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Abstract

Objective: This study aimed to investigate individuals’ disaster literacy levels, their

thoughts on disaster management services, and related factors.

Method: The descriptive research was conducted with a total of 480 individuals

between the ages of 18 and 60 living in a province in the first-degree earthquake zone

in Turkey. The data were collected with the Disaster Literacy Scale and the Disaster

Management Services Evaluation Form.

Results: In this study, it was found that more than half of the participants had inad-

equate/moderate disaster literacy. The total disaster literacy score and all subscale

scores were found to be higher in individuals who had an earthquake kit at home, had

an emergency plan, and had received disaster-related training (p < .05). The majority

of the participants found the services provided for disaster management inadequate

or very inadequate.

Conclusions: In this study, it has been found that a significant portion of the society

lacks the desired level of disaster literacy, and the services provided for disasters are

deemed insufficient therefore, there is a need for multi-disciplinary national preven-

tion programs to enhance disaster literacy and preparedness in the community, as well

as urgently supporting policies to improve disaster-related services. Additionally, due

to their comprehensive knowledge of the general structure of society, public health

nurses need to play an active role in disaster preparedness and increasing disaster

literacy levels.
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1 BACKGROUND

A disaster is a condition that requires national or international assis-

tance, causing physical, economic, social, or environmental losses
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that the affected group or society cannot cope with using their own

resources (Genc et al., 2022). Disastersmay lead to large-scale physical

and economic losses and significant social and psychological destruc-

tion (Altun, 2018). According to the International Emergency Events
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Database (EM-DAT), there were 30,704 deaths and $223.8 billion

of economic losses worldwide due to disasters in 2022 (EM-DAT,

2023).

Türkiye is a risky country in terms of disasters due to its location on

Earth (UNDP, 2016). Many people have lost their lives due to natural

disasters in Türkiye for the last 70 years (ITU, 2023). During the Febru-

ary 6 earthquakes (2023), whichwere recorded as the second and third

largest earthquake in Türkiye (ITU, 2023; Ozer, 2023) and affected 11

provinces, more than 50,000 people died, and nearly 301,000 houses

and workplaces were destroyed/moderately-heavily damaged (SBO

2023).

From past to present, every country has made various plans to

minimize the impact of disasters, formed communities for effective

intervention, and set regulations (Akpınar & Ceran, 2020). Disaster

preparedness has many components, such as evacuation plans, early

warning systems, storage of necessarymaterials, and studies on raising

social awareness (Sutton & Tierney, 2006). Concerning social aware-

ness with a wide impact on disaster management, the term “disaster

literacy,” whose importance has increased in recent years and which is

a new concept, has emerged (Calıskan&Uner, 2023). This concept rep-

resents a good starting point for individuals and society to take action

in order to reduce disaster-related risks and mitigate damage (Brown,

Haun & Peterson, 2014; Calıskan & Uner, 2021; Kimura et al., 2017).

Disaster literacy is the process of making correct and conscious deci-

sions as a result of a detailed understanding, analysis, synthesis, and

evaluation of a disaster problem that an individual has encountered or

mayencounter (Sozcu&Aydınozu, 2019). Individualswithhighdisaster

literacy levels knowwhich hazards pose problems for themselves, their

families and society, the factors affecting thesehazards andhowtodeal

with them (Chu et al., 2018). Hence, it is essential that all individuals in

society have high disaster literacy levels.

There are numerous studies in the literature on disaster prepared-

ness and disaster management at the national and international levels

(Amini et al., 2023; Pollack, 2020; Willson, FitzGerald & Lim, 2021).

Nevertheless, it is remarkable that there are few studies on disaster

literacy (Ajar & Ronggowulan, 2022; Genc et al., 2022; Zhang et al.,

2021). These studies have reported inadequate/moderate levels of dis-

aster literacy (Ajar & Ronggowulan, 2022; Genc et al., 2022; Zhang

et al., 2021). Therefore the present study was planned to determine

the disaster literacy level of society and related factors. Furthermore,

the opinions of society about the adequacy of the services provided for

disasters were evaluated.

The research questions were determined as follows;

- What are the disaster literacy levels of individuals aged between 18

and 60who live in a first-degree disaster area?

- Do the disaster literacy levels of individuals aged between 18 and 60

who live in a first-degree disaster area differ by socio-demographic

characteristics?

- Do the disaster literacy levels of individuals aged between 18 and 60

who live in a first-degreedisaster areadiffer by their disaster-related

characteristics?

- How are disaster management services delivered in our country

according to individuals aged between 18 and 60 who live in a

first-degree disaster area?

2 METHOD

2.1 Population and sample of the study

The population of this descriptive study comprises 36,585 individuals

aged between 18 and 60 who live in 8 neighborhoods in the center

of Bilecik city. The sample size was determined to be 381 individuals

using a known formula for sample size calculation (n =Nt2 .p.q/d22(N-

1)+t2 .p.q) with a margin of error of 5% and a confidence interval

of 95%. A stratified sampling method was employed in participant

selection, with participants being stratified based on the neighbor-

hoods they reside in. Simple random sampling was utilized to select

participants from each stratum, resulting in a total of 480 individuals

being reached. Inclusion criteria for the study were being between 18

and 60 years old, volunteering to participate in the research, and not

encountering any difficulties in completing the survey

2.2 Data collection

The data were collected face-to-face from randomly selected individu-

als in the relevant neighborhoods using thePersonal InformationForm,

Disaster Literacy Scale, andDisasterManagement Services Evaluation

Form.

2.3 Data collection forms

2.3.1 Personal information form

The form was developed by the researchers in line with the literature

(Genc et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2021) and includes 16 questions about

individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics (age, gender, marital

status, education, etc.) and disaster-related knowledge and experi-

ences (disaster experience, following disaster news, earthquake kit

preparation, etc.).

2.3.2 Disaster literacy scale (DLS)

The scale developed by Calıskan and Uner (2023) to evaluate disas-

ter literacy in individuals aged 18–60 is a five-point Likert scale and

comprises 61 items. The conceptual framework includes four disaster-

related dimensions (mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery)

and the processes of obtaining information regarding disaster-related

decision-making and practices (access, understanding, appraisal, and

application). The total score that can be received on the scale is 61–
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305, and the disaster literacy level increases with the increasing score.

The total score is standardized between 0 and 50 for ease of cal-

culation. A score of 0 to <30 points indicates inadequate, a score

of 30 to <36 points moderate, a score of 36 to <42 points ade-

quate, and a score of 42–50 points means excellent disaster literacy.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the internal consistency of the whole

scale is α = 0.954. Cronbach’s alpha for the mitigation dimension was

α = 0.874, preparedness Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.860, response

Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.831 and recovery Cronbach’s alpha was

α= 0.883. Cronbach’s alpha value was found to be 0.94 in this study.

2.3.3 Disaster management services evaluation
form (DMSEF)

Theabove-mentioned formwasdevelopedby the researchersbasedon

the literature for individuals to evaluate disaster management-related

services (before and after the disaster) in Turkey (Calıskan & Uner,

2023; Inal, Kocagoz & Turan, 2012). The form includes four 5-point

Likert questions (1 = very inadequate, 2 = inadequate, 3 = moderate,

4= adequate, 5= very adequate) (Risk analysis andmitigation, disaster

preparedness, rescue and first aid, and recovery and reconstruction).

The total score varies between 4 and 20, and the subscale scores vary

between 1 and 5. An increase in the score means that the participant

finds disaster management services more qualified. Cronbach’s alpha

(α) value was determined as 0.89.

2.4 Ethical considerations of the study

Before the study, permission was obtained from the ethics committee

of the university (Number: E-54674167-050.01.04-179449 Decision

No: 5), and neighborhood mukhtars were informed about the study.

Before starting the survey, the participants were informed about the

study, and their consent was acquired.

2.5 Analysis of study data

SPSS 23.0 (Statistical Package of Social Sciences) package program

was used to evaluate the data. Number (n), percentage (%), mean (x

̅ ± sd), median, and 25th and 75th percentile values (M [Q25-Q75])

were used for descriptive characteristics. The data distribution were

evaluated with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Continuous variables

were compared by the Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests. The

significance level was accepted as p< .05.

3 RESULTS

The participants’ mean age was 27.4 ± 9.39, 56.5% were female,

49% had income equal to their expenses, and 51.2% were university

graduates. It was revealed that 40.8% of the participants had previous

disaster experience, and 42.9% had experienced losses (material,

spiritual, etc.) due to disaster. It was found that 73.3% of the partic-

ipants did not have an earthquake kit at home, 67.5% did not have

a family emergency plan, and 52.9% did not have earthquake insur-

ance. Furthermore, 89.2% of the participants had not received any

disaster-related training. Of the participants, 26.5% had inadequate

disaster literacy, 26.5% had moderate disaster literacy, 35.2% had

adequate disaster literacy, and 11.9% had excellent disaster literacy

(Table 1).

The participants’ DLS total mean score was 33.7 ± 7.49, and

the mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery subscale scores

varied between 32.9 ± 8.92 and 35.4 ± 8.26. The Disaster Manage-

ment Services Evaluation Form total mean score was 10.5 ± 4.30

out of 20, and the subscale scores varied between 2.34 ± 2.68

(Table 2). Considering the scale scores in terms of some characteristics

(Table 3), there was a difference between the DLS total and recov-

ery subscale scores in terms of only age among socio-demographic

characteristics (p < .05). The DLS total and all sub-dimension scores

of those who have earthquake kits at home, emergency plans, and

disaster-related education are higher (p < .05) (Table 4). Of the par-

ticipants, 56.8% found services provided for risk mitigation, 58.5%

for disaster preparedness, 44.8% for rescue and first aid, and 42.9%

for recovery and reconstruction as inadequate and very inadequate

(Table 5).

4 DISCUSSION

In this research conducted to examine the disaster literacy level, eval-

uations of disaster management services, and associated factors of

individuals aged 18–60 living in a province located in the primary

earthquake zone, it was determined that participants had a “lim-

ited” level of disaster literacy. Additionally, emphasis is placed on the

change in disaster literacy level according to factors such as age, tak-

ing concrete measures against earthquakes (having an earthquake

kit at home, emergency plan), and having disaster-related education.

Another notable result is that a significant portion of individuals find

the disaster management services provided in our country to be “very

inadequate” or “inadequate.”

In our study, it was determined that the participants had a “limited”

level of disaster literacy. In the literature, there are results in interna-

tional studies on disaster literacy indicating that the general disaster

literacy level is low or partially adequate (Ajar & Ronggowulan, 2022;

Zhang et al., 2021). In Turkey, although results indicate that individu-

als’ disaster literacy levels are inadequate/moderate (Genc et al., 2022;

Sozcu&Aydınozu, 2019), it is alsopossible to encounter studies report-

ing high disaster literacy levels (Demirdelen & Cakıcı, 2021; Turker

& Sozcu, 2021). As seen in the relevant studies, participants’ disaster

literacy levels vary, and places at risk for disasters should be evalu-

ated separately. Moreover, according to the disaster literacy results

obtained, it is understood that educational activities for society should

beplannedand support systems shouldbeestablished to transform the

learned knowledge into behavior.
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TABLE 1 Distribution of individuals by their socio-demographic
and disaster-related characteristics (n= 480).

Characteristics n (%)

Gender

Female 271 56.5

Male 209 43.5

Age (Mean± SD) 27.4± 9.39

20–29 361 75.2

30–39 57 11.9

40–49 44 9.2

50–60 18 3.8

Marital status

Married 127 26.5

Single 353 73.5

Income status

Income less than expenses 165 34.4

Income equal to expenses 235 49.0

Incomemore than expenses 80 16.7

Educational status

Middle school and below 40 8.3

High school 161 33.5

University 246 51.2

Master’s degree/PhD 33 6.9

Occupation

Student/graduate job seeker 208 43.3

Other 272 56.7

Disaster experience

Yes 196 40.8

No 284 59.2

Status of experiencing loss (material, spiritual, other)

Yes 206 42.9

No 274 57.1

Status of following disaster-related news (newspapers, television,

social media, etc.)

Yes 444 92.5

No 36 7.5

Keeping an earthquake kit/survival kit at home

Yes 128 26.7

No 352 73.3

Having a family emergency plan

Yes 156 32.5

No 324 67.5

Having earthquake insurance

Yes 226 47.1

No 254 52.9

(Continues)

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Characteristics n (%)

Status of having received disaster-related

training

Yes 52 10.8

No 428 89.2

Disaster literacy level according to the DLS

0–29 inadequate 127 26.5

30–35moderate 127 26.5

36–41 adequate 169 35.2

42–50 excellent 57 11.9

TABLE 2 TheDLS and the DMSEF total and subscale scores.

Characteristics X̄± SD (Min–Max) Median

DLS Total 33.7± 7.49 (5.33–50.0) 34.6

Mitigation 33.1± 8.63 (5.47–50.0) 34.5

Preparedness 33.6± 7.94 (5.47–50.0) 34.3

Response 35.4± 8.26 (3.85–50.0) 36.5

Recovery 32.9± 8.92 (0.0–50.0) 33.3

DMSEF Total 10.5± 4.30 (4–20) 10.0

Mitigation 2.34± 1.20 (1–5) 2.00

Disaster preparedness 2.36± 1.23 (1–5) 2.00

Rescue and first aid 2.68± 1.24 (1–5) 3.00

Recovery and reconstruction 2.76± 1.24 (1–5) 3.00

Abbreviations: Min-Max, Minimum-Maximum values; SD, Standard devia-

tion; X̄, Mean.

While the study found no significant difference in individuals’ dis-

aster literacy levels according to their gender, marital status, income

status, education level, and occupation, a significant difference accord-

ing to age was revealed. Similar to our study, some studies have

reported a significant difference between age and disaster literacy

level (Bulut, 2023;Gencet al., 2022; Sozcu&Aydınozu, 2019).Whereas

the disaster literacy level was the highest in the young adult age group

(40–49), it was the lowest in themiddle age group (50–60) in our study.

When examined in terms of other socio-demographic variables, some

studies in the literature have determined that the disaster literacy level

does not vary by gender (Fadilah et al., 2020; Genc et al., 2022; Seyi-

hoglu et al., 2021; Turker & Sozcu, 2021). Unlike the above-mentioned

results, some studies in the literature have revealed that disaster lit-

eracy levels vary by education (Chung & Yen, 2016; Sozcu & Aydınozu,

2019) and gender (Ku & Li, 2017; Yusuf et al., 2021) (p < .05). These

results stress that the age group is a factor that should be consid-

ered in disaster literacy initiatives. Additionally, it is thought that there

is a need for more studies on the relationship of gender and other

socio-demographic factors with disaster literacy.
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TABLE 3 TheDLS total and subscale scores according to socio-demographic characteristics.

DLS

Characteristics TotalM (Q25/Q75)

MitigationM

(Q25/Q75)

PreparednessM

(Q25/Q75)

ResponseM

(Q25/Q75)

RecoveryM

(Q25/Q75)

Gender

Female 34.6 (29.6–37.9) 33.8 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (29.6–38.2) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (27.0–38.3)

Male 34.6 (29.7–38.9) 34.5 (29.4–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–40.39) 33.3 (26.6–39.1)

Z/p −0.421/.673 −1.079/.281 −1.199/.843 −0.019/.985 −0.258/.796

Age

20–29 34.6 (29.7–38.5)a 34.55 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 33.3 (28.3–39.1)a

33–39 35.8 (29.3–39.2)ab 35.2 (27.9–38.9) 35.9 (30.4–39.8) 37.5 (29.8–41.3) 34.1 (25.8–39.1)ab

40–49 34.7 (30.7–37.2)ab 33.8 (29.0–38.2) 33.2 (30.0–37.5) 36.0 (33.1–40.3) 34.5 (28.7–38.3)ab

0–60 27.8 (20.6–34.9)b 30.5 (17.6–31.6) 28.1 (22.6–35.1) 29.8 (21.1–37.5) 25.8 (17.5–34.1)b

X2/p 7.95/.047 6.437/.092 6.67/.83 6.38/.094 8.55/.036

Marital status

Married 34.5 (28.4–37.2) 33.8 (27.9–37.5) 33.2 (28.9–37.5) 35.5 (30.7–40.3) 33.7 (25.0–37.5)

Single 34.6 (29.9–38.9) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 33.3 (28.3–39.1)

Z/p −1.456/.145 −1.462/.144 −1.221/.222 −1.266/.205 −1.626/.103

Income status

Income less than expenses 34.0 (29.3–37.7) 34.5 (27.2–38.9) 32.8 (28.1–37.5) 35.5 (29.8–40.3) 32.5 (27.5–38.3)

Income equal to expenses 34.6 (29.5–38.0) 33.8 (28.6–38.2) 34.3 (28.9–38.6) 35.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (26.2–39.1)

Incomemore than expenses 36.0 (30.7–40.4) 35.6 (29.4–40.4) 36.7 (30.4–40.2) 38.4 (32.6–42.7) 35.4 (29.1–40.8)

X2/p 4.33/.115 2.008/.366 5.24/.073 5.48/.064 4.46/.10

Educational status

Middle school and below 34.5 (30.7–37.5) 34.1 (29.4–37.1) 34.3 (30.8–37.8) 35.0 (32.2–38.9) 34.1 (28.7–39.1)

High school 33.6 (29.7–38.1) 33.0 (28.6–38.2) 34.3 (28.9–38.2) 35.5 (30.7–40.3) 33.3 (27.5–38.3)

University 35.2 (29.3–38.3) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (29.6–39.0) 37.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (26.6–39.1)

Master’s degree and above 32.3 (27.0–40.3) 35.2 (26.4–41.1) 32.0 (27.3–41.4) 35.5 (29.8–42.3) 34.1 (25.8–39.1)

X2/p 1.35/.71 2.310/.51 0.392/.92 3.978/.264 0.865/.834

Occupation

Student 34.0 (29.8–38.1) 33.8 (28.6–38.2) 33.9 (29.6–38.2) 35.5 (31.2–40.3) 33.3 (28.7–38.7)

Other 34.8 (29.0–38.6) 34.5 (29.4–38.9) 34.3 (28.1–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (26.6–39.1)

Z/p −0.032/.974 −0.473/.636 −0.456/.648 −0.456/.678 −0.960/.337

Note: Z: Mann-Whitney U test, X2: Kruskal-Wallis. a,b,c: The same letter indicates that there is no difference between the groups. Bold values indicate

statistically significant values at p< .05.

Disaster literacy is an important factor in society’s preparedness for

disasters (Asshiddiqi et al., 2021).

In our study, individuals who had earthquake kits at home andmade

emergency plans were found to have higher disaster literacy scores. In

other words, individuals with higher disaster literacy had completed

some preparations for disasters. This is an expected result. Addition-

ally, individuals who received disaster-related education in the study

were found to have higher disaster literacy scores. Similar results have

been found in community studies conductedondifferent groups (Bulut,

2023; Genc et al., 2022; Sozcu & Aydınozu, 2019). These findings

emphasize the importance of disaster literacy and, at its core, “disas-

ter education,” in earthquake preparedness. Japan can be considered a

good example in terms of disaster literacy. It is known that in the coun-

try, which is described as a seismic country worldwide, the coverage

of disaster intervention knowledge is close to 100% (Xu et al., 2014).

The reason for this is that Japan regularly implements annual train-

ing programs (Shiroshita & Manyena, 2011) and incorporates disaster

self-efficacy education into school curricula (Shiwaku, 2009). There-

fore, education aimed at creating awareness about disasters at an early

age is crucial for reducing disaster risk

In Türkiye, disaster-related services are provided within the frame-

work of an integrated disaster management system. This system com-

prehensively encompasses pre-disaster risk and post-disaster crisis

management, including planning and implementation phases involving
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TABLE 4 TheDLS total and subscale scores according to disaster-related characteristics.

DLS

Characteristics TotalM (Q25/Q75)

MitigationM

(Q25/Q75)

PreparednessM

(Q25/Q75)

ResponseM

(Q25/Q75)

RecoveryM

(Q25/Q75)

Status of experiencing a disaster

Yes 34.6 (29.3–38.6) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.8) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (27.5–38.3)

No 34.5 (29.8–38.1) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–38.2) 36.5 (31.2–41.3) 33.3 (26.6–39.1)

Z/p −0.346/.729 −0.146/.884 −0.797/.425 −0.322/.747 −0.318/.751

Status of experiencing loss in a disaster

Yes 34.8 (29.3–38.9) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.8) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (27.5–39.1)

No 34.4 (29.9–38.1) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–38.2) 36.0 (31.7–40.3) 33.3 (26.6–38.3)

Z/p −0.700/.484 −0.437/.662 −0.978/.328 −0.619/.536 −0.768/.443

Status of following disaster-related news (newspapers, television, social media, etc.)

Yes 34.6 (29.3–38.5) 34.5 (28.6–38.9) 34.3 (28.9–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (26.6–39.1)

No 33.5 (31.3–36.7) 35.2 (30.1–37.8) 32.8 (28.9–36.7) 35.5 (32.2–38.9) 32.9 (30.0–37.5)

Z/p −0.442/.658 −0.226/.821 −1.043/.297 −0.995/.320 −0.287/.774

Do you keep an earthquake kit/survival kit at home?

Yes 35.9 (31.3–38.9) 35.2 (30.1–40.4) 35.1 (31.2–39.4) 37.5 (32.6–41.3) 35.0 (30.0–40.0)

No 34.0 (29.3–37.7) 33.8 (28.6–38.2) 33.5 (28.1–38.2) 35.5 (30.7–40.3) 32.5 (26.6–38.3)

Z/p −2.719/.007 −2.698/.007 −2.255/.024 −2.274/.023 −2.374/.018

Do you have a family emergency plan in your home?

Yes 35.4 (30.9–39.9) 35.2 (29.0–40.4) 35.9 (30.8–39.8) 37.5 (32.6–42.3) 35.0 (29.1–40.8)

No 34.1 (29.3–37.5) 33.8 (28.6–38.2) 32.8 (28.1–37.5) 35.5 (30.7–40.3) 32.5 (26.6–38.3)

Z/p −2.754/.006 −2.264/.024 −3.051/.002 −2.448/.014 −2.558/.011

Earthquake insurance

Yes 35.4 (29.9–38.9) 34.9 (29.4–38.9) 35.1 (29.6–39.0) 36.5 (30.7–41.3) 34.1 (26.6–40.0)

No 33.8 (29.3–37.5) 33.0 (28.6–38.2) 34.3 (28.9–38.2) 36.0 (30.7–40.39 32.5 (26.6–38.3)

Z/p −1.579/.114 −1.671/.095 −1.104/.270 −0.992/.321 −1.070/.285

Status of having received disaster-related training

Yes 36.0 (31.5–40.1) 35.2 (30.5–40.4) 35.9 (31.2–40.6) 38.4 (32.6–42.3) 35.0 (29.5–40.8)

No 34.4 (29.3−37.9) 33.8 (28.6–38.2) 33.5 (28.9–38.2) 35.5 (30.7–40.3) 33.3 (26.6–38.3)

Z/p −2.486/.013 −2.124/.034 −2.782/.005 −2.015/.044 −1.989/.047

Note: Z: Mann-Whitney U test, X2: Kruskal-Wallis, bold values indicate statistically significant values at p< .05.

risk reduction, preparedness, response, rescue, first aid, early recovery,

and reconstruction. (Kupelioglu & Coskun, 2023). Recent disasters

have highlighted the inadequacy of current approaches. In Turkey,

rapid population growth, urbanization, and construction processes can

result in adverse effects when disasters strike. Uncontrolled and rapid

urbanization increases disaster risks and leaves cities vulnerable to

disasters (Ozdemir, 2023). Additionally, studies revealing the society’s

level of knowledge, awareness, and preparedness for disasters suggest

that the services provided in this regard are inadequate (Genc et al.,

2022; Sahin, Lamba, &Oztop, 2018). Similarly, in our study, the disaster

literacy level of the community was not found to be at the desired

level, and a significant portion expressed that they found the disaster

management services provided in our country to be “very inadequate”

or “inadequate.” The frequency and impact of disasters in the last 20

years indicate the need to question the functionality of traditional

disaster management models. It is recommended to take into account

the study results when planning initiatives and designing policies

aimed at ensuring the community’s safety against disasters, improv-

ing the quality of preventive services, and ensuring effective crisis

management.

5 LIMITATIONS

This study is one of the few examining the level of disaster literacy

in the community. While this is a strength of the study, it has also

created limitations in discussing the results. Conducting the study in

only one city limits the generalizability of the findings, although being

 15251446, 2024, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/phn.13380 by B

ilecik Seyh E
debali, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [02/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



ERDOGAN and KAYA 1141

TABLE 5 Distribution of individuals according to the scores they gave to existing disaster management services.

1 point 2 points 3 points 4 points 5 points

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

DMSEF

Riskmitigation

The implementation andmaintenance of engineeringmeasures aimed at

mitigating disaster risks and reducing disaster damage, such as selecting

suitable locations for construction and using appropriatematerials.

149 (31.0) 124 (25.8) 139 (29.0) 29 (6.0) 39 (8.1)

Disaster preparedness

Pre-planning of all needs that may be required in case of a possible

disaster (post-disaster shelter, food, supply of hygienic materials, etc.,

intervention and first aid services, etc.)

147 (30.6) 134 (27.9) 115 (24.0) 46 (9.6) 38 (7.9)

Rescue and first aid

Intervention in incidents, search and rescue operations, communication,

transportation, damage assessment, removal of collapsed buildings,

measures against fire, explosion, and prevention of infectious diseases,

etc. services.

103 (21.5) 112 (23.3) 147 (30.6) 68 (14.2) 50 (10.4)

Recovery and reconstruction

(In disaster-affected areas, services covering all necessary activities for

communication, transportation, basic needs, electricity, sewage,

education, construction of permanent housing, and restoration of

economic and social life.)

93 (19.4) 113 (23.5) 143 (29.8) 78 (16.3) 53 (11.0)

Note: 1 points= very inadequate, 2 points= inadequate, 3 points=moderate, 4 points= adequate, 5 points= very adequate.

conducted in a city located in a primary earthquake zone can be

considered a strength.

6 CONCLUSION

This study revealed that more than half of the participants had inade-

quate ormoderate disaster literacy levels. Disaster literacy levels were

higher in individuals who were young adults, took concrete prepared-

ness measures against earthquakes (such as having an earthquake kit

at home and having an emergency plan), and had received disaster-

related training. Furthermore, most participants found the services

provided regarding disaster management to be inadequate or very

inadequate. These results stress the urgency of conducting education

and awareness-raising activities to increase the disaster literacy level

of society and, indirectly, their disaster preparedness levels. Addition-

ally, the data on the disaster literacy level of society and their opinions

on the adequacy of the delivered services, as revealed in the study, pro-

vide important information for service providers to re-evaluate exist-

ing approaches in disaster management and update and strengthen

them based on policies. State institutions should primarily be respon-

sible for increasing the disaster awareness of society and ensuring

disaster preparedness. However, disaster preparedness requires the

coordination and support of numerous disciplines. Moreover, nurses,

who are among the healthcare professionals, and especially public

health nurses working in the community, have significant responsibil-

ities at all stages of disasters. Public health nurses play a key role in

disaster preparedness and increasing levels of disaster literacy, as they

have comprehensiveknowledgeabout thegeneral structure andhealth

status of society and are experts in program planning, community eval-

uation, and group dynamics. Hence, it is recommended that public

health nurses, who are closely acquainted with society, be included in

initiatives planned to increase the disaster literacy level of society, and

their knowledge and experience should be utilized.
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