlation
(r=-0.139, pp < 0.05 - small correlation) between the respondents education and the de-
gree of expressed trust in senders of disaster risk information. The respondents’ education
accounts for 1.93% variance of trust in senders. On the other hand, a statistically significant
correlation has been established between the employment status and the assessment of the
manner of response after the provision of disaster risk information (r = 0.160, pp < 0.05
- small correlation). About 2.56% of the variance of the manner of response could be
explained by the employment status. In addition, a statistically significant correlation was
established between the income level and the following variables: risk awareness (r = 0.207,

1628



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LV (2021), no. 4, pp. 1610-1647

p <0.01 - small correlation), the quality of communication (r = 0.248, pp < 0.00 - small
correlation), trust in senders (r = 0.395, pp < 0.00 - small correlation), and the manner
of response (r = 0.161, pp < 0.05 - small correlation). Further analyses show that income
accounts for 4.28% of risk awareness variance, followed by 6.15% of the variance of the
communication quality assessment, 15.6% of the variance of trust in senders, and 2.59%
of the variance of the manner of response (Table 5).

T-test results show that there is a statistically significant difference between men
and women regarding the following variables: risk awareness (p = 0.02); trust in senders
(p = 0.00); manner of response (p = 0.07); television (p = 0.0); radio (p = 0.02); official
announcements of public authorities (p = 0.00); mobile telephones (p = 0.03); (p = 0.02);
familiarity with action procedures (p = 0.02); trust in forwarded messages (p = 0.00). Further
analyses show that women have more trust than men in senders of disaster risk information
(X = 3.00/2.35); women would like to get informed through television (X = 4.13/3.35), radio
(X = 3.48/3.03), official announcements of public authorities (X = 3.20/2.90) and mobile
telephones (X = 2.99/2.58). On the other hand, men are more aware of risks in comparison
to women: they are aware of risks (X = 3.20/2.90); they point out that they know how to
respond (X = 2.85/2.63); they are familiar with response procedures (X = 3.29/2.91); they
have trust in trust forwarded messages (X = 3.05/2.52) (Table 6).

Discussion

The paper examines the citizens" attitudes to various factors (psychological, sociolog-
ical, and political) affecting the implementation of effective disaster risk communication
in the Republic of Serbia. In the wealth of data, it has been established that there is a lower
level of citizens® disaster risk awareness; the level of trust is the highest regarding the in-
formation communicated by relevant professional services; citizens would like most to be
informed through the Internet, and the least by stationary telephone; they have less trust
in communicated messages and as the most serious deficiency they point out the lack of
knowledge about the meaning of warning signals etc.

The respondents’ positive perception has been identified concerning the use of tele-
vision, radio and official announcements of public authorities during disasters. The results
of the study conducted by Austin and associates (Austin et al., 2012) indicate that the
participants primarily searched for information about why and how the disaster occurred;
the about responsibility, while the information about the steps of the response to be taken
was searched only when the participants were highly involved in the event. In contrast,
the respondents in this study searched for and found useful all relevant information about
disasters, such as the cause and manner of their occurrence, responsibility for events and
response steps to be taken.

Speaking of the attitude towards the use of mobile applications for disaster risk com-
munication, which are present all over the world and whose efficiency has proved to be
good in practice, the respondents had, in most cases, an exceptionally positive attitude, i.e.
they absolutely supported the use of mobile applications for disaster risk communication.
Considering the same matter, Chan and associates (Chan, Huang, Mark, & Guo, 2017)
established that age and education level were vital socio-demographic variables related to
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the current use and future preferences of Smartphone technology. Among those who did
not use mobile applications for risk communication, 61.3% were thinking of transferring
to a Smartphone application. Accordingly, a conclusion can be drawn about the important
role of these applications, but also about the importance of information being adjusted to
socio-demographic characteristics of its users.

The research results show that men evaluate the level of their risk awareness of natural
and anthropogenic disasters to a greater extent than women. Gender differences in the
above-mentioned context were identified in other studies as well. For example, Wester-
Herber and associates (Wester-Herber & Warg, 2002) pointed to regional differences that
might have an important effect on efforts in disaster risk communication. In line with
the results of this study, men report a higher degree of knowledge and information about
the activities that contain risks of technological disasters (Wester-Herber & Warg, 2002).
However, Bord and associates (Bord & O‘Connor, 1997) found that women showed a
substantially higher level of concern over different environmental risks, while Brink and
associates (Brink & Wamsler, 2019) presented conclusions about women's greater readiness
and motivation to be included ion adaptations and/or answers to different messages of
natural disaster risks.

The obtained results indicate that there is no positive correlation between age and
the assessment of the respondents® awareness. These results are contrary to the results of
other empirical studies in which age is identified as an important predictor of the observed
knowledge and the level of risk awareness of disaster risks (Zhou, Li, & Zhao, 2003). As for
age, Feldman and associates (Feldman et al., 2016) establish that age is the most important
predictor in the manner of informing about disaster risks. Namely, their analysis identifies
age as the key characteristic in understanding the former need and the future desired use
of the information about disaster risks.

The limitations of the conducted research are reflected in the follows: 1) insufficient
presence of extremely young and old citizens in the sample; 2) no conducted qualitative
research of risk communication with chosen experts and specially selected subjects; 3)
impossibility of conducting field research (face-to-face).

Conclusion

Traditional sources of information through radio, television and print, have been
long used for the purpose of warning the public about the pending dangers and proposing
protection measures in order to reduce consequences to the minimum possible degree.
However, these sources of information had a number of deficiencies: inability of direct
transmission of information from the affected regions, interruption of communication
between individuals and relevant services due to physical damage of the necessary critical
infrastructure, inconsistency in reporting, sensationalization of stories by the media etc.
The use of new technologies in reporting and warning has become of crucial importance
in the field of disaster risk management.

In order to increase efficiency and effectiveness of the communication process, it
is necessary to establish a service (unit) that would be in charge of monitoring the entire
communication process (receipt, analysis, sending), from the first announcements to the
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end of the disaster. This unit and/or service would serve the aim of providing timely,
true and objective information about events, as well as coordinating the communication
among the members of the affected community and relevant services. This unit would be
responsible for early warning, alerting and informing, for issuing evacuation orders and
proposing protection measures via means of information, while during disasters it would
receive direct information from the scene and manage protection and rescue units for the
purpose of faster and more efficient response. Moreover, the role of this service would
also be to stop the distribution of false information and undermining of the authorities.

The conducted research opens new research questions within which it is necessary to
examine and study in detail various factors affecting the process of disaster risk communi-
cation and the implementation of different strategies and innovative solutions in this field.
Having in mind increasing requests for dedicating attention to the social context and/or
perception, attitudes and beliefs of the population that affect their interpretation, receipt
and response to warning messages, the implications of this research are of extremely great
importance for decision-makers in the Republic of Serbia.
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Obpasopame / Education
Bpaunu craryc / Marital
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r-test
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Pearson correlation
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- Mngopmucanoct o pusuimma / Risk awareness
- Tlosepemwe y nommbaoue / Trust in senders

to information

- KBanuter komynukaunje / Quality of communication

- Haunn pearopama Ha nngopmanuje / Manner of response
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Ipaduxon 1. Vicrpaxkusauku gusaju / Chart 1: Research design

Tab6emna 1: Couyuo-exoHomcke Kapaxifiepucitiuke uciuiianuxa obyxsahenux y3opkom
/ Table 1. Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents included in the sample

Bapwjabna / Variable Kateropwja / Category N %
Mon / Gender Mywkn / Male 114 53.09
KeHckn / Female 129 46.91
Mnabu / Younger (18-30) 110 4527
lfopnHe ctapoctn / Age | Cpeposeunn / Middle-aged (31-60) 98 40.33
Crapwju / Older (>61) 35 14.40
Cpeptoe / Secondary 110 45.27
Hiso q6pa303arba / ®akyntetcko / University 100 41.15
Education degree
MacTtep n goktopat / Master and doctorate 33 13.58
Huje y Be3n / Single 36 14.8
Y Be3un / In a relationship 79 325
Eﬂgi;:rsi;?zd BepeH/a / Engaged : 30 123
OxetbeH/ypata / Married 94 38.7
PasBepneH/a / Divorced 4 1.6
CraTyc 3anocneHoctn / | 3anocneH / Employed 203 83.5
Employment status HesanocneH / Unemployed 40 16.5
BricuHa npuixoga / Hwxun npuxoan / Lower 142 58.44
Income level Buwwm npuxoam / Higher 101 41.56
YKYMHO / TOTAL 243 100
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Ipaduxon 2. IIpeuKTopy KOMyHUKALVje O PU3UIIMMA OfF KatacTpoda
/ Chart 2. Predictors of disaster risk communication

I[MTPEAUKTOPU KOMVYHUKAILIUIE O

PU3ULIUMA OJ1 KATACTPO®A / PREDICTORS
OF DISASTER RISK COMMUNICATION

KBanurer

Hauun pearoBama

Undopmucanoct o S Ye——— [ToBepemwe y (4 3 e—
pusuiMa / Risk Quality of MOIIUJBAoIE / |
awareness YO Trust in senders el :
communication information
ITon / Gender ITon / Gender ITon / Gender ITon / Gender
p=0.139 p=0.106 p=-0315 p=0.149
I'onune / Age I'ogune / Age I'onuue / Age l'ongune / Age
£ =0.080 p=0.150 p=-0.169 p=0321
O06pasoBame / Oo6pasoBame / O6pazoBame / Oo6pa3soBame /
- Education - Education - Education - Education
p=0.058 £ =0.061 B =0.080 p=0119

bpaunu cratyc /
L —{ Marital status

bpaunu cratyc /
L—{ Marital status

bpaunu cratyc /
L Marital status

bpaunu cratyc /
L —{ Marital status

p=-0.155 p=-0.175 p=-0.067 p=-0.185
3 3amnocneHoct / 3anocnenoct / 3amnocnenoct /
aToCIICHOCT "
- - mployment L Employment L—{ Employment
p=0.17% B =0.222 B =0.142 B=0.416
ITpuxoau / Income ITpuxoau / Income Ipuxoau IIpuxomu / Income
p=0.181 p=0213 p=0431 p=0115
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Radio/ Pao Television / Intemet / Social media Official Landline phone/  Mobile phone/  Siren / Cupenie
Tenemmja Mureprier  (Facebook, twitter,  announcementsof  @mkciin reegon  MoGnam Tenedon
ele)/ llpyumsene state bodies /
Mpee nannna
caonurrema
ApKaBHHX OpraNa

Likert scale

= Strongly agree / Y noTiyHocTH ce cakem
® Neither agree nor disagree / HuTH ce ciakeM HHTH Ce He CakeM
= Strongly disagree / Y noTnyHocTH ce He claxem

“ Agree / Cnakem ce
® Disagree / He cnakem ce

Ipaduxon 3. Iuctpubymja ofroBopa Ha JINKepTOBOj CKajM O mpedepupaHnm

Ha4MHMMa KOMYHMKaluje o pusnnyma o Karactpoda / Chart 3. Distribution of the
answers on Likert scale on the preferred ways of communication about disaster risk

communication

Timeliness of issued warnings

S|

PasymmHBOCT caonuTeHux nopyka /
Clarity of communicated messages

Familiarity with action procedures

communicated messages

Haunn n3nasama ynosopersa / Manner of
issuing warnings

Possibility of receiving warnings

ja (%) / istribution of )

=V nornyHocTy ce He cnaxkem / Strongly disagree “ He cnaxem ce / Disagree

® Huti ce cnaxxeM HUTH ce He cnaxeM / Neither agree nor disagree W Cnaxem ce / Agree

®V nornyHocty ce cnaxem / Strongly agree

Ipaduxon 4. Juctpubyuyja cTaBoBa NCOUTAHUKA O KBAIUTETY KOMYHUKALUje O
pusnnuma o Karactpoda / Chart 4. Distribution of the respondents® attitudes to the

quality of disaster risk communication
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Ocehaj nmyne KOHTpOsie Hal cuTyainjom / Sense
of personal control over the situation
e— |
2 Cnocoban cam sa ce epakynuiem / I am able to
< evacuate
em HA3AL | - I
3
- B ACK f Ilocenyjem neonxonne pecypcee / | possess
s necessary resources
{ [E——p
§
C OaH cam j1a ce tutim / I am able
to protect myself’
[
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
11; ) yuja (%) / F listribution (%)
®Y nornyHocty ce cnaxkewm / Strongly disagree W Cnaxem ce / Agree
® Hutu ce caskeM HUTH ce He cnaxkem / Neither agree nor disagree He cnaem ce / Disagree
®V nornyHoctH ce He ciaxem / Strongly disagree
rpa(i)I/IKOH 5. HI/ICTPI/I6YHI/Ija CTaBOBa MCIIMTAaHMKA O MOI‘thOCTI/IMa
pearoBarba Ha 13JfaTa yIIo30ope€ma 0 pu3nIyma of KaTaCTpO(i)a /
Chart 5. Distribution of the respondents® attitudes to the possibilities
of responding to issued warnings about disaster risks
80.0
‘é 700
E 60.0
= HA3AL [ oo
&
g
E 40.0
@ BACK !
S 300
£
H
§ 200
Ei 100

00
Huso nosepera / Level of trust

® Hemawm nosepetsa / No trust ® [Tosmriyapuma / Politicians = Jlpskasuum oprannma / Public authorities

Crpyunum /P i services ® T, / President ® Bnaan / Government

Ipadukon 6. Muctpubyija cTaBoBa MCIIMTAHNKA O IOBEPEHY Y IOLIN/bAOLIE
nudopmarnyja 3a BpeMe karactpoda / Chart 6. Distribution of the respondents’
attitudes to the trust in information senders during disasters
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M3n0ken cam JTaKHAM HIH
KOHTPaJIMKTOPHUM HH(popmaimjama / | am
exposed to false or contradictory
information

Hemam npucTyn KaHany npeko Kojer ce
swmerpudynpajy / I have no access to the
channel through which it is distributed

Hemam pano npHjeMHHK WIH NPHCTYTI
untepHery / | have no radio or Internet
access

Hewmam pecypce 3a Kynosuxy
ozarosapajyhux ypehaja / I have no
resources for buying adequate devices

Hemam BewuTHHE WM HABHKE 3a
kopuuherse / I have no skills or habits for
such use

0 20 40 60 80 100

ja (%) / P istribution of dents (%)

=Y nornysoctu ce He cnaxem / Strongly disagree He cnaxem ce / Disagree
® Hurn ce cnaskem HuTH ce He ciakem / Neither agree nor disagree ™ Cnaxkem ce / Agree

BV nornyHoctH ce ciaxeM / Strongly agree

Ipaduxon 7. Auctpubyrmja craBoBa NCIUTAHMKA O GapujepaMa KOMyHUKAIje O
pusniyma o Karactpoda / Chart 7. Distribution of the respondents® attitudes to the
barriers of disaster risk communication

Tabena 5. Pesynitiattiu [Tupcorose kopenayuore ananuse GoCMAPAHUX 8apUjabau u
KoMyHuKayuje o pusuyuma og kaimiacipoga / Table 5. Results of Pearson's correlation
analysis of the analyzed variables and disaster risk communication

HaunH pearoBama
KBanutet

NHpopmmcaHocT . MoBepere y Ha nHdopmauuje/
o pusuumma / Risk KomyHM!(aque nowwbaove / Manner of
/ Quality of . .
awareness o Trust in senders responding to
communication - .
information

Bapwjabne / . . . .
Variables Sig. r Sig. r Sig. r Sig. r
loguHe / Age 0.146 | 0.094 |0.001**| -0.219 | 0.076 | 0.115 |0.001**| -0.208
el 0382 | 0.056 | 0447 | 0.049 | 0.033* | 0139 | 0241 | 0.075
Education

bpaunn cratyc/

. 0.186 | -0.085 | 0.428 | 0.052 | 0.148 | -0.093 | 0.835 | 0.013
Marital status

3anocneHocT /

0.924 | 0.006 | 0.852 | 0.012 | 0.197 | 0.084 | 0.012* | 0.160
Employment

Mpuxogn / Income | 0.001**| 0.207 | 0.000**| 0.248 | 0.000**| 0.395 | 0.012* | 0.161

*p=0.05;** pp < 0.01.

1641


Milan
Nazad

Milan
Back

Milan
Nazad

Milan
Back


Vladimir M. Cvetkovi¢, Marko P. Radovanovié, Srdan M. Milasinovié, Disaster risk communication...

Tabena 6. Pesynitiaitiu T-tliecitia usmehy iona u 0gabpanux eapujabau KomyHuxayuje o
pusuyuma og kawmaciipoga / Table 6. T-test results between gender and selected variables
of disaster risk communication

Mon / Gender
. . ) Mywkn | »KeHckn / 5 o
Bapujabne / Variables F ; df (2-+§;%.ed) /MaleX | FemaleX % §
(sd) (sd) - 2
NHdopmmucaHocT
o pusumumma / Risk 0.026 | 2.25 | 241 0.02* 3.20(1.01) | 2.90(0.97) | 0.03 0.55
awareness

KBanutet komyHuKauuje /
Quality of communication
Mosepeme y nowmbaoye
/Trust in senders

1143 | 161 | 219 0.10 3.01(1.14) | 2.98(1.13) | -0.05 0.53

6130 | -4.54 | 235 | 0.00** | 235(1.31)|3.00(0.88)| -0.92 | -0.36

HauunH pearosarba /

4.63 1.77 | 215 0.07* 2.85(1.04) | 2.63(0.91) | -0.03 0.48
Manner of response

4= HA3AN Tenesusuja / Television 526 | -4.87 |220| 000** |3.35(1.33) |4.13(1.11)| -1.08 | -0.46
Paguo / Radio 292 | -253 |241| 001* |3.03(1.38) |348(1.34)| -0.80 | -0.10

@ BACK | VitepHer/ Internet 318 | -042 | 241 | 067 |3.98(1.05) |4.04(1.23)| -035 | -0.22
LpywTBeHe mpexe /

: - 1.24 | -1.19 | 241 0.23 3.45(1.35) | 3.66 (1.27) | -0.55 0.13
Social media

CaonTtera ApKaBHUX
opraHa/ Announcements | 6.67 -3.81 | 217 0.00%* 3.59(1.27) | 4.17(1.09) | -0.88 -0.28
of public authorities
QukcHUM TenedoHom /
Stationary telephone
Mob6unHum TenepoHom /
Mobile telephone
CupeHe / Warning sirens 0.09 -1.46 | 241 0.14 3.40(1.23) [ 3.63(1.17) | -0.54 0.08
JInuHo / In person 0.01 -1.36 | 241 0.17 244 (1.34) | 2.69(1.42) | -0.60 0.11
BnaroBpemeHoCT n3gatux
yno3opema / Timeleness 0.98 1.55 | 241 0.12 3.30(1.30) | 3.03(1.30) | -0.07 0.60
of issued warnings

6.45 | -1.14 | 160 0.25 1.60(0.97) | 1.77(1.25) | -0.48 0.10

426 | -2.16 | 173 0.03* 2.58(1.29) | 2.99(1.50) | -0.78 | -0.03

PasymmbusocT
caonwTeHnx nopyka /
Clarity of communicated
messages

Mo3HaBare npouepypa
noctynara / Familiarity 1260 | 223 | 215 0.02* 3.29(1.39) | 291(1.21) | 0.04 0.71
with the action procedure

0.978 | 0.08 | 241 0.92 3.27(1.32) | 3.26(1.25) | -032 0.35

MoBepeme y npocneheHe
nopyke / Trust in 1.07 331 | 241 0.00** 3.05(1.27) | 252(1.13) | 0.21 0.85
forwarded messages
HaunH nspasama

yno3sopeta / Manner of 9.09 0.76 | 216 0.44 3.04 (1.36) | 2.91(1.17) | -0.20 0.45
issuing warnings

MoryhHocT npujema
yno3opetba / Possibility of | 2.84 0.75 | 241 0.45 3.21(1.35) | 3.08(1.28) | -0.21 047
receiving warnings
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BewTnHe 3a CamMmo3aWTnTy

/ Self-protection skills 0.32 1.38 | 241 0.16 296 (1.17) | 2.74(1.22) | -0.09 0.52

MoryhHocT eBakyaumje /

R RV 7.89 -0.62 | 222 0.53 2.86(1.31) | 2.96(1.08) | -0.40 0.20
Evacuation possibilities

Hepocratakskarea /lack | 53 | 19 | 241| 090 |223(1.19) | 222(1.10)| -0.28 | 0.31

of knowledge

* pp < 0.05; ** pp < 0.01.

AnKeilinu yauiliHuk 0 KOMyHUKauuju pusuxa og xamaciipopa
Survey questionnaire about disaster risk communication

1. 3aokpy>xuTe Koju cTe 1on¢ a) Mymky; 6) xenckn / Circle gender a) male; b) female

2. Konuxo rogyuna nmare? (Hanuummre 6poj) / How old are you? (number)

3. Bamre o6pasoBarbe je (3a0KpY>KITe OATOBOP): @) OCHOBHO; 0) Cpefiibe; B) BULIE;
T) BUCOKO; 1) MacTep; h) moktopat / Your education level (circle the answer): a) primary;
b) secondary; c) higher; d) high; e) master f) doctorate

4. Koju onurtu mpocek cTe OCTBAPIIN TOKOM Cpefmer 06pasoBama? a) 10BOJbaH;
6) no6ap; B) Bpio gobap; r) ommryas; i) gpyro / What was your GPA during secondary
school? a) passing; b) good; c) very good; d) excellent; e) other

5. Kakas je Baur 6paunu cratyc? a) HicaM y Be3u; 0) y Be3u; B) BepeH/BepeHa;
T) OKemweH/yaaTa; 1) pasBefieH/pasBeneHa; b)) ynosan/ynosuna / What is your marital
status? a) single; b) in a relationship, ¢) engaged; d) married; e) divorced, f) widower/widow

6. la mu umMare peny? a) na; 6) He / Have you got children? a) yes; b) no

7. Ja mu cre 3ammocienn? a) a; 6) He / Are you employed? a) yes; b) no

8. Konuku cy Bamu npocednn mMecednu npuxopn? a) o 30.000; 6) zo 50.000;
B) mpexo 75.000 / What are your average monthly earnings? a) up to RSD 30,000; b) up to
RSD 50,000; ¢) more than 75,000

9. Komko BpeMeHa y poceKy Ha THEBHOM HMBOY IIPOBOJMTE Ha IPYIITBEHUM Mpe-
»kama? a) 1o 1 cara; 6) o 3 caTa; B) §0 5 caTif; T) IIpeKo 6 catit; i) Apyro / other

10. Konmko BpeMeHa y MpoceKy THEBHO IIPOBOANTE Y3 TeTeBU3N]Y, PAJIIO NI IPyTe
TpajuLMoHaHe Meauje? a) o 1 cara; 6) o 3 caTa; B) o 5 caTy; T) IPpeKo 6 caTu; 1) [PYTo
How much time do you spend on average every day on television, radio or other traditional
media a) up to 1 hour; b) up to 3 hours, ¢) up to 5 hours; d) more than 6 hours; e) other

11. [Ta mu pasmemyjeTe nHGOpPMaIUje 0 PasIMINTIM aCIIeKTUMa PU3MKa Off KaTa-
crpoda ca mosHaHuUIMMa? a) Aa; 6) He / Do you exchange information about various aspects
of disaster risks with your acquaintances? a) yes; b) no

12. Ha koju Ha4MH pasMerbyjeTe nHGOpMalije 0 pusniMa off Katactpoda ca 1o-
3HaHMI[MMa? a) UHTepHeT; 0) IPYLUITBEHe MpeXXe; B) IpeKo (puKcHOr TenedoHa; T) mpe-
KO MOOWIHOT TenepoHa; 1) He pasMerbyjeM MH(pOpMALije O PUSUIIMMA Off KaTacTpoda;
b) mpyro / How do you exchange information about disaster risks? a) Internet; b) social
media; ¢) stationary telephone; d) mobile telephone; e) I don't exchange information about
disaster risks, f) other

13. la 1u Mmare IO3UTUBAH CTaB IIpeMa HayLM U TexHomoruju? a) ga; 6) e / Have
you got a positive attitude to science and technology? a) yes; b) no
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14. Ia nu cte Bu unu Heko of Bammx mosHaHMKa TOXKUBEIN KaTaCTpO(by? a) ma;
6) He / Have you or any of your acquaintances experienced a disaster? a) yes; b) no

15. Ha xoju HauMH cTe JO3HANNU 3a KaTacTpody? a) MyTeM TMYHe KOMYHMKaLUje
ofi ycTa o ycra; 6) mytem TB BecTu; B) IMYHO MCKYCTBO; T) ITyTeM [IPYIITBEHNX Mefja;
[i) IyTeM TeKCTYalTHUX HOpyKa; h)) e-1omiTa; e) pafno; 5x) 6710roBY; 3) HOBUHCKY 9aCcOIN-
CJ; M) HUCaM YIMao/J1a MCKYCTBO ca Karactpodom; j) apyro / How did you learn about the
disaster? a) personal communication by word of mouth; b) TV news; ) personal experience;
d) social media; e) text messages; f) e-mail; g) radio; h) blogs; i) newspaper articles;
j) I have never experienced a disaster; k) other

16. la 1y cTe YHO3HATH Ca HAYMHOM MH(POPMICaha CTAHOBHUIITBA O PasINIUTUM
acIeKTMMa y BaHPEJHUM cUTyanujamal a) fa; 6) He / Are you familiar with the method of
informing citizens about various aspects in emergencies? a) yes; b) no

17. Ilpema Bamrem Munubemny, ko Tpeba fa ma/be IOPyKe YIO30perha Ha OMacHe
porabaje? a) momuTrdapy; 6) Ap>KaBHY OPTaHI; B) HAaJJIEXKHE CIyXKOe; T) MpefCefHIK;
n) Bnapga PC; ) mpyro / In your opinion, who should send messages warning about
dangerous events? a) politicians; b) public authorities; c) relevant services; d) president; e)
Government of the RS; f) other

18. Koje nndopmarnuje o karactpodama cMaTpaTe KOpucHUM? a) nHbopmauuje o
Y3POKY M Ha4MHY HacTaHKa KaracTpode; 6) mHopManje 0 OATOBOPHOCTU 3a orabaj;
B) nHpopMaIuje 0 KOpaIMa OroBOpa Koje je MoTpe6GHO Ipey3eTys; ;i) CBe Off HABEIEHOT;
BH) mpyro / What disaster information do you find userful? a) information about the cause
and manner of the disaster occurrence; b) information about the responsibility for the
event; ¢) information about the steps of the response to be taken; d) all of the above; e) other

19. V13 xojux nsBopa gobujare nHpopmanmje Koje cMaTpare KOPUCHUM? a) jaBHU
cacTaHIM o kKaracTpodama; 6) MucaHa JOKyMEHTallMja O PUSMI[MMa Off KaTacTpoda;
B) pasmuute Beb joKanuje; T) Meauju; i) apyro / What sources of information do you
find useful? a) public meetings about disasters; b) written documentation about disaster
risks; c¢) different websites; d) media; e) other

20.Y koje cBpxe yHoTpeb/paBaTe IpPyLITBEHE MPeXKe TOKOM I HAaKOH KartacTpoda?
a) oOpa3oBHe CBpXe; 0) MpUMarbe TMYHUX IPENOPYKa; B) YK/bYUMBaIbe ¥ AUCKYCHUje O
aKkTyenHoj Temy; T) Apyro / What are the purposes of your use of social media during and
after a disaster? a) educational purposes; b) receiving personal recommendations; c) getting
involved in debates on the current topic; d) other

21. Toxom KaTacTpoa, KoMe HajBMIIIe BepyjeTe? a) HOMUTUIapy; 6) Zp>KaBHM Opra-
HIL; B) HafyIexxHe cnyx6e; r) mpegcenuuk; 1) Braga PC; b) apyro / During a disaster, who
do you trust most? a) politicians; b) public authorities; c) relevant services; d) president;
e) Government of the RS; f) other

22. Kome HajBulle He BepyjeTe TOKOM KaTacTpoda? a) monmurudapu; 6) Ap>KkaBHU
OpraHi; B) HaJjIeXHe CIyx0e; r) npencenuuk; 1) Braga PC; b) mpyro / Who do you distrust
most during a disaster? a) politicians; b) public authorities; ¢) relevant services; d) president;
e) Government of the RS; f) other

23. Hakon unTtama ofpehenor cuenapuja karactpode u IporeHe 0 HeFOBOBHOCTI
nudopmarmja, n3 Kojux u3Bopa Oucrte Tpaxxunu fofatHe nHdopmarmje? a) U3 TpagULuo-
Ha/THUX HOBUHCKMX Meqivja (HIp. HoBuHe, TB BecTyt nTH.); 6) 13 BMfieo 3ammca Ha Mpexu
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(ump. YouTube Bupeo cunmaka); B) Ha Facebook-y ox axxypupama npujarepa uin ¢ax
cTpanuia; r) ca TBurepa; 1) ca Tybux 610roBa; ) pasroBopom ca pyanma Koje mosHajem
(Hmp. MuueM y nmuie, cMc-oM, TeneOHOM, e-IIOLITOM UTH,); €) Apyro / After reading a
disaster scenario and the assessment of information insufficiency, what sources would you
search for further information? a) traditional news media (e.g. newspapers, TV news etc.);
b) video records on the Internet (e.g. YouTube video clips); ¢) on Facebook, from updated
friends or fan pages, d) Twitter, e) other people’s blogs, f) talking to people I know (e.g.
face-to-face, SMS, by telephone, by e-mail etc.); g) other

24. Kaxo Ha ckanu of 1 5o 5 (1 - Beoma HenHpOpMICaH; 5 — BeoMa MHGOPMICAH)
olemyjeTe HIBO Balle MHPOPMUCAHOCTH O PUSUIIMMA Off IPUPOTHUX U TEXHIIKO-TeX-
HOJIOMKMX KaTacTpoda? / On the scale from 1 to 5 (1 - rather unaware; 5 — quite aware),
how do you evaluate the level of your risk awareness of natural and technical-technological
disasters?

1 2 3 45

25. Ha koju HaumH 611CTe >Xeyes fa 6ynyTe MHPOPMIUCaHN 3a BpeMe KaTacTpoda?
OuennTe Ballle cTaBoBe Ha JInkepTOBOj cKam of 1 (y allcOMyTHOj MepU He KeIMM Ha Taj
HauuH) 70 5 (y allcolyTHOj Mepu XemuM Aa 6yneM nH$opMucaH/a Ha Taj HauuH) / How
would you like to be informed during disasters? Grade your attitudes on Likert scale from 1
(I'absolutely don't want that manner) to 5 (I absolutely want to be informed in that manner)

Tenesusuja / Television 1 2 3 4 5

Paguo/Radio 1 2 3 4 5

Wurepner / Internet 1 2 3 4 5

Ipyursene mpexe / Socialmedia 1 2 3 4 5

3BaHMYHA CaoIIITemha ApxaBHuX oprana / Official announcements of public
authorities 1 2 3 4 5

ITpexo dukcHor Tenedona / Stationary telephone 1 2 3 4 5

[Tpexo mobunHor Tenedpona / Mobile telephone 1 2 3 4 5

ITpexo cupena Koje ce jaBHO OITIalllaBajy y TOKaaHO] camoynpasy / Warning sirens
publicly heard in local self-government 1 2 3 4 5

JIn4Ho of cTpaHe 3afy>KeHux nuiia (o Bpata fo Bpata) / Personally by responsible
persons (doortodoor) 1 2 3 4 5

26. Ha cxamm op 1 1o 5 oLieHMTe pasim4nTe acleKkTe Baller MHPOpPMIUCama 0 KaTa-
crpodama? / On the scale from 1 to 5 grade various aspects of your disaster awareness?

BrarospemeHoct nsparux ynosopema / Timeliness of issued warnings

1 2 3 45
Pasymmpusoct caommurenux nopyka / Clarity of communicated messages
1 2 3 45

YI03HATOCT ca MpoljefiypaMa IoCTyama HakoH Jo61jeHnx nopyka / Familiarity
with the action procedure after receiving messages 1 2 3 4 5
IToepeme y npocnehene nopyke / Trust in forwarded messages 1 3
Haunn uspaBama ynosopemwa / Manner of issuing warnings 1 2 4
Moryhnoct npujema ynosopetsa / Possibility of receiving warnings 1 2 3 4 5
27. Koje menmje cMaTparte BepOLOCTOjHIjUM Y TIOTTIERY MHPOPMALja O PU3ULIIMa
opi katactpoda? / What media do you find credible regarding disaster risk information?

2 4 5
3 5
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[Itamnane HoBuHe / Printed newspapers 1 2 3 4 5

Tenesusuja / Television 1 2 3 4 5

Paguo/Radio 1 2 3 4 5

Enexrponcku menmju / Electronicmedia 1 2 3 4 5

IpywmrBene mpexxe / Socialmedia 1 2 3 4 5

O6pahamwa nonuruyapa / Politicians® addresses 1 2 3 4 5

Obpahama crpyumaka / Experts’ addresses 1 2 3 4 5

28. Ouenute of 1 1o 5 (1 — Bp/Io HUCKO IIOBEPEE; 5 — BPJIO BUCOKO ITOBEpemke)
CBOje IOBepembe y BIACTHU 3a pajiibe Koje IPefy3uMajy pajiu 3allTHTe CTAHOBHUIITBA Off
pusMKa 3a cBaky of cregehux craBku / Rate on the scale from 1 to 5 (1 - rather low trust;
5 - extremely high trust) your trust in the authorities undertaking measures for the
protection of population from risks in each of the following items

PapguoaxktuBuu otmap / Radioactivewaste 1 2 3 4 5

3padere Mo6MIHUX Tenedona / Mobile telephone radiation 1 2 3 4 5

TepopucTruky Hamaj ca paguoakTuBHUM usBopom / Terrorist attack with a
radioactive source 1 2 3 4 5

I[Tpupopue xatacTpode (momnnase, semporpecy, noxapu. ..) / Natural disasters (flood,
earthquake, fire) 1 2 3 4 5

29. Omnennre o 1 10 5 (1 — Bp/Io HIUCKe CIIOCOGHOCTIE; 5 — BPIIO BUCOKE CIIOCOOHOCTH)
CBOje pearoBarbe Ha IIOPYKe yII030perba TOKOM BaHPEIHMX CUTYaIIja 3a CBaKy of cremehnx
ctaBku / On the scale from 1 to 5 (1 - rather low abilities; 5 — extremely high abilities)
grade your response to warning messages during disasters for each of the following items

ITocepnoBame BemTnHa 3a camo3aiuTutTy / Possession of self-protection skills

1 2 3 45

[TocenoBame pecypca 3a 3anuxe / Possession of supply resources 1 2 3 4 5

Moryhnoctu eBakyanuje / Possibilities of evacuation 1 2 3 4 5

[TocenoBame Mepa npurpembeHocTn / Possession of measures of preparedness

1 2 3 45

[ToBepeme mpema ussopuma nHpopmaiuja o karactpodama / Trust in sources of
disaster information 1 2 3 4 5

Ocehaj muune xonTpone Hayj curyanujom / Feeling of personal control over a
situation 1 2 3 4 5

[Iperxonna uckycrsa / Previous experiences 1 2 3 4 5

30. Onenure ox 1 1o 5 (1 - ofcycTBO 6110 KaKBMX MOTeIIKOha; 5 — 3HaYajHe OTell-
kohe) cBoje pasymeBame (CIIOCOOHOCT afjeKBaTHOT TyMadera) mopyka / On the scale from
1to 5 (1 - absence of any difficulties; 5 — substantial difficulties) grade your understanding
(ability of adequate interpretation) of messages

OrpannueHe jesanuke BewTnHe / Limited language skills 1 2 3 4 5

Orpannyenu MeHTanHM KanauureT / Limited mental capacity 1 2 3 4 5

Hepocrarak sHama (HIIp. 0 3HaUewy yrnosopasajyhnx curnana) / Lack of knowledge
(e.g. about the meaning of warning signals) 1 2 3 4 5

udopmanyje ce mpyskajy caMo Ha jemHoM jesuky / Information being provided in
only one language 1 2 3 4 5
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Vudopmanmuje cy mpesuiie cnoxeHe, 36ymwyjyhe, Hucy npunarohene morpebama
onpebhene nmy6nuxe / Information is too complex, confusing, unadjusted to the needs of a
certain audience 1 2 3 4 5

VI3/105k€HOCT JTaXKHUM MU KOHTPaguKTOpHUM nHpopMannjama / Exposure to false
or contradictory information 1 2 3 4 5

31. OreHuTe CBOj KallaLUTeT C/Iakba U IpuMama mopyka / Grade your capacity for
sending and receiving messages

Hemam npucryn 360r ¢pyHKUMOHaMHMX omrtehera (HIIp. mour cayx wim Bup) / T have
no access due to functional damage (e.g. poor hearing or eyesight)

1 2 3 45

Hemam pecypca 3a kynosuny ypebaja win xanana / I have no resources for buying

devices or channels
1 2 3 45

Hemawm BenrTuna i HaBuKa 3a Kopuinheme ussopa / I have no skills or habits in

relation to the use of sources
1 2 3 45

Jloa mym IOKBapeHa KOMyHMKaI[OHa MHQPAcTPyKTypa (HIIp. HeMa pajuo IpujemMa
WIM TIpUCTYIIa MHTepHeTY) / Poor or damaged communication infrastructure (e.g. no radio
receipt or Internet access)

1 2 3 45

Mudopmanuje ce guctTpubympajy myreM KaHama KojuMa HeMaM IPUCTYII WK UX

06VYHO He KOPUCTUM
1 2 3 45

Information is distributed through channels to which I have no access or I usually
don't use them

VI3/105k€HOCT JTaXKHUM MU KOHTPaAUKTOpHUM nHpopMannjama / Exposure to false
or contradictory information

1 2 3 45

32. Ha ckamm op 1 (y arcomyTHOj Mepy HenoTpe6OHa) o 5 (y allcolyTHOj Mepy HO-
TpebHa) orjeHuTH a 1 Bam je moTpebHa moppinka/momMoh TOKOM OArOBOpa Ha XMTHA
ylosopema y cay4ajy katractpode / On the scale from 1 (absolutely unnecessary) to 5
(absolutely necessary) grade whether you need support/help in responding to urgent
warnings in the event of a disaster?

1 2 3 45

33. Ha ckanu op 1 (y anconmyTHOj Mepu Hitje HOTpe6HO) 1o 5 (y allCOMyTHOj Mepu
notpebHO) oreHnTe Bam cTaB mpema ynmoTpebu MOOMIHUX alIMKaI[ija 3a KOMYHMN-
Kalujy pusuka o karactpodama / On the scale from 1 (absolutely unnecessary) to 5
(absolutely necessary) grade your attitude to the use of mobile applications for disaster
risk communication

1 2 3 45
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