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Abstract: Currently, the damages caused by disasters continue to increase. Among the efforts to reduce the
damages caused by disasters, studies on disaster risk perception stand out. Focusing on disaster risk perception
plays a key role in reducing societal vulnerability and achieving more successful progress in disaster management
processes. Studies on risk perception during the pre-disaster phase contribute to risk management. The success of
risk management affects the effectiveness of the disaster management cycle. The aim of this study is to measure
and evaluate the disaster risk perception of individuals living in Artvin province, thereby contributing to disaster
management efforts in Artvin. The data of the study consist of 412 individuals aged 18 and above living in the
central part of Artvin. The participants volunteered to take part in the study. SPSS 25 software was used for data
analysis. According to the results of the study, it was found that female participants had higher levels of disaster
risk perception, vulnerability, and anxiety/fear compared to male participants. The level of disaster risk perception
should not be overlooked in terms of its contribution to disaster risk reduction efforts at the provincial level.
Disaster risk perception should be a critical factor determining the measures taken by individuals and institutions
before a disaster. The measured disaster risk perception should support the disaster management steps of the
region.
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Artvin Halkinin Afet Risk Algisi

Oz: Giiniimiizde afetlerin yol agtig1 zararlar artmaya devam etmektedir. Afetlerin neden oldugu zararlari azaltmaya
yonelik cabalar arasinda, afet risk algisi iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Afet risk algisi
calismalarina odaklanmak, toplumsal kirilganlig1 azaltmada ve afet yonetimi siireclerinde daha basarili ilerleme
saglanmasinda kilit bir rol oynamaktadir. Afet oncesi asamada risk algisi {lizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar, risk
yonetimine katkida bulunmaktadir. Risk yoOnetiminin basarisi, afet yonetimi dongiistiniin etkinligini
etkilemektedir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Artvin ilinde yasayan bireylerin afet risk algisin1 6l¢mek ve degerlendirmek,
boylece Artvin’deki afet yonetimi ¢aligmalarina katki saglamaktir. Calismanin verileri, Artvin merkezde yasayan
18 yas ve iizeri 412 bireyden olugmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan bireyler goniilliilik esasina dayali olarak katilim
saglamiglardir. Veri analizi i¢in SPSS 25 yazilimi kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore, kadin katilimeilarin
afet risk algisi, kirilganlik ve kaygi/korku diizeylerinin erkek katilimcilardan daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Afet risk algist diizeylerinin, il diizeyinde yiiriitiilen afet risk azaltma calismalarina katki saglayacagi géz ardi
edilmemelidir. Afet risk algisi, bireylerin ve kurumlarin afet 6ncesinde aldig1 tedbirleri belirleyen kritik bir faktor
olmalidir. Olgiilen afet risk algist o bdlgenin afet yonetim adimlarim desteklemelidir.
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Introduction

Today, disasters continue to cause severe loss of life and huge economic losses on a global scale.
A total of 399 disasters related to natural hazards were recorded by the Centre for Research on the
Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) in 2023. These events caused 86,473 deaths and affected 93.1
million people. Economic losses totaled USD 202.7 billion. In 2023, the Kahramanmaras Earthquakes
were the most devastating event of the year in fatalities and financial losses, with 56,683 deaths and
losses of USD 42.9 billion. This earthquake affected both the Republic of Turkey and the Syrian Arab
Republic. This earthquake was the second biggest event in terms of human suffering, affecting a total
of 18 million people in both countries. The first was the Indonesian drought of 2023, which affected
18.8 million people between June and September 2023 (CRED, 2024).

If the earthquake in our country is examined in detail; Turkey Disaster and Emergency
Management Presidency (AFAD) experienced Mw: 7.7 and Mw: 7.6 earthquakes in Pazarcik-Elbistan
on 6 February 2023. These earthquakes affected the provinces of Kahramanmaras, Gaziantep, Hatay,
Malatya, Diyarbakir, Kilis, Sanliurfa, Adiyaman, Osmaniye, Adana and El&z1g, and a state of emergency
was declared. In a later decision, the provinces of Bingdl, Kayseri, Mardin, Tunceli, Nigde, and Batman
were also declared disaster areas. According to official records, 50,783 people lost their lives, 115,353
were injured and 37,984 buildings were destroyed as a result of these earthquakes (AFAD, 2023).

In order to reduce the disaster risks, many local and global studies have been carried out. The
Sendai Framework is a global guide to disaster risk Deceleration efforts between 2015 and 2030.
According to the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNIDRR), developing and
improving disaster preparedness activities to minimize the damage caused by disasters is one of the
priority areas of this framework (UNIDRR, 2015).

Disaster risk management should not be ignored to reduce the damage caused by disasters. For
risk management, disaster risk perception has an important place (Manez et al., 2016). Disaster risk
perception is a concept that describes people's attitudes towards disasters and how they evaluate such
events. (Slovic et al., 1982). In other words, disaster risk perception is an important factor affecting
disaster preparedness behaviors (Kirschenbaum, 2005). Understanding people's perception of risk and
the factors that shape this perception is necessary to improve risk communication and design effective
well-harm reduction policies (Ho et al., 2008). In addition, risk perception is an important component
that encourages protective measures against natural disasters (Lindell & Perry, 2012). In short, disaster
risk perception helps us to understand individuals' approaches to disasters and their thoughts about
disasters (Mizrak, 2021).

Understanding how people perceive risks determines the impact of risk management studies.
Successful and effective steps can be taken in disaster management planning by shaping people's
behavior by taking advantage of risk perception (Prabhakar et al., 2009). However, according to the
United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR), individuals' perceptions of risks and the
factors underlying these risks may differ (UNDRR, 2024). Not only individuals but also societies'
perceptions of disaster risk may vary from each other (Bodas et al., 2022).

Current studies in the literature on disaster risk perception encompass various topics, including
disaster risk perception and safety culture (Marshall, 2020), risk perception and disaster preparedness
(Akbar et al., 2020; Fukurai & Ludwig, 2025; Yildiz et al., 2023), flood risk perception (Mol et al.,
2022; Shah et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2021; Zhong et al., 2021), earthquake disaster risk perception and
preparedness (Ao et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2019), and Covid-19 risk perception (Cheng et al., 2024;
Samadipour et al., 2023). These studies draw attention.
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Objective

This study aims to evaluate the disaster risk perception of individuals living in the center of Artvin
City, analyze the disaster preparedness levels of the local population, and provide crucial data to develop
strategies for raising awareness about disasters. Additionally, it aims to make recommendations to
enhance the effectiveness of regional disaster management and public awareness programs.

Method
Research Design

The research is of descriptive type and was conducted according to the relational screening design.
Since disaster risk perception and Likert-type scales were applied, a quantitative research method was
used. Relational survey research, in short, is a non-experimental research method to determine whether
the relationships between groups are significant and the direction of these relationships (Seeram, 2019).

Artvin is a province in the Eastern Black Sea region of Turkey. Ardahan to the east, Rize to the
west, Erzurum to the south, Black Sea waters, and Georgia to the north (Wikipedia, 2024a). According
to 2023, the population of Artvin province was 172,356, and 35,929 of these people were recorded to
be in the central district (Wikipedia, 2024b). According to the Artvin Provincial Disaster and Emergency
Directorate (Artvin AFAD), landslides are the dominant disaster in the province in terms of several
incidents and loss of life. After landslides, rock falls are the dominant disaster in the province. Due to
the steep slopes eroded by the valley of the Coruh River and the steep topography, rock falls occur in
almost all districts of the province. The majority of these rockfall events occur on steep/near steep slopes
at the upper elevations of road routes and affect residential areas. In addition, rock falls on road routes
cause many losses of life and property. Considering flood events, the water flow rate increases
abnormally in seasons and times of high rainfall in provincial and district centers. Although floods/flood
disasters affect the settlements located in the river basins, they generally cause damage to the highways
and related culverts and bridges that provide access to these settlements and whose routes pass through
the riversides and also cause settlements to experience problems in areas such as transportation, logistics,
etc. In addition, flood disaster damages the drinking water, sewerage, telephone, electricity, and other
infrastructure services that are put into operation by municipalities, special provincial administration,
and related institutions in city centers and villages and cause economic losses. The fact that these
infrastructures are out of service in times of disaster when they need to be used causes significant
disruptions and problems in the execution of disaster works and in the daily lives of the people living in
that place (Artvin AFAD, 2021).

Data Collection Tool

In the research, a questionnaire was preferred as a data collection tool. The structure of the
questionnaire consists of two parts. The first part consists of questions that reveal the demographic
characteristics of the participants. These demographic characteristics constitute the independent
variables of the research. These independent variables include gender, age, marital status, educational
status, income level, disaster experience, losing a relative in a disaster, disaster training, family disaster
plan, having a disaster kit, and willingness to volunteer in disasters. The second part of the questionnaire
includes a disaster risk perception scale. The disaster risk perception scale is a scale developed by
(Kiymus, 2022) in his doctoral thesis. The disaster risk perception scale is a 5-point Likert scale and
consists of 25 items with 5 factors structured between 1 and 5. This scale, which consists of 25 questions
in total, consists of 5 sub-dimensions (exposure/impact, probability, unmanageability, anxiety/fear, and
vulnerability). The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the whole scale is 0.87 (Kiymis, 2022). This ratio is
sufficient for the scale to be valid and reliable.
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Participants

The data of the study consisted of voluntary participants. In addition, an informed consent form
was presented in the first entry of the questionnaire page, and it was explained that the data collected
would be kept confidential.

The population of the study consisted of individuals over the age of 18 living in the city center of
Artvin. The sample of the study consists of at least 384 individuals over the age of 18 living in the Artvin
city center according to the 95% confidence interval (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). The simple random
sampling method, which is one of the random sampling methods, was used in the study. A total of 412
people were reached in this research. This number is considered sufficient for the universe of the
research (Taherdoost, 2017). The research data was collected through an online and face-to-face survey
method. The demographic information of the people who participated in the research is shown in Table
L.

Data Analyses

SPSS 25 package program was used for data analysis. Number (n), percentage (%), Mean (M),
and Standard Deviation (SD) were used for descriptive statistical methods. Confirmatory factor analysis
was used for the validity study of the scale used in the study and Cronbach Alpha value was used for
reliability results. Whether the data were normally distributed was tested using the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test. Since the data met the assumption of normal distribution, parametric analysis techniques
were used. Independent Samples t Test was used to determine the statistically significant difference
between two independent groups. A one-way ANOVA test was used to determine the presence of
statistically significant differences between more than two independent groups. When a significant
difference was obtained between the groups in the ANOVA test results, LSD and Tukey among the post
hoc tests were used to determine which groups the difference was between. Pearson Correlation analysis
was used to determine whether the relationship between two or more independent groups is significant
or not, and if there is a relationship, to determine the strength and direction of the relationship.
Statistically, p<.05 value was accepted as significant.

Ethical Aspects of The Study

The research was approved by Artvin Coruh Scientific Research and Publication Ethics
Committee with its official letter dated 06.02.2023 and number 80482. The research has been approved
by T.R. Artvin Governorship with its official letter dated 28.02.2023 and numbered 14199 for the
application of the research to individuals over the age of 18 living in the province of Artvin.

Findings

Demographic information of the participants is shown in Table 1. 52.2% of the participants were
female. When we look at the distribution according to age groups, it is seen that the rate of individuals
between the ages of 18-24 is 49%. When the educational status is analyzed, it is seen that the highest
rate of participation is 44.9% of individuals with associate degrees. According to income status, those
whose income is less than expenses have a rate of 44.2%. 55.1% of the participants have no disaster
experience. The rate of those who do not experience loss in disasters is 88.6%. The rate of those who
did not receive disaster training is 53.2%. The rate of those who do not have a family disaster plan is
77.4%. 75.2% of the participants do not have a disaster kit. 92% of the participants are those who want
to work voluntarily in disasters.
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Table 1. Demographic Information of the Participants

Features Distribution N %
Gender Female 215 52,2
Male 197 47,8
Age 18-24 age 202 49,0
25-34 age 80 19,4
35-44 age 92 22,3

45-54 age 25 6,1

55 and over 13 3,2
Marital Status Married 154 374
Single 254 61,7

Divorced 4 1,0

Education Status Primary-Secondary School 14 34
High School 71 17,2
Associate degree 185 44,9
Bachelor's Degree 119 28,9

Postgraduate 23 5,6
Income Status Income less than expenditure 182 44,2
Income equal to expenditure 164 39,8
Income exceeds expenditure 66 16,0
Disaster Experience Yes 185 44,9
No 227 55,1
Living Lost in Disaster Yes 47 11,4
No 365 88,6
Disaster Training Yes 193 46,8
No 219 53,2
Existence of a Family Disaster ~ Yes 93 22,6
Plan No 319 774
Availability of Disaster Kit Yes 102 24,8
No 310 75,2
Willingness to Volunteer in Yes 379 92,0

Disasters No 33 8,0

CFA and reliability results of the disaster risk perception scale are presented in Table 2. The ratio
of chi-square statistic to degrees of freedom (x2/df) was 2.367, the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) was 0.058, the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) value was 0.952 and the
comparative fit index (CFI) value was 0.958. It means that a model provides a good fit, especially if the
comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) values are 0.90 or above (Giirbiiz, 2021).
CFA and reliability results of the disaster risk perception scale CA values; disaster risk perception ,934,
exposure/impact ,963, probability ,845, unmanageability ,883, anxiety/fear ,912, vulnerability ,881 were

obtained.
Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Reliability Results of Disaster Risk
Perception Scale

Acc.eptable Fit Cal.culated Fit Sub Dimensions CA N

Indices Indices
X/sd <5 2,367 Disaster Risk 934 25

Perception

GFI >0,90 ,892 Exposure\Effect ,963 9
AGFI >0,90 ,867 Probability ,845 3
CFI >0,90 958 Unmanageability ,883 3
TLI >0,90 ,952 Anxiety/Fear 912 6
RMSEA <0,08 ,058 Vulnerability ,881 4
RMR <0,08 ,063
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Table 3 shows the results of the Pearson correlation analysis of the sub-dimensions of the disaster
risk perception scale. The correlation analysis was carried out in order to determine the relationships
between the sub-dimensions of the scale. According to the results, the exposure sub-dimension has a
positive and significant relationship with the probability sub-dimension (r=0.432), the uncontrollability
sub-dimension (r=0.377), the fear-anxiety sub-dimension (r=0.498) and the vulnerability sub-dimension
(r=0.247). The probability sub-dimension has a positive significant relationship with the
uncontrollability sub-dimension (r=0.358), the anxiety-fear sub-dimension (r=0.386) and the
vulnerability sub-dimension (r=0.273). The uncontrollability sub-dimension has a positive significant
relationship with the fear-anxiety sub-dimension (r=0.431) and the vulnerability sub-dimension
(r=0.279). There is a positive significant relationship between the fear-anxiety sub-dimension and the
vulnerability sub-dimension (r=0.405).

Table 3. Pearson Correlation Analysis Results of the Sub-Factors of the Disaster Risk
Perception Scale

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Exposure Impact 4,09 ,829 -

2. Probability 3,27 ,942 ,432%* -

3. Unmanageability 3,51 1,026 ,377** ,358%* -

4. Anxiety/ Fear 3,91 ,877 ,498%%* ,386%* LA31%* -

5. Vulnerability 3,04 1,060 247%* ,273%* ,279%* ,405%%*

6. Disaster Risk 3,56 ,663 ,700%* ,602%% ,708%%* ,761%* ,652%%
Perception

Independent Samples T Test and ANOVA analyses were performed to evaluate whether there is
a significant difference between the demographic variables of the disaster risk perception scale and its
sub-factors. Table 4 shows the independent sample t test results of the demographic information of the
disaster risk perception scale. The whole scale and its sub-factors were analyzed with all demographic
variables. In the table, the cases where significant differences were found as a result of the analyses were
added to the table. The mean probability of single participants (M=3,39, SD=,937) is higher than married
participants (M=3,08 SD=,921). Single participants (M=3,59, SD=1,00) had a higher mean of
unmanageability than married participants (M=3,38, SD=1,04). Female participants (M=4,12,
SD=0,745) had higher mean anxiety and fear than male participants (M=3,68, SD=0,95). Female
participants (M=3,18, SD=1,031) had higher mean levels of vulnerability than male participants
(M=2,89, SD=1,073). The mean disaster risk perception of female participants (M=3,66, SD=,639) is
higher than that of male participants (M=3,46, SD=,675). The mean anxiety fear of individuals who did
not receive disaster training (M=3,99, SD=,854) is higher than individuals who received disaster training
(M=3,81, SD=,895). The mean vulnerability of the individuals who did not receive disaster training
(M=3,33, SD=1,034) is higher than the individuals who received disaster training (M=2,71, SD=,995).
The mean of disaster risk perception of individuals who did not receive disaster training (M=3,63,
SD=,684) is higher than individuals who received disaster training (M=3,50, SD=,634). The mean
probability of individuals who experienced loss in disasters (M=3,56, SD=1,072) is higher than
individuals who did not experience loss (M=3,23, SD=,919). The mean vulnerability of the participants
without a family disaster plan (M=3,14, SD=1,056) is higher than the participants with a family disaster
plan (M=2,69, SD=1,004). The mean probability of the participants with disaster experience (M=3,41,
SD=,948) is higher than the participants without disaster experience (M=3,16, SD=,924). The mean of
vulnerability of the participants who did not have disaster experience (M=3,14, SD= 1,013) is higher
than the participants who had disaster experience (M=2,92, SD=1,106). The mean of unmanageability
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of the participants who want to volunteer in disasters (M=3,54, SD=1,027) is higher than the participants
who do not want to volunteer (M=3,17, SD=,954). The mean vulnerability of the participants who do
not want to work voluntarily in disasters (M=3,50, SD=0,991) is higher than the participants who want
to work voluntarily in disasters (M=3,00, SD=1,058).

Table 4. Independent Sample t-Test Results of Disaster Risk Perception Scale According to
Demographic Information

Scale Features Groups n M SD SE t P

Married 154 3,08 921 074
P ili Marital St: ’ ? ’ -3,283 ,001
robability arital Status Single 254 339 937 058 ) 00

. . Married 154 338 1,04 ,084
Unmanageability Marital Status Single 254 359 100 062 -2,008 ,037

Female 215 4,12 0,745 ,050

Anxiety/ Fear Gender Male 197 368 0951 .067 5,186 ,000
- Female 215 3,18 1,031 ,070
Vulnerability Gender Male 197 2.89 1073 076 2,857 ,004
Female 215 3,66 639 ,043
Disaster Risk P ti ’ ’ ’ 3,025 X
isaster Risk Perception  Gender Male 197 346 675 .048 , 003
. Yes 193 3,81 ,895 ,064
Anxiety/ Fear Disaster Training Status No 219 399 854 057 -2,074 039
- Yes 193 2,71 995 ,071
Vulnerablhty Disaster Training Status No 219 333 1,034,069 -6,148 ,000
. . . Yes 193 3,50 ,634 ,045
Disaster Risk Perception  pjgaster Training Status No 219 363 684 046 -1,995 ,047
i Experiencing Loss in Yes 47 356 1,072,156
Probablhty p ) g No 365 3,23 5919 ,048 2,270 ,024
Disasters
a9 Existence of Family Disaster Yes 93 269 1,004,104
Vulnerability Plan y No 319 3,14 1,056 ,059 -3,663 ,000
. Yes 185 3,41 948 069
Probability Disaster Experience No 227 3,16 924 061 2,766 ,006
- Yes 185 2,92 1,106 ,081
Vulnerability Disaster Experience No 27 314 1013 067 -2,102 ,036
Yes 379 3,54 1,027 ,052
Unmanageability Request for Voluntary Work 33 317 954 166 2023 ,044
in Disasters
Yes 379 3,00 1,058 ,543
Vulnerability Request for Voluntary Work No 13 350 0991 172 2,628 ,009

in Disasters

One-Way ANOVA test was also conducted in the study. Age, marital status, educational status,
and income status were analyzed with the disaster risk perception scale and its sub-factors. As a result
of these analyses, only statistically significant cases were added to the table. Table 5 shows the results
of the One-Way ANOVA test for education level and age variables.

According to Table 5, the mean scores of exposure impact (F= 6,322, p<.05), probability
(F=4,055, p<.05), unmanageability (F= 3,855, p<.05), anxiety and fear (F=4,097, p<.05), vulnerability
(F= 8,507, p<.05) and disaster risk perception (F=8,548, p<.05) were found to have a significant
difference according to educational status. In order to determine which groups these significant
differences were between, an LSD post hoc analysis test was also performed. The exposure effect
averages of the participants with associate, undergraduate, and graduate degrees are higher than the
average of the participants with high school degrees. The probability averages of the participants with
associate's and bachelor's degrees are higher than those of the participants with high school degrees. The
unmanageability averages of the participants with a postgraduate degree are higher than those of the
participants with primary-secondary school and high school degrees. The mean anxiety fear of the
participants with bachelor's degrees is higher than that of the participants with high school and associate
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degrees. The vulnerability averages of the participants with undergraduate and graduate degrees are
higher than those of the participants with high school and associate degrees. The mean disaster risk
perception of the participants with bachelor's degrees is higher than that of the participants with high
school and associate degrees.

The mean disaster risk perception of the participants with bachelor's degrees is higher than the
participants with high school and associate degrees. The mean disaster risk perception of the participants
with postgraduate education is higher than the participants with primary-secondary school, high school,
and associate degree education. In addition, a statistically significant difference was found in the
probability averages according to age (F=5,576, p<.05). Accordingly, the mean probability of the
participants between the ages of 18-24 is higher than the participants between the ages of 35-44.

Table 5. One-Way Anova Test Results of Disaster Risk Perception Scale According to Demographic

Information
Significant
Scale Features n M SD F P Differences
A-Primary-Secondary 14 3.94 0,960
School C>B
B- High School 71 3,71 1,020
Exposure Impact C- Associate degree 185 4,11 0,782 6,322,000 gi l;
D- Bachelor's Degree 119 4,23 0,739
E- Postgraduate 23 4,47 0,442
A-Primary-Secondary 14 2,90 1,049
School
. B-High School 71 2,92 0,932 C>B
Probability C- Associate degree 185 332 0964 033 003 D>B
D-Bachelor's Degree 119 3,40 0,869
E- Postgraduate 23 3,50 0,840
A-Primary-Secondary 14 2.85 0.823
School
. B- High School 71 3,38 0,967 E>A
Unmanageability ¢ s o oociate degree 185 348 1028 8 004 E>B
D-Bachelor's Degree 119 3,60, 1,077
E-Postgraduate 23 4,08 0,712
A-Primary-Secondary 14 3.96 1,062
School
. B- High School 71 3,70 0,892 D>B
Anxiety/ Fear C- Associate degree 185 381  0gog k097 003 D>C
D-Bachelor's Degree 119 4,11 0,819
E- Postgraduate 23 4,26 0,504
A-Primary-Secondary 14 3.12 1307
School D>B
. B- High School 71 2,82 1,117 E>B
Vulnerability C- Associate degree 185 2,82 977 8,507 000 D>C
D-Bachelor's Degree 119 3,37 1,021 E>C
E- Postgraduate 23 3,71 0,908
g;ﬁ;g}lary'secondary 14 335 0849 E>A
Disaster Risk B- High School 73310670 oo 000 gig
Perception C- Associate degree 185 3,51 0,636 ’ ’ D>C
D-Bachelor's Degree 119 3,74 0,638 E>C
E- Postgraduate 23 4,01 0,399
A-18-24 age 202 348 0,929
B-25-34 age 80 3,17 0,877
Probability C-35-44 age 92 3,03 1,013 5,576  ,000 A>C
D-45-54 age 25 2,96 0,633

E-55 and over 13 2,92 0,829
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Discussion

In this study, disaster risk perception levels of individuals living in Artvin province were analyzed
and evaluated in terms of various demographic variables. The results revealed that disaster risk
perception may differ according to the socio-demographic characteristics of individuals. Especially
factors such as gender, marital status, disaster experience, and disaster education were found to be
determinants in disaster risk perception. According to the results of the study, the probability and
unmanageability sub-dimensions of single participants were found to be higher than married
participants. It was found that female participants had higher levels of anxiety/fear, vulnerability, and
general disaster risk perception than male participants. It was determined that individuals who did not
receive disaster training had higher averages in the sub-dimensions of anxiety/fear, vulnerability, and
disaster risk perception compared to those who received disaster training.

The probability sub-dimension mean of individuals who experienced loss in disasters and
participants with disaster experience were found to be higher than those who did not experience loss
and participants without disaster experience. In addition, it was found that participants who did not have
a family disaster plan had higher perceptions of vulnerability than those who had a disaster plan, those
who did not have disaster experience had higher perceptions of vulnerability than those who had disaster
experience, and those who did not want to volunteer in disasters had higher perceptions of vulnerability
than those who wanted to volunteer. In this section, the results of the study will be evaluated in
comparison with previous studies and the importance of disaster risk perception in disaster management
processes will be emphasised.

The study conducted by Terpstra (2011) revealed that disaster experience increases individuals'
awareness of vulnerability and strengthens their understanding of related risks. Many studies also
support a positive and significant correlation between experience and risk perception (Ho et al., 2008;
Kung et al., 2012; Watchinger et al., 2013). Further research by Ruin et al. (2007) found that people
who had never experienced a flood tended to underestimate the risks, while those who had experienced
a flood had a better understanding of the level of danger (Ruin et al., 2007).

In the results of the study, a significant difference was found between the probability and
unmanageability sub-dimensions and marital status. Single individuals have higher probability and
unmanageability levels than married individuals. There is no consensus about marital status in the
literature. In another study on the evaluation of individuals' disaster risk perception in terms of various
variables, it was found that single participants had higher disaster risk perception compared to married
participants (Tercan, 2023). In a study on climate change risk perception in Taiwan, it was found that
married participants had higher personal threat perceptions than single participants (Sun & Han, 2018).

According to the results of the study, the gender factor has statistically significant results in the
sub-dimensions of anxiety, fear, vulnerability, and disaster risk perception. In these sub-dimensions, it
was determined that the values of women were higher than those of men. Looking at the literature, there
is no consensus on the gender factor. Liu et al. (2020), in their study on individual factors affecting risk
perceptions against hazardous chemicals, found that men's disaster risk perceptions were higher than
women's (Liu et al., 2020). However, in a study on flood risk perception, it was found that women had
higher levels of fear and disaster risk perception than men (Liu et al., 2018). In addition, in a study on
tsunami risk perception, no significant difference was found between the gender factors (Arias et al.,
2017).

A statistically significant difference was found between receiving disaster education and the
dimensions of anxiety fear, vulnerability, and disaster risk perception. It was determined that
participants who had not received disaster education had higher levels of vulnerability, anxiety fear, and
disaster risk perception compared to those who had received disaster education. However, a study on
university students' disaster risk perception found that receiving disaster education had no effect on their
disaster risk perception (Mizrak & Aslan, 2020).
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There is no consensus in the literature regarding the relationship between disaster risk perception
and the willingness to volunteer in disaster situations. However, in this study, it was found that
individuals who expressed a willingness to volunteer had higher mean scores in the uncontrollability
subdimension, whereas those who did not wish to volunteer had higher mean scores in the vulnerability
subdimension.

Considering the contribution of education to disaster risk perception, it has been found that
disaster risk perception increases as the level of education rises. In their study on flood risk perception,
Qasim et al. (2015) also found that as the level of education increases, flood risk perception also
increases. Similarly, this study yielded comparable results. The disaster risk perception levels of
individuals with graduate-level education were found to be higher than those of participants with
primary, secondary, high school, and associate degree education levels. Taking into account the effect
of education on disaster risk perception, the results indicate that as the level of education increases,
disaster risk perception also increases. Furthermore, in the same study conducted by Qasim et al. (2015),
it was determined that individuals with disaster experience also had higher disaster risk perceptions.

In this study, no consensus was reached. Specifically, while the results indicate that participants
with disaster experience had higher mean scores in the probability subdimension, those without disaster
experience had higher mean scores in the vulnerability subdimension. In a different study, it was found
that individuals who had not been exposed to a disaster had higher mean scores in the uncontrollability
subdimension (Aslan & Demir6éz, 2024). Therefore, the impact of disaster experience remains
inconclusive.

Disaster risk perception is a critical factor in determining how prepared individuals and
communities are for disasters. According to the results of this study, the higher perception of
vulnerability among individuals who have not received disaster education, have no disaster experience
and do not wish to participate in disaster response efforts as volunteers highlight the importance of
considering risk perception in disaster management processes.

Conclusion

This study was conducted to determine the disaster risk perception levels of individuals living in
Artvin and to contribute the results to the literature. The results indicate that single individuals have
higher levels of probability and uncontrollability compared to married individuals. It was also found
that women have higher levels of anxiety fear, vulnerability subdimensions, and overall disaster risk
perception compared to men. Additionally, participants who had not received disaster education
exhibited higher levels of vulnerability, anxiety fear, and disaster risk perception compared to those who
had received disaster education.

Recommendations

The limited sample size of the study constitutes a limitation. Therefore, the results of the study
cannot be fully generalized. For this reason, addressing the topic in a broader geographical area, with a
more specific demographic group, and focusing on a particular type of disaster (earthquake, flood,
avalanche, climate change, etc.) would yield more precise and generalizable results. The results and
recommendations of these studies should be communicated to the relevant institution, AFAD. If steps
are taken based on these studies, evaluated by AFAD, it is believed that both time and resource waste
can be prevented, making disaster response efforts more effective.

Comprehensive studies on disaster risk perception in the literature will contribute to making both
individuals and communities more resilient to disasters. In this way, the disaster preparedness process
will be supported by more scientific and efficient steps.
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Another important step when conducting disaster risk perception studies is the connection
between the actual risk and perceived risk in the area of the study. In other words, the difference between
perceived risk and actual risk in the region where these studies are conducted should be identified. If a
difference exists, misconceptions that contribute to this gap should be reduced through corrective
educational programs.

The impact of the media and educational programs on disaster risk perception should also be
investigated. To integrate the public's disaster risk perception with the actual disaster risk, educational
campaigns, simulations, drills, and the inclusion of disaster management-related curricula in school
programs should be implemented.

Individuals with high disaster risk perception can be encouraged to take preventive measures and
actively participate in post-disaster recovery processes. Therefore, training programs, awareness
campaigns, and strategies to strengthen community resilience should be developed to enhance risk
perception in disaster management processes. Specifically, identifying vulnerable groups and raising
disaster awareness among these groups will contribute to minimizing the losses caused by disasters. The
effectiveness of disaster management processes is directly related to policies that increase the
community's disaster risk perception, and as such, risk perception should be considered one of the key
components in disaster management planning.
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TURKCE SURUM
Giris

Giliniimiizde afetler, kiiresel 6lgekte ciddi can kayiplarma ve biiyiik ekonomik kayiplara neden
olmaya devam etmektedir. Afetlerin Epidemiyolojisi Arastirma Merkezi (Centre for Research on the
Epidemiology of Disasters - CRED) tarafindan 2023 yilinda dogal tehlikelerle ilgili toplam 399 afet
kaydedildi. Bu olaylar 86.473 oliimle sonuglandi ve 93,1 milyon insan1 etkiledi. Ekonomik kayiplar
202,7 milyar ABD dolarmi buldu. 2023 yilinda meydana gelen Kahramanmaras Depremleri, 56.683
oliim ve 42,9 milyar ABD dolan degerindeki hasarla, 6liim ve ekonomik hasar agisindan yilin en yikic
olay1 oldu. Bu deprem hem Tiirkiye Cumhuriyetini hem de Suriye Arap Cumhuriyetini etkiledi. Bu
depremden her iki {ilkede toplam 18 milyon insani etkileyerek etkilenen bireyler agisindan en etkili
ikinci olay oldu. Bunlardan ilki, Haziran'dan Eyliil 2023'e kadar 18,8 milyon insan1 etkileyen 2023
Endonezya Kuraklig1 olarak bilinmektedir (CRED, 2024).

Ulkemizdeki deprem detayli incelenirse; Tiirkiye Afet ve Acil Durum Y&netimi Baskanlig
(AFAD) 6 Subat 2023 tarihinde merkez {istli Pazarcik-Elbistan’da Mw: 7.7 ve Mw: 7.6 depremlerini
yasamistir. Bu depremler ile Kahramanmaras ili basta olmak lizere Gaziantep, Hatay, Malatya,
Diyarbakir, Kilis, Sanliurfa, Adiyaman, Osmaniye, Adana ve Elazig illeri etkilenmis ve olaganiistii hal
ilan edilmigtir. Daha sonra alinan kararla Bingol, Kayseri, Mardin, Tunceli, Nigde ve Batman illeri de
afet bolgesi olarak ilan edilmistir. Bu depremler sebebiyle resmi kayitlara gore 50.783 kisi hayatim
kaybetmis, 115.353 kisi yaralanmig ve 37.984 binanin yikildig: raporlanmistir (AFAD, 2023).

Afet risklerinin azaltilmasi igin ise yerel ve kiiresel birgok ¢aligma yapilmistir. Sendai Cergevesi,
2015-2030 yillar1 arasinda afet risklerini azaltma cabalarina yonelik kiiresel bir rehberdir. (Birlesmis
Milletler Afet Risk Azaltma Ofisi’'ne (United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction- UNIDRR)
gore afetlerin yol agtig1 zararlart minimize etmek amaciyla afet hazirlik galigmalarini gelistirmek ve
iyilestirmek, bu ¢ergcevenin Onceliklendirdigi alanlardan biridir (UNIDRR, 2015).

Afetlerin meydana getirdigi zararlar1 azaltmak i¢in afet risk yonetimi goz ardi edilmemelidir. Risk
yonetimi igin ise afet risk algis1 nemli bir yere sahiptir (Manez et al., 2016). Afet risk algisi, insanlarin
afetlere kars1 tutumlarini ve bu tiir olaylari nasil degerlendirdiklerini agiklayan bir kavramdir. (Slovic et
al., 1982). Diger bir deyisle, afet risk algis1 afetlere karsi hazirlik davraniglarini etkileyen 6nemli bir
faktordiir (Kirschenbaum, 2005). Insanlarm risk algismi ve ve bu algiy1 sekillendiren faktorleri anlamak,
risk iletisimini iyilestirmek ve etkili afer zararlarin1 azaltma politikalar1 tasarlamak icin gereklidir (Ho
et al., 2008). Ayrica, risk algisi, dogal afetler konusunda koruyucu onlemleri tesvik eden énemli bir
bilesendir (Lindell & Perry, 2012). Kisacasi, afet risk algisi, bireylerin afetlere yaklasimim ve afetler
hakkinda diisiincelerinin ne oldugunu anlamamiza yardimei olur (Mizrak, 2021).

Insanlarin riskleri nasil algiladigini anlamak risk ydnetimi ¢alismalarinin etkisini belirler. Risk
algisindan yararlanilarak insanlarin davramiglarini sekillendirerek afet yonetim planlamasinda basarili
ve etkili adimlar atilabilir (Prabhakar et al., 2009). Ancak, Birlesmis Milletler Afet Risk Azaltma Ofisi
(United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction - UNDRR) gére, bireylerin risklere ve bu risklerin
altinda yatan faktorlere kars1 algilar1 birbirinden farkli olabilir (UNDRR, 2024). Hatta, sadece bireylerin
degil, toplumlarin da afet risk algilar1 birbirinden farklilik gosterebilir (Bodas et al., 2022).

Literattirde afet risk algisi ile ilgili yapilan giincel aragtirmalardan bazilari; afet risk algis1 ve
giivenlik kiiltlirli (Marshall, 2020), risk algis1 ve afete hazirlik (Akbar et al., 2020; Fukurai & Ludwig,
2025; Yildiz et al., 2023), sel risk algis1 (Mol et al., 2022; Shah et al. 2022; Yin et al., 2021; Zhong et
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al., 2021), deprem afet risk algis1 ve hazirligi (Ao et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2019), Covid 19 risk algisi
(Cheng et al., 2024; Samadipour et al., 2023) vb. ¢aligmalar dikkat ¢cekmektedir.

Amag

Bu ¢alisma, Artvin il merkezinde yasayan bireylerin afet risk algi diizeyini degerlendirmek, yerel
halkin afet hazirlik diizeylerini analiz etmek ve afetlere kars1 farkindalik yaratilmasina yonelik stratejiler
gelistirmek igin Onemli veriler saglamay1 amaglamaktadir. Ayrica, bolgesel afet yonetimi ve halki
bilin¢lendirme programlarinin etkinligini artirmaya yonelik dnerilerde bulunulmas1 hedeflenmektedir.

Yontem
Arastirmanin Tasarimi

Aragtirma tanimlayic1 tipte olup, iligkisel tarama desenine gore ylriitiilmiistiir. Afet risk algis1 ve
likert tipi dlgekler uygulandig icin nicel arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir. Iliskisel tarama arastirmasi
ise kisaca, gruplar arasinda iliskilerin anlamli olup olmadigini ve bu iliskilerin yoniinii belirlemeye
yonelik deneysel olmayan bir aragtirma yontemidir (Seeram, 2019).

Artvin, Tirkiye nin Dogu Karadeniz bolgesinde bulunan bir ildir. Dogusunda Ardahan, batisinda
Rize, glineyinde Erzurum kuzeyinde Karadeniz sular1 ve Giircistan bulunmaktadir (Wikipedia, 2024a).
Artvin ilinin 2023 yilina gore niifusu ise 172.356 oldugu ve bu kisilerin 35.929’u Merkez ilgesinde
bulundugu kayitlara gegmistir (Wikipedia, 2024b). Artvin il Afet ve Acil Durum Miidiirliigii’ne gore
(Artvin AFAD), Artvin ili afet durumuna genel olarak bakildiginda, olay sayis1 ve can kaybi bazinda
ildeki hakim afetin heyelan oldugu goriilmektedir. Il genelinde heyelanlardan sonra kaya diismesi
olaylar1 hakimdir. Coruh nehrinin vadisi ile asinmis dik yamaglar ve dik topografya yapisi sebebiyle
ildeki hemen hemen tiim ilgelerde kaya diismesi yasanmaktadir. Bu kaya diismesi olaylarinin biiyiik bir
cogunlugu yol giizergahlar list kotlarindaki dik/dike yakin yamaglarda meydana gelmekte olup, meskiin
alanlar1 etkilemektedir. Buna ek olarak yol giizergahlarindaki meydana gelen kaya diismeleri de ¢cok
sayida can ve mal kayiplar1 ortaya ¢gikarmaktadir. Tagkin olaylar1 géz 6niine alindiginda da il ve ilge
merkezlerinin yiiksek yagis oldugu mevsim ve zamanlarda suyun debisi anormal diizeyde artmaktadir.
Sel/tagkin afetlerinin akarsu havzalarinda bulunan yerlesim alanlarini etkilemesine ragmen genellikle
bu yerlesim alanlarina ulagimi saglayan ve giizergahi akarsu kenarlarindan gecen karayolu ve buna bagl
menfez, kopriilerde hasarlara ve bununla birlikte yerlesim yerlerinin ulasim, lojistik, vb. alanlarda
sorunlar yasamasina neden olmaktadir. Ayrica sel afeti sehir merkezlerinde ve kdylerde belediyeler, il
Ozel idaresi ve ilgili kurumlarca yapilan isletmeye alinan igme suyu, kanalizasyon, telefon, elektrik ve
diger altyap1 hizmetlerine zarar vermekle birlikte ekonomik kayiplara sebep olmaktadir. S6z konusu
altyapilarin kullanilmasinin gerektigi afet zamanlarinda hizmet disi kalmasi, afet ¢alismalarinin
yiiriitiilmesinde ve o yerde yasayan insanlarin giindelik hayatlarinda 6nemli aksama ve sorunlara neden
olmaktadir (Artvin AFAD, 2021).

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak anket tercih edilmistir. Anketin yapisi iki bolimden
olusmaktadir. Birinci boliim, katilimcilarin demografik o6zelliklerini ortaya c¢ikaran sorulardan
olusmaktadir. Bu demografik ozellikleri arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskenlerini olusturmaktadir. Bu
bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda cinsiyet, yas, medeni durum, egitim durumu, gelir diizeyi, afet deneyimi,
herhangi bir afette bir yakinin1 kaybetme durumu, afet egitimi, aile afet plani, afet cantas1 bulundurma
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ve afetlerde goniillli calisma istegi yer almaktadir. Anketin ikinci bolimiinde ise afet risk algis1 dlcegi
bulunmaktadir. Afet risk algis1 dlgegi (Kiymus, 2022) tarafindan doktora tezinde gelistirilmis bir
Olgektir. Afet risk algis1 6lgegi, 5°li likert olup, 1 ile 5 arasinda yapilandirilmis 5 faktorlii 25 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Toplamda 25 sorudan olusan bu olgek 5 alt boyutlarindan (maruziyet/etki, olasilik,
yonetilemezlik, endise/korku ve savunmasizlik) olusmaktadir. Olgegin tamamina ait Cronbach Alpha
katsayist 0.87°dir (Kiymuis, 2022). Bu oran da 6l¢egin gegerli ve giivenilir olmasi i¢in gayet yeterli bir
orandir.

Katilimcilar

Aragtirmanin verilerini goniillii katilimcilar olugturmaktadir. Ayrica, anket sayfasinin ilk girisinde
bilgilendirilmis onam formu sunulmus olup, toplanan verilerin gizli tutulacagimi belirten agiklama
yapilmustir.

Aragtirmanin evrenini Artvin il merkezinde yasayan 18 yas {istli bireyler olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmanin 6rneklemini ise %95 giliven araligina gore Artvin il merkezinde yasayan 18 yas iistii en az
384 birey olusturmaktadir (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). Arastirmada segkisiz 6rnekleme yontemlerinden
basit seckisiz tesadiifi ornekleme yontemi kullamilmistir. Bu arastirmada toplamda 412 kisiye
ulagilmistir. Bu say1 arasgtirmanin evreni i¢in yeterli olarak kabul edilir (Taherdoost, 2017). Aragtirma
verileri ¢evrimici ve yiiz yilize anket yontem ile toplanilmistir. Aragtirmaya katilan bireylere ait
demografik bilgiler Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir.

Veri Analizi

Verilerin analizi i¢in SPSS 25 paket programindan yararlanilmistir. Tanimlayici istatiksel
metotlar i¢in say1 (n), yiizde (%), Mean (M), ve Standart Deviation (SD) kullanilmistir. Calismada
kullanilan 6lcegin gegerlilik galismasi i¢in dogrulayici faktor analizi, giivenilirlik sonuglar igin de
Cronbach Alpha degerine bakilmistir. Verilerin normal dagilip dagilmadigi Kolmogorov- Smirnov testi
kullanilarak test edilmistir. Veriler normal dagilim varsayim sagladigindan dolay1 parametrik analiz
teknikleri kullanilmugtir. 1ki bagimsiz grup arasinda istatiksel anlamli farklilik durumunu tespit etmek
i¢in Independent Samples t Test kullamlmistir. ikiden fazla bagimsiz grup arasinda istatiksel anlaml
farklihik varhigmi belirlemek icin One-Way ANOVA testinden yararlanilmistir. ANOVA testi
sonuglarinda gruplar arasinda anlamlh farklilik elde edildiginde ise farkin hangi gruplar arasinda
oldugunu tespit etmek amaciyla post hoc testler arasindan LSD ve Tukey kullanilmistir. ki veya daha
fazla bagimsiz grup arasinda iliskinin anlamli oldugu ya da olmadigm ve iligki var ise tespit edilen
iliskinin giicii ve yoniinii belirlemek i¢in ise Pearson Korelasyon analizi kullanilmugtir. Istatistiksel
olarak p<.05 degeri anlamli olarak kabul edilmistir.

Arastirmanin Etik Yonii

Arastirma, Artvin Coruh Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulu tarafindan
06.02.2023 tarih ve 80482 sayili resmi yazisi ile onaylanmistir. Arastirmanin Artvin ilinde yasayan 18
yas uistli bireylere uygulanmasi i¢in ise T.C. Artvin Valiligi tarafindan 28.02.2023 tarih ve 14199 sayili
resmi yazisi ile uygun goriilmiistiir.
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Bulgular

Arastirmanin veri analizi sonucunda elde edilen bulgular bu boliimde yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri

Ozellik Dagihm n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 215 52,2
Erkek 197 47,8
Yas 18-24 202 49,0
25-34 80 19,4
35-44 92 22,3
45-54 25 6,1
55 ve lizeri 13 3,2
Medeni Durum Evli 154 374
Bekar 254 61,7
Bosanmig 4 1,0
Egitim Durumu Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 34
Lise 71 17,2
On lisans 185 44,9
Lisans 119 28,9
Lisansiistii 23 5,6
Gelir Durumu Gelir Giderden Az 182 442
Gelir Gidere Esit 164 39,8
Gelir Giderden Fazla 66 16,0
Afet Deneyimi Evet 185 44,9
Hayir 227 55,1
Afette Kayip Evet 47 11,4
Yasama Hayir 365 88,6
Afet Egitimi Evet 193 46,8
Hayir 219 53,2
Aile Afet Plam Evet 93 22,6
Varlig Hayir 319 77,4
Afet Cantast Evet 102 24,8
Varlig Hayir 310 75,2
Afetlerde Evet 379 92,0
Goéniilli Olma Hayir 33 8,0
Istegi

Katilimeilarin  demografik bilgileri Tablo 1’de gosterilmektedir. Katilimeilarin %52.2°si
kadindir. Yas gruplarma gore dagilimina bakildiginda ise 18-24 yas aras1 bireylerin oran1 %49 oldugu
goriilmektedir. Egitim durumuna bakildiginda ise en fazla oranda 6n lisans %44.9 derecesine sahip
bireylerin katilim sagladig goriilmektedir. Gelir durumuna gore geliri giderden az olanlar %44.2°lik
orana sahiptir. Katilimcilarin %55.1 inin ise afet deneyimi yoktur. Afetlerde kayip yasamayanlarin orani
ise %88.6’dir. Afet egitimi almayanlar ise %53.2 oranindadir. Aile afet plan1 olmayan %77.4 tiir.
Katilimcilarin %75.2’sinin afet ¢antast yoktur. Katilimcilarin %92’°lik kismini ise afetlerde goniillii
olarak caligmak isteyenler olusturmaktadir.
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Tablo 2. Afet Risk Algis1 Olgeginin Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) ve Giivenirlik Sonuglar
Kabul Edilebilir =~ Hesaplanan

Uyum Uyum Alt Boyutlar CA N
indeksleri indeksleri
x¥sd <5 2,367 Afet Risk 934 25
Algisi
GFI >0,90 ,892 Maruziyet\Etki ,963 9
AGFI >(,90 ,867 Olasihk ,845 3
CFI >(,90 ,958 Yonetilemezlik ,883 3
TLI >(,90 ,952 Endise/Korku 912 6
RMSEA <0,08 ,058 Savunmasizhik ,881 4
RMR <0,08 ,063

Afet risk algis1 Olgeginin DFA ve giivenirlik sonuglari Tablo 2’de yer almaktadir. DFA
sonucundan elde edilen ki-kare istatistiginin serbestlik derecelerine oran1 (x2/df) 2,367; kok ortalama
kare yaklasim hatas1 (RMSEA) 0,058; Tucker-Lewis indeks (TLI) degeri 0,952 ve karsilagtirmali uyum
indeks (CFI) degeri ise 0,958 olarak elde edilmistir. Bir modelin 6zellikle karsilagtirmali uyum indeks
(CFD ve Tucker- Lewis indeks (TLI) degerlerinin 0,90 veya iizerinde olmasi iyi uyum sagladigi
anlamima gelmektedir (Glirbiiz, 2021). Afet risk algis1 6lgeginin DFA ve giivenirlik sonuglar1t CA
degerleri; afet risk algis1 ,934, maruziyet/etki ,963, olasilik ,845, yonetilemezlik ,883, endise/korku ,912,
savunmasizlik ,881 olarak elde edilmistir.

Tablo 3. Afet Risk Algis1 Olgeginin Alt Faktdrlerinin Pearson Korelasyon Analizi Sonuglari

Degiskenler M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1.Maruziyet Etki 4,09 ,829

2.0lasilik 3,27 ,942 LA432%%

3.Yonetilemezlik 3,51 1,026 J3T77** ,358%*

4 Endise Korku 3,91 877 ,498** ,386%* A431%*

5.Savunmasizlik 3,04 1,060 247%* 273%* ,279%* ,405%*

6.Afet Risk Algisi 3,56 ,603 ,700%* ,692%* ,708%* ,761%* ,652%*

Tablo 3’te afet risk algis1 6lgeginin alt faktdrlerinin Pearson Korelasyon analizi sonuglar1 yer
almaktadir. Olgek alt boyutlari arasindaki iligkilerin belirlenebilmesi amaciyla korelasyon analizi
yapilmistir. Buna gore maruziyet alt boyutunun olasilik alt boyutu ile (= 0,432), yonetilemezlik alt
boyutu ile (r=0,377), endise-korku alt boyutu ile (r=0,498), savunmasizlik alt boyutu ile (r=0,247)
oraninda pozitif yonli anlaml iliskisi vardir. Olasilik alt boyutunun yonetilemezlik alt boyutu ile
(r=0,358), endise-korku alt boyutu ile (r=0,386), savunmasizlik alt boyutu ile (r=0,273) pozitif yonlii
anlaml iligkisi vardir. Yonetilemezlik alt boyutunun endise-korku alt boyutu ile (r=0,431),
savunmasizlik alt boyutu ile (r=0,279) pozitif yonlii anlaml iliskisi vardir. Endise-korku alt boyutunun
savunmasizlik alt boyutu ile (r=0,405) pozitif yonlii anlamli iliski vardir.

Afet risk algis1 dlcegi ve alt faktorlerinin demografik degiskenler arasinda anlamli bir farklilik
olup olmadigini degerlendirmek icin Independent Samples t Test ve ANOVA analizleri yapilmistir.
Tablo 4’te afet risk algis1 dlgeginin demografik bilgilerine ait bagimsiz 6meklem t testi sonuglar
bulunmaktadir. Tiim 6lgek ve alt faktorleri demografik degiskenlerin hepsi ile analiz edilmistir. Tabloda
ise yapilan analiz sonucunda anlamli farklilik bulunan durumlar tabloya eklenmigtir. Bekar
katilimcilarin (M=3,39, SD=,937) olasilik ortalamalar1 evli katilimcilara (M=3,08 SD=,921) gore daha
yiiksektir. Bekar katilimcilarin (M=3,59, SD=1,00) yonetilemezlik ortalamalari evli katilimcilara
(M=3,38, SD=1,04) gore daha yiliksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Kadin katilimcilarin (M= 4,12,
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SD=0,745) endise korku ortalamalar1 erkek katilimcilara (M=3,68, SD=0,95) gore daha ylksektir.
Kadin katilimcilarin (M=3,18ve SD=1,031) savunmasizlik ortalamalar1 erkek katilimcilara (M=2,89,
SD=1,073) gore daha yiiksektir. Kadin katilimcilarin (M=3,66, SD=,639) afet risk algisi ortalamasi
erkek katilimcilara (M=3,46, SD=,675) gore daha yliksektir. Afet egitimi almayan bireylerin (M=3,99,
SD=,854) endise korku ortalamalar1 afet egitimi alan bireylere (M=3,81, SD=,895) gbre daha yliksektir.
Afet egitimi almayan bireylerin (M=3,33, SD=1,034) savunmasizlik ortalamalar1 afet egitimi alan
bireylere (M=2,71, SD=,995) gore daha yiiksektir. Afet egitimi almayan bireylerin (M=3,63, SD=,684)
afet risk algis1 ortalamasi afet egitimi alan bireylere (M=3,50, SD=,634) gore daha yiiksektir. Afetlerde
kay1p yasayan bireylerin (M=3,56, SD=1,072) olasilik ortalamalar1 kayip yasamayan bireylere (M=3,23,
SD=,919) gore daha yiiksektir. Aile afet plam1 olmayan katilmcilarin (M=3,14, SD=1,056)
savunmasizlik ortalamalar aile afet plan1 olan katilimeilara gore (M=2,69, SD=1,004) daha ytiksektir.
Afet deneyimi yasayan katilimcilarin (M=3,41, SD= ,948) olasilik ortalamalar1 afet deneyimi
yagamayan katilimcilara (M=3,16, SD= ,924) gore daha yiiksektir. Afet deneyimi yasamayan
katiimcilarin (M=3,14, SD= 1,013) savunmasizlik ortalamalarn afet deneyimi yasayanlara gore
(M=2,92, SD=1,106) daha yiiksektir. Afetlerde goniillii olarak ¢alismak isteyen katilimcilarin (M=3,54,
SD=1,027) yonetilemezlik ortalamalar1 goniilli ¢alismak istemeyen katilimcilara (M= 3,17, SD=,954)
gore daha yiiksektir. Afetlerde goniillii olarak ¢alismak istemeyen katilimcilarin (M= 3,50, SD=0,991)
savunmasizlik ortalamalar afetlerde goniillii ¢alismak isteyen katilimcilara (M=3,00, SD=1,058) gore
daha yiiksektir.

Tablo 4. Afet Risk Algis1 Olgeginin Demografik Bilgilere Gére Bagimsiz Orneklem t Testi Sonuglar

Olgek Ozellik Gruplar _ n M SD SE t P

Olasilik Medeni Durum gg;ér ;gj ;:gg :gg ; :823 -3,283 ,001
Yonetilemezlik  Medeni Durum Eg;ér gj g:gg }:gé :82; -2,008 ,037
Endise Korku  Cinsiyet gj‘g{l f; géé 8:;;‘? :82(7’ 518  ,000
Savunmasizlk  Cinsiyet gj‘ﬁ;ﬁ f ; ; ég }gi é :8;2 2,857  ,004
Afet Risk Algist  Cinsiyet gj‘g{l f; gﬁg :2?2 2833 3,025,003
Endise Korku Afet Egitimi Alma E\;;tlr é?; g:gé :Sgi :8?47‘ -2,074 ,039
Savunmasizlik  Afet Egitimi Alma E\;;tlr é?; g:;; ’19,32 4 :825 -6,148 ,000
Afet Risk Algis1  Afet Egitimi Alma E\;;tlr é?; ;:22 :ggi :832 -1,995 ,047
Olasilik Afetlerde Kayip Yasama E\;;tlr gz 5 2:;2 519’(1);2 : (l)ig 2,270 ,024
Savunmasizlik  Aile Afet Plan1 Varligi E\;;tlr gi 9 g:?i }:ggg : (1)(5)3 -3,663 ,000
Olastlik Afet Deneyimi EZ‘;; gg g‘l‘é :g‘z‘i gg? 2,766 006
Savunmasizlik  Afet Deneyimi E\;;tlr égg g:?i } : (1)(1)2 :82; -2,102 ,036
Yénetilemezlik Afe?;zdg‘j Gonllii Calisma EZ‘;; 329 g? ‘7‘ }5(5)i7 ?gé 2023 044
sovmag Al G GalmaEaet 0300 LSS gy

Arastirmada One-Way ANOVA testi de yapilmistir. Yas, medeni durum, egitim durumu ve gelir
durumu afet risk algis1 olgegi ve alt faktorleri ile analiz edilmigtir. Bu analizler sonucunda sadece
istatiksel olarak anlamli bulunan durumlar tabloya eklenmistir. Tablo 5’te egitim seviyesi ve yas
degiskenine ait One- Way ANOVA testi sonuglar1 yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5’e gore, maruziyet etki (F= 6,322, p<.05), olasilik (F=4,055, p<.05), yonetilemezlik ( F=
3,855, p<.05), endise korku (= 4,097, p<.05), savunmasizlik (F= 8,507, p<.05) ve afet risk algisi
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(F=8,548, p<.05) ortalamalarn egitim durumuna gore anlamli farkliliga sahip oldugu bilgisi elde
edilmistir. Bu anlaml farkliliklarin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek igin ise ayrica LSD post
hoc analiz testi yapilmustir. On lisans, lisans ve lisansiistii egitim derecesine sahip olan katilimcilarm
maruziyet etki ortalamalar1 lise derecesine sahip olan katilimeilarin ortalamasindan daha yiiksektir. On
lisans ve lisans derecesine sahip olan katilimcilarin olasilik ortalamalar: lise derecesine sahip olan
katilimcilardan daha yiiksektir. Lisansiistii derecesine sahip olan katilimcilarm ydnetilemezlik
ortalamalar1 ilkokul-ortaokul ve lise derecesine sahip katilimcilardan daha yiiksektir. Lisans derecesine
sahip katilimcilarin endise korku ortalamalari lise ve 6n lisans derecesine sahip katilimcilardan daha
yiiksektir. Lisans ve lisansiistii derecelere sahip katilimcilarin savunmasizlik ortalamalar1 lise ve 6n
lisans derecelerine sahip katilimcilardan daha yiiksektir. Lisans derecesine sahip katilimcilarm afet risk
algis1 ortalamasi lise ve On lisans derecesine sahip katilimcilara gore daha yiiksektir. Lisansiistii
derecesine sahip katilimcilarin afet risk algis1 ortalamasi ilkokul-ortaokul, lise ve 6n lisans derecesine
sahip olan katilimcilardan daha yiiksektir. Ek olarak olasilik (F=5,576, p<.05) ortalamas1 yas durumuna
gore de istatiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur. Buna gore ise 18-24 yas araligma sahip olan
katilimcilarin olasilik ortalamalar1 35-44 yas araligina sahip katilimcilara gore daha yiiksektir.

Tablo 5. Afet Risk Algis1 Olgeginin Demografik Bilgilere Gére One Way ANOVA Testi Sonuglari

Olgek Ozellik n M SD F P Anlaml Fark
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 3,94 0,960
B-Lise 71 3,71 1,020 C>B
Maruziyet Etki C-On lisans 185 4,11 0,782 6,322  ,000 D>B
D-Lisans 119 4723 0,739 E>B
E-Lisansiistii 23 4,47 0,442
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 2,90 1,049
B-I:ise 71 2,92 0,932 C>B
Olasilik C-On lisans 185 3,32 0,964 4,055 ,003 D>B
D-Lisans 119 3,40 0,869
E-Lisansiistii 23 3,50 0,840
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 2,85 0,823
B-I:ise 71 3,38 0,967 E>A
Y onetilemezlik C-On lisans 185 3,48 1,028 3,855 ,004 E>B
D-Lisans 119 3,60, 1,077
E-Lisansiistii 23 4,08 0,712
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 3,96 1,062
B-I:ise 71 3,70 0,892 D>B
Endise Korku C-On lisans 185 3,81 0,898 4,097 ,003 D>C
D-Lisans 119 4,11 0,819
E-Lisansiistii 23 4,26 0,504
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 3,12 1,307
B-Lise 71 282 L117 gzg
Savunmasizlik C-On lisans 185 2,82 977 8,507 ,000 D>C
D-Lisans 119 3,37 1,021 E>C
E-Lisansiistii 23 3,71 0,908
A-Ilkokul-Ortaokul 14 3,35 0,849 E>A
B-Lise 71 3,31 0,670 D>B
Afet Risk Algisi C-On lisans 185 3,51 0,636 8,548 ,000 E>B
D-Lisans 119 3,74 0,638 D>C
E-Lisansiistii 23 4,01 0,399 E>C
A-18-24 yas 202 348 0,929
B-25-34 yas 80 3,17 0,877
Olasilik C-35-44 yas 92 3,03 1,013 5,576  ,000 A>C
D-45-54 yas 25 2,96 0,633

E-55 ve iizeri 13 2,92 0,829
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Tartisma

Mevcut arastirmada, Artvin ilinde yasayan bireylerin afet risk algis1 diizeyleri incelenmis ve
cesitli demografik degiskenler agisindan degerlendirilmistir. Elde edilen bulgular, afet risk algisinin
bireylerin sosyo-demografik 6zelliklerine gore farklilik gosterebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Ozellikle
cinsiyet, medeni durum, afet deneyimi ve afet egitimi gibi faktorlerin afet risk algisinda belirleyici
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore, bekar katilimcilarin olasilik ve yonetilemezlik alt
boyutlart evli katilimcilara gore daha yiliksek bulunmustur. Kadin katilimcilarin endise/korku,
savunmasizlik ve genel afet risk algis1 diizeyleri erkek katilimcilardan daha yiiksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Afet egitimi almayan bireylerin endise/korku, savunmasizlik ve afet risk algis1 alt
boyutlarinda, afet egitimi alanlara kiyasla daha yiiksek ortalamalara sahip oldugu belirlenmistir.
Afetlerde kayip yasayan bireylerin ve afet deneyimi olan katilimcilarin olasilik alt boyut ortalamasi,
kayip yasamayanlara ve afet deneyimi olmayanlara gére daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Ayrica, aile afet
plan1 olmayan katilimcilarin afet plani olanlara kiyasla, afet deneyimi yasamayanlarin afet deneyimi
yasayanlara kiyasla ve afetlerde goniillii olarak caligmak istemeyenlerin goniillii olarak calismak
isteyenlere kiyasla savunmasizlik algilarinin daha yiiksek oldugu saptanmigtir. Bu béliimde, arastirma
sonuclar1 Onceki ¢aligmalarla karsilastirilarak degerlendirilecek ve afet risk algisinin afet yonetimi
stireclerindeki 6nemi vurgulanacaktir.

Terpstra (2011) tarafindan yapilan arastirma, afet deneyiminin bireylerin savunmasizlik
farkindaligim artirdigini ve ilgili riskleri anlama diizeylerini giiclendirdigini ortaya koymustur. Bircok
calisma da deneyim ile risk algis1 arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir korelasyon oldugunu desteklemektedir
(Ho et al., 2008; Kung et al., 2012; Watchinger et al., 2013). Ruin ve arkadaslar1 (2007) sonraki
aragtirmalari, hi¢c sel yasamamis kisilerin riskleri hafife alma egiliminde olduklarini, sel deneyimi
yasayanlarin ise tehlikenin seviyesini daha iyi anladiklarini1 bulmuslardir (Ruin et al., 2007).

Aragtirmanin bulgularinda olasilik ve yonetilemezlik alt boyutlari ile medeni durum arasinda
anlamli bir fark bulunmustur. Bekar bireylerin evli bireylere gore olasilik ve yonetilemezlik diizeyleri
daha yiiksektir. Literatiirde ise medeni durum hakkinda bir fikir birligi yoktur. Bireylerin afet risk
algisinin gesitli degiskenler agisindan degerlendirilmesi iizerine yapilan baska bir ¢aligmada ise bekar
katilimcilari evli katilimcilara kiyasla afet risk algisinin daha ytiksek oldugu bulgusu tespit edilmistir
(Tercan, 2023). Tayvan’da iklim degisikligi risk algis1 iizerine yapilan bir arasgtirmada ise evli
katilimcilarm kisisel tehdit algilar1 bekarlara kiyasla daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir (Sun & Han,
2018).

Arastirmada ¢ikan sonuglara gore cinsiyet faktorii endise korku, savunmasizlik ve afet risk algisi
alt boyutlarinda istatiksel olarak anlamli sonuca sahiptir. Bu alt boyutlarda kadinlarin degerleri erkeklere
gore daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Alanyazina bakildiginda cinsiyet faktorii konusunda bir fikir
birligi yoktur. Liu vd., (2020) yilinda yapmis olduklar ¢alismada ise tehlikeli kimyasallara kars1 risk
algilarim etkileyen bireysel faktorler konulu ¢aligmasinda ise erkeklerin afet risk algilarinin kadinlara
oranla daha yiiksek oldugu bulgusu elde edilmistir (Liu et al., 2020). Fakat sel riski algis1 konusunda
yapilan bir arastirmada ise kadmlarin korku ve afet risk algis1 diizeyleri erkeklere gore daha yiiksek
oldugu bulgusu elde edilmistir (Liu et al., 2018). Ayrica tsunami risk algis1 lizerine yapilan bir
aragtirmada ise cinsiyet faktorii arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir (Arias et al., 2017).

Aragtirmada afet egitimi alma durumu ile endise korku, savunmasizlik ve afet risk algis1 boyutlari
arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur. Afet egitimi almayan katilimcilarin savunmasizlik,
endise korku ve afet risk algis1 diizeyleri afet egitimi alanlara kiyasla daha yiiksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Universite dgrencilerinin afet risk algisi {izerine yapilan bir aragtirmada afet egitimi alma
durumunun afet risk algis1 iizerinde herhangi bir etkisi oldugu tespit edilememistir (Mizrak & Aslan,
2020).
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Literatlirde afet risk algisi ile afetlerde goniillii olarak calismak isteme durumu konusunda bir
fikir birligi bulunmamaktadir. Fakat yapilan bu aragtirmada yonetilemezlik alt boyutunda goniillii olmak
isteyenlerin ortalamalan yliksekken, savunmasizlik alt boyutu ele alindiginda goniillii olmak istemeyen
bireylerin ortalamalarinin daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Afet risk algisina egitimin katkis1 g6z oniine alindiginda egitim seviyesi arttik¢a afet risk algisinin
arttig1 elde edilmektedir. Qasim vd., (2015) yilinda sel risk algis1 iizerine yapmis olduklar1 ¢alismada
egitim seviyesi arttikca sel risk algis1 da artmaktadir (Qasim et al., 2015). Yapilan bu arasgtirmada da
benzer sonuglar elde edilmistir. Arastirmaya katilan lisansiistli egitim seviyesine sahip bireylerin afet
risk alg1 diizeyi ilkokul-ortaokul, lise ve Onlisans egitim diizeyine sahip katilimcilarin afet risk algist
ortalamasina goére daha yiliksek bulunmustur. Afet risk algisina egitimin etkisi géz 6niine alindiginda
egitim seviyesi arttikca afet risk algisinin arttigi bulgusu elde edilmistir. Qasim vd., (2015) yilinda
yapmis oldugu aynmi ¢aligmaya bakildiginda ise afet deneyimi yasayan bireylerin de afet risk algisinin
daha yliksek oldugu tespit edilmistir (Qasim et al., 2015). Yapilan bu ¢alismada isebir fikir birligine
varilmamustir. Yani bulgularda afet deneyimi yasayan katilimcilarin olasilik alt boyutu ortalamasi fazla
iken, afet deneyimi yasamayan katilime1 bireylerin savunmasizlik alt boyutu ortalamasinin daha yiiksek
oldugu bulgusu elde edilmistir. Farkli bir calismaya bakildiginda ise afete maruz kalmayan kisilerin
yonetilmezlik alt boyutu ortalamasinin daha yiiksek oldugu bulgusu elde edilmistir (Aslan & Demirdz,
2024). Yani afet deneyimi yasamis olma durumu bir fikir birligine ulasmamaistir.

Afet risk algisi, bireylerin ve toplumlarin afetlere kars1 ne kadar hazirlikli oldugunu belirleyen
kritik bir faktordiir. Bu arasgtirma bulgularina gore, afet egitimi almayan, afet deneyimi yasamayan ve
goniillii olarak afet ¢aligmalarina katilmak istemeyen bireylerin savunmasizlik algisinin daha yiiksek
olmasi, afet yonetimi siireclerinde risk algisinin dikkate alinmasi gerektigini gostermektedir.

Sonug¢

Yapilan aragtirma Artvin ilinde yasayan bireylerin afet risk alg1 diizeyini belirlemek ve bunun
sonucuna gore elde edilen bulgular literatiire kazandirmak amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin
sonucunda bekar bireylerin evli bireylere gore olasilik ve yonetilemezlik diizeyleri daha yiiksektir.
Kadmlarin endise korku, savunmasizlik alt boyutlar ve afet risk algisi degerleri erkeklere gore daha
yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Afet egitimi almayan katilimcilarin savunmasizlik, endise korku ve afet
risk algis1 diizeyleri afet egitimi alanlara kiyasla daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Oneriler

Arastirmanin 6rneklemi sinirli olmasi arastirmanin kisithligint olusturmaktadir. Bu nedenle
arastirma sonuglar1 tam olarak genellenebilirlik 6zelligini tasitmamaktadir. Bu sebeple bu arastirma
konusunun daha genis bir cografi bolgeye, daha spesifik bir demografik gruba ve belirlenmis bir afet
tiiriine (deprem, sel, ¢18, iklim degisikligi, vs.) yonelik ele alinmasi daha kesin ve genellenebilir sonuglar
elde edilmesini saglayacaktir. Yapilan bu ¢aligmalarin sonuglar ve onerileri ilgili kurum olan AFAD’a
aktarilmalidir. AFAD kurumu tarafindan degerlendirilmeye alinan bu ¢alismalar 151831nda adimlar atilir
ise; hem zaman hem de kaynak israfim Onlenip afet caligmalarim daha etkin hale getirecegi
diistiniilmektedir.

Literatiirde afet risk algis1 iizerine yapilacak kapsamli c¢aligmalar, hem bireylerin hem de
toplumlarin afetlere kars1 daha dayanikli hale gelmesine katki saglayacaktir. Boylece afet hazirlik siireci
daha bilimsel ve verimli adimlar atilmasina yardime1 olacaktir.

Afet risk algis1 caligmalar1 yapilirken 6nemli bir diger adim da aragtirmanin yapildig gergek risk
ve algilanan risk arasinda baglanti olmalidir. Yani bu ¢aligmalarin yapildig1 bolgede algilanan risk ile
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gercek risk arasindaki fark belirlenmelidir. Fark varsa bu farki olusturan yanlis inaniglar diizeltici egitim
programlari ile azaltilmalidir.

Afet risk algisina medyanin ve egitim programlariin nasil etkisi oldugu da arastirilmalidir.
Halkin afet risk algisimi gercek afet riski ile entegre olmasi igin, egitim kampanyalar1 ve simiilasyonlari
tatbikatlar1 ve okul miifredatlarinin afet yonetimine uygun miifradatlar eklenmelidir.

Afet risk algis1 yiiksek olan bireyler, afetlere yonelik 6nlemler alma ve afet sonrasi toparlanma
stireglerine katilma konusunda daha bilingli hareket etmesi icin tesvik edilebilir. Bu nedenle, afet
yonetimi stireclerinde risk algisini artirmaya yonelik egitim, farkindalik kampanyalar1 ve toplumsal
dayamkhilig1 giiglendiren stratejiler gelistirilmelidir. Ozellikle hassas gruplarin belirlenmesi ve afet
bilincinin bu gruplar arasinda yayginlastirilmasi, afetlerin neden oldugu kayiplarin en aza indirilmesine
katki saglayacaktir. Afet yonetimi siireclerinin etkinligi, toplumun afet risk algisimi yiikseltecek
politikalarla dogrudan iligkilidir. Bu nedenle risk algisi, afet ydnetimi planlamalarinin temel
bilesenlerinden biri olarak ele alinmalidir.

Beyan ve Ac¢iklamalar

1. Arastirmacilarin katki orani beyami: Her bir yazar, calismanin bilimsel dogrulugunu ve etik
standartlarin1 saglama siirecine katkida bulunmus ve makale iizerinde yapilan tiim revizyonlari
denetlemistir.

2. Cikar catismasi: Herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmamaktadir.

3. Etik Raporu: Arastirma, Artvin Coruh Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu
tarafindan 06.02.2023 tarih ve E-18457941-050.99-80482 sayili resmi yazisi ile onaylanmstir.
Aragtirmanin Artvin ilinde yasayan 18 yas iistii bireylere uygulanmasi igin ise T.C. Artvin Valiligi
tarafindan 28.02.2023 tarih ve E-90686638-492-14199 sayili resmi yazisi ile uygun goriilmiistiir.

4. Arastirmanin Modeli: Aragtirma aragtirma makalesidir. Afet risk algis1 ve likert tipi olgekler
uygulandigi i¢in nicel arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir.
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