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1. Introduction and methodology 

 
The analyses and results in this document are based on data collected during the first CARISMAND Citizen 

Summit held in Bucharest/Romania on July 9th, and the second Citizen Summit held in Malta on July 16th 

2016. Both Citizen Summits were designed as 1-day events combining public information with feedback 

gathering through different methods of data collection: (1) 30 questions with pre-defined answer options 

posed to the audience and collected via an audience response system; and (2) small moderated group 

discussions of approximately 1.5 hours duration which followed a detailed set of questions and discussion 

guidelines, including (3) a short association exercise. All questions and discussions aimed to explore citizens’ 

attitudes, feelings and perceptions towards disaster risks as well as the identification of cultural factors in 

disaster preparation, response and recovery. The definition and design of the questions was based on a 

literature review, preliminary research results from other work packages, and taking up specific topics 

identified in the 1st CARISMAND Stakeholder Assembly. 

 
Participants for both Citizen Summits were recruited via local market research agencies, following a 

recruitment questionnaire which aimed at achieving an even gender and age distribution as well as a 

minimum proportion of participants fulfilling certain criteria such as having experience of disasters and using 

social media. All documents, i.e. recruitment questionnaire, consent form, Powerpoint presentations and 

focus group discussion guidelines were translated into Romanian and Maltese respectively. Accordingly, the 

Citizen Summit presentations as well as the group discussions were held in the local language, aiming to 

avoid any language/education-related access restrictions for participation and allowing citizens to respond 

intuitively and to discuss freely in their native tongue. For this purpose, professional local moderators and 

simultaneous interpreters were contracted. 

 
Overall, 30 quantitative questions were posed during the presentations to the general audience, 24 before 

the group discussions, and 6 after. The participants’ immediate responses were captured via an audience 

response system which allowed immediate feedback of the results to the participants via Powerpoint. After 

the event, all data were exported into a database for further analyses. All data in this database are fully 

anonymous. Although keypad ID’s were assigned to participants during the registration process to enable 

retrieval of the devices at the end of the event, WP5 team members were not involved in this process and 

had no access to the registration documents. Additionally, after data export, random new ID’s were assigned 

to all data sets. All analyses were conducted with SPSS Version 24.0 and significance tests were run for all 

results. 

 
After the presentations and questions, the audience was split up into smaller groups of 9-11 participants 

with an even gender split. Two groups consisted of participants aged 18-24, four groups of participants aged 

24-44, and four groups of participants aged 45+. This division into age groups aimed to allow participants to 

discuss amongst peers with similar life-experience. All group discussions were audio-recorded, fully 

transcribed and translated into English. In this process, all participant names and personal identifiers were 

removed to ensure the participants’ anonymity. The resulting English transcripts were coded following a 

preliminary coding framework which allowed an initial structuring of the vast amount of collected data. 

Then, all transcripts were re-coded theme by theme, summarising specific processes and practices or 

constructions and interpretations. This process of re-coding also initialised a critical restructuring and 

rethinking of the codes applied first, and allowed a more focussed data analysis. 
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This document provides a preliminary overview of the synthesised quantitative and qualitative results from 

the first and the second Citizen Summit, using contrast and comparison to elaborate cultural factors in the 

context of citizens’ disaster preparedness, response and recovery. For detailed results of each Citizen 

Summit please see the separate reports submitted as Deliverables 5.3 and 5.4. 
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2. Synthesis of quantitative results 

 
Overall, 218 citizens participated in the two events. The total sample shows a relatively even gender and age 

distribution, which is unsurprising given the target quotas1 which were requested from the recruiting local 

market research agencies. The comparatively low number of senior citizens aged 65 and above was expected 

and reflects mobility issues. 

Table 1 

Distribution by age and gender 

Citizen 
Summit 
location 

 
Total 

Gender Age Groups 

Female Male 
No 

answer2 
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

No 
answer 

Romania 110 54 51 5 22 23 19 27 13 4 2 

Malta 108 50 53 5 19 29 15 22 17 2 4 

Total 218 104 104 10 41 52 34 49 30 6 6 

 
Participants were asked about three key aspects of experience of disasters and disaster risk perception that 

could potentially have an impact on how other questions were answered3. As expected, the results reflect 

the considerable location-related differences between Bucharest/Romania and Malta. Whilst more than nine 

out of ten Romanian participants indicated that they, or a close friend or family member, have experienced a 

disaster, only half of the Maltese participants have experienced a disaster. And significantly more Romanian 

participants (78%) than Maltese participants (38%) responded that they know other people in the area 

where they live who they think are particularly vulnerable or exposed to disasters. 

 
Similar differences are also visible with regards to whether participants feel they are living in an area that is 

specifically prone to disasters, where almost twice as many Romanian participants (68%) than Maltese 

participants (38%) felt that they live in such a disaster-prone area. 

 
 Table 2 

Disaster risk perception I 

 

 Romania Malta 

Q1.3 Experience of disasters 91.8% 50.0%* 
Q1.4 Feel that living in a disaster area 68.2% 38.0%* 
Q1.5 Know of vulnerable groups particularly exposed to disasters 78.2% 48.1%* 

 

Q1.3: Have you, or a close friend or family member, ever experienced a disaster? 
Q1.4: Do you feel you are living in an area that is specifically prone to disasters? 
Q1.5: Do you know of any other people in your area where you live who you think are particularly vulnerable or 
exposed to disaster? 
Note: Results in this table marked with an asterisk (*) signify that the results between Romania and Malta are 
statistically significantly different (p<.05). 

 
1 Target gender split: 50% female / 50% male; target age split: 20% 18-24 years, 40% 25-44 years, 40% 45+ years; total 
target of 100-110 participants per Summit. 
2 In each question, the participating citizens were given the answer option “choose not to say”. 
3 These questions formed part of the recruitment criteria to ensure a good mix of levels of experience for the 
discussions about disasters. 
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These results are consistent with the data published in the WorldRiskReport 2016 (as well as the reports of 

previous years) where Romania has a risk index indicating one of the highest disaster risks amongst 

European countries and the highest in susceptibility to disasters, whereas Malta is ranked as the second- 

lowest in the world and lowest in Europe.4 These very different backgrounds have played an important role 

in the choice of locations for the first two CARISMAND Citizen Summits, as they were intended to provide a 

wide range of disaster experience and perceived vulnerability which may have an influence on disaster risk 

perception. 

 
However, neither the Romanian nor the Maltese data reveal any meaningful relationships between disaster 

experience (Q1.3) and perceived vulnerability to disasters (Q1.4), and only a weak correlation in Romania 

(rS=.30; no significant correlation in Malta) between knowledge of vulnerable groups (Q1.5) and perceived 

vulnerability (Q1.4). 

 
2.1 Disaster preparedness 

Generally, participants of both Summits, and in particular those in Malta, expressed a strong lack of 

knowledge about the guidelines and procedures their local disaster management authorities are following, 

with 73% of Maltese respondents and still 55% of Romanian respondents indicating that they do not know a 

lot or nothing at all. In addition, they also indicated that they feel even less informed about what to do 

themselves in case of a disaster, with 91% of Maltese and 59% of Romanian respondents feeling not 

informed or not informed at all about what to do in a disaster. 

  
 

  

Note: Results in these Figures between Romania and Malta are statistically significantly different (p<.05). 
 

The results of these two questions show a moderate correlation (Romania rS=.45; Malta rS=.41), with a 

slightly stronger but still moderate relationship (Romania rS=.49; Malta rS=.51) between respondents feeling 

informed, or not informed, by the authorities on what to do, and feeling personally prepared for a disaster in 

 
4 See http://weltrisikobericht.de/english. 

Q2.3 – How informed do you feel by the authorities 
of what you have to do in case of a disaster? 

Q1.8 – How much do you know about the guidelines 
and procedures your local disaster management are 
following in case of a disaster? 

 
Very informed 

Informed 

Reasonably informed 

Not informed 

Not informed at all 

Not sure/no answer 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Romania Malta 

 
A lot 

Quite a lot 

Something 

Not a lot 

Nothing at all 

Not sure/no answer 
 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 

Romania Malta 

Figure 1 
Knowledge of disaster guidelines & procedures 

Figure 2 
Feeling informed about what to do in a disaster 

http://weltrisikobericht.de/english
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their area5. Almost three out of five participants in Malta and two out of five participants in Romania 

expressed their feelings of not being prepared or not being prepared at all, whereas only one out of ten 

Maltese and one out of five Romanian participants feel prepared or well prepared. 
 

Figure 3 

Feeling personally prepared for disasters 
 

Q1.10 – How well do you personally feel prepared for a disaster in your area? 
Note: Results in this Figure between Romania and Malta are statistically significantly different (p<.05). 

 
At the same time though, participants expressed considerable interest in having information about disaster 

preparedness, with 85% of participants in Malta and 97% in Romania indicating they were quite or strongly 

interested in information about disaster preparedness. Additionally, about three out of four participants 

indicated strong intentions to prepare for disasters (prepare quite a lot or a lot), with no significant 
 

 
 

  
 

Q1.9 – How interested are you in information about 
disaster preparedness? 
Note: Results in this Figure between Romania and 
Malta are statistically significantly different (p<.05). 

Q1.11 – To what extent do you intend to prepare for 
disasters? 
Note: Results in this Figure between Romania and 
Malta are statistically not significantly different. 

 

 
 

5 See also Figures 6 and 7. 

 
Prepare a lot 

Prepared quite a lot 

Prepare a bit 

Prepare very little 

Prepare not at all 

Not sure/no answer 

0% 20% 40% 60% 
 

Romania Malta 

 
Very interested 

Quite interested 

interested a little 

Interested very little 

Not interested at all 

Not sure/no answer 

0% 20% 40% 60% 

Romania Malta 

Figure 4 
Interest in information about disaster preparedness 

Figure 5 
Intentions to prepare for disasters 

Not sure/no answer Not prepared at all 
Not prepared Neither prepared nor unprepared 

Prepared Well prepared 

100% 90% 70% 80% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% 

Malta 

Romania 
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difference between Romania and Malta. Interestingly, the Romanian data show a weak correlation6 (rS=.34) 

between the participants’ interest in information about disaster preparedness and their intentions to 

prepare for disasters, whereas there is no significant relationship between these questions in the Maltese 

data7. 

 
2.2 Disaster risk perceptions 

Participants were asked about their perception of the risk of disasters at different points during the Citizen 

Summits in order to measure the potential effects of information and/or visual cues8, in particular videos of 

disaster simulation exercises. The results indeed revealed such effects: After having shown the videos, the 

proportion of participants who were more worried/concerned than unworried/unconcerned about disasters 

in the area where they live increased significantly (see responses to Q1.7 and Q2.2 in Table 5 below), 

particularly in the Malta Summit. However, this increased concern coincided with all Romanian participants 

(100%) and 87% of Maltese participants finding disaster simulations as shown in the event important or very 

important, which suggests that being aware of simulation exercises may increase disaster risk  awareness 

but, at the same time, this is appreciated. 
 

Table 3 

Disaster risk perception II 

Romania Malta 

 
Q1.7 Worried about disasters in my area 

Q2.2 Concerned about disasters in my area 

Q4.2.1 High risk of natural disasters in my area in next 3 years 

Q4.2.2 High risk of man-made disasters in my area in next 3 years 
 

How much do agree, or disagree, with the following statement (5-point Likert scale with 1=totally disagree, 5=totally 
agree): 
Q1.7: I am worried about disasters in the area where I live. 
Q2.2: When I think of disasters in my area, I feel concerned. 
Q4.2.1: I think there is a high risk of a natural disaster happening in my area in the next 3 years. 
Q4.2.2: I think there is a high risk of a man-made disaster happening in my area in the next 3 years. 
Note: Results in this table marked with an asterisk (*) signify that the results between Romania and Malta are 
statistically significantly different (p<.05). Other differences between Romania and Malta are not statistically significant. 
ADifference between results for Q4.2.1 and Q4.2.2 for Malta is statistically significant. 

 

At the very end of the Citizen Summit, i.e. after the group discussions, participants were asked again for their 

risk perception, this time with a specific focus on the near to medium future (the next three years), and 

differentiating between the risks of natural and man-made disasters. The results show that only participants 

in Malta perceive a significant difference between the risk of natural disasters and the risk of man-made 

disasters (see replies to Q4.2.1 and Q4.2.2 in Table 3 above), although the distinction among these two 
 

6  See Figure 6. 
7  See Figure 7. 
8 In order to achieve adequate internal consistency but without using exactly the same wording, these questions are 
based on the 5-item measure developed by Kellens et al (2011) with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.80 for the perception of 
flood risk, adapted to disasters in general (see Kellens, W., Zaalberg, R., Neutens, T., Vanneuville, W., & De Maeyer, P. 
(2011). An analysis of the public perception of flood risk on the Belgian coast. Risk analysis, 31 (7), 1055-1068). 

Mean STD Mean STD 

3.92 0.885 2.93* 1.115 

4.23 0.765 3.45* 1.019 

3.32 0.823 2.62*A 0.883 

3.43 1.008 3.28A 0.986 
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categories is quite blurred. Whereas more Maltese participants agree than disagree that there is a high risk 

of man-made disasters, for natural disasters more participants disagree than agree that there is a high risk in 

their area in the next 3 years. In the Romania Summit, for both natural and man-made disasters more 

participants agreed than disagreed that there is a high risk in their area in the next 3 years. At the same time, 

the significantly lower number of participants perceiving a high risk of disasters when being asked in the end 

of the event (Q4.2.1, Q4.2.29), compared with the number of participants being worried about disasters 

when being asked in the beginning of the event (Q1.7), may indicate the important role of public information 

and public discussion about these topics - particularly in Romania. 

 
As described in Section 2.1 above, in both the Romanian and the Maltese data, perceived knowledge of 

disaster guidelines (Q1.8), feeling informed (Q2.3) and feeling prepared (Q1.10) are moderately related to 

each other, but only in Romania these feelings and perceptions are weakly linked to respondents’ worries 

and concerns about disasters, whereas in Malta no such link was found. In Malta feelings of preparedness 

and being informed are only weakly connected to disaster risk perception via the connection to 

preparedness interest (Q1.9) and preparedness intentions (Q1.11). The feeling of living in a disaster-prone 

area (Q1.4) shows a moderate (Romania) or weak (Malta) relationship with concerns and worries about 

disasters (Q1.7/Q2.2). And concerns and worries about disasters are only weakly linked to actual experience 

in disasters (Q1.3) with a rather weak (Romania) or no significant relationship at all (Malta). 

 
These preliminary results suggest that measures aiming at improving citizens’ preparedness for disasters do 

well to take into consideration different levels of disaster experience but, they should take into more 

consideration whether citizens feel that they are living in a disaster-prone area. However, such feelings and 

experience are unlikely to directly affect preparedness intentions or preparedness behaviour but are related 

to worries and concerns about disasters which in turn are related to interest in knowing about preparedness 

measures. .. Interest in information about disaster preparedness may also not directly “translate” into an 

intention to prepare for disasters (and/or vice versa). On the other hand, in locations with considerable 

disaster experience (such as Romania) interest and preparedness intentions may be directly linked, but 

raising interest may rather be related to the emotional components (worry/concern) than to the cognitive 

components of risk perception which, in turn, are related to feelings of being prepared. These results, whilst 

based on data which are not generalizable to the Romanian and Maltese (or any other) population and 

requiring further research, may hold the potential to effectively influence communication strategies in 

disaster risk management. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9 With the exception of Maltese respondents where the mean result of Q4.2.2 is still higher than Q1.7 but lower than 
Q2.2. 
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Figure 7 
Summary of Relationships between Responses to Different Questions: Malta 

Numbers shown denote Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient 
 
 

 
 

* Significance p<.05 
**Significance p<.001 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 
Summary of Relationships between Responses to Different Questions: Romania 

Numbers shown denote Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient 
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2.3 Behaviour in disaster situations 

A significant difference was found between what Romanian and Maltese respondents reported they would 

do first in case there was a high risk of a disaster happening soon and they felt it may cause serious harm.. 

Whereas a majority of participants in the Malta Citizen Summit indicated that they would call their family 

and friends first, the majority of participants in the Romanian Citizen Summit would call the emergency 

services first. This result is consistent with the well-researched prominent role of family and kinship  

networks in Mediterranean societies and may be seen as a cultural value that directly reflects behaviour in 

disaster situations. 

 
Although more than nine out of ten participants10 indicated that they use social media, in an emergency 

situation it appears that social media usage is not the preferred immediate response in either country. Less 

than one out of ten participants responded they would use social media to inform family/friends, submit 

information to authorities or gather more information for themselves as their first priority. However, it is the 

second priority of 14% of Romanian and 11% of Maltese participants. 

 
Table 4 

First and second reaction in case of a disaster 

Q2.4 Imagine that a situation in which there is a high 
risk of a disaster happening soon, and you feel this 
disaster may cause serious harm to your family or 
friends. What is the first / second thing you would do? 

First Second 

Romania Malta Romania Malta 

Call the emergency services 69% 32%* 18% 42%* 

Call family / friends 21% 54%* 46% 30%* 

Go to your neighbours 1% 0% 2% 0% 

Use social media to inform family / friends 1% 4% 4% 5% 

Submit information via social media to authorities 1% 2% 10% 3% 

Get more information via the internet 2% 3% 3% 3% 

Get more information from social networks 0% 2% 0% 3% 

Turn on the television / radio 1% 0% 9% 10% 

Other / not sure / no answer 4% 4% 8% 5% 
 

Note: Results in this table marked with an asterisk (*) signify that the results between Romania and Malta are 

statistically significantly different (p<.05). Other differences between Romania and Malta are not statistically significant. 

 
However, this picture changes in the case of an ongoing disaster, where social media usage was indicated as 

rather likely. The largest proportion of Romanian participants would use social media to stay in contact with 

others, whereas largest proportion of Maltese participants would use social media to inform themselves.  

The likelihood of submitting information to local authorities through social media was considerably lower. 

Nevertheless, 71% of participants in Romania and 44% in Malta indicated it as likely or very likely that they 

would use social media to submit information about disasters to the authorities, whilst 9% in Romania and 

35% in Malta responded that this is unlikely or very unlikely. 

 

 

10 94% of participants in the Romanian and 92% in the Malta Citizen Summit. 
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Table 5 

 

 

Social media use in disasters 

 
In the case of an ongoing disaster, how likely are you to use social media to… 

Q3.3.1 Inform oneself about the disaster 

Q3.3.2 Submit information about disaster risks/disasters to local authorities 

Q3.3.3 Warn or inform other social media users 

Q3.3.4 Warn or inform family and friends 

Q3.3.5 Stay in contact with others 

Q3.3.6 Provide help to others 

 
Romania Malta 

Mean STD Mean STD 

4.00 1.155 4.30* 0.954 

3.93 0.938 3.19* 1.324 

4.10 0.854 4.11 1.070 

4.14 1.108 3.86 1.195 

4.27 0.788 3.97* 1.049 

4.15 0.998 3.73* 1.139 
 

 

Answers measured on a 5-point Likert scale with 1=very unlikely, 5=very likely) 
Note: Results in this table marked with an asterisk (*) signify that the results between Romania and Malta are 
statistically significantly different (p<.05). Other differences between Romania and Malta are not statistically significant. 

 

These results suggest that the development of social media applications in disaster management should 
target multi-functional solutions which allow different information flows, i.e. authorities to citizens, citizens 
to authorities and citizens to other citizens. 

 
2.4 Types of disasters and perceived disaster causes 
Research into disaster risk perception has demonstrated that there may be a relationship between perceived 

risk and type of disaster, in particular by distinguishing between “natural” and “man-made” causes. 

However, it has also been argued that due to environmental changes, population density, technological 

developments and political situations this distinction is becoming increasingly blurred11 which, in turn, may 

effect both professionals’ and citizens’ perception of disaster risks. This topic was investigated in the first  

two CARISMAND Citizen summits. In the group discussions, participants were encouraged to reflect upon the 

possible causes for four different types of disasters by examining a series of pictures, and at the end of each 

Summit the participating citizens were again shown the same pictures and asked to indicate the perceived 

main causes via their keypad. 

 
Four disasters were chosen that all occurred outside the countries where the Citizen Summits took place12: 

(1) the earthquake in Ecuador on April 16th 2016; (2) the heavy flooding in Southwest Germany in May and 

June 2016; (3) the 2003 heatwave in Europe; and (4) the Fukushima disaster in 2011. 

 
The resulting data (see Table 6 below) show very few significant differences between the Romanian and the 

Malta Citizen Summit: 53% of Romanian participants and 41% of Maltese participants perceived both nature 

and human activity as main causes for the disasters shown. On the other hand, human activity was mostly 

not seen as the single main cause by a majority but, with the exception of earthquakes, it was perceived as 

being at least one of the main causes by half of the participating citizens. 

 
 
 

11 This finding is consistent with the results of the discussion groups held during the first CARISMAND Stakeholder 
Assembly held in Bucharest in April 2016. 
12 With the exception of the 2003 heatwave in Europe which affected Romania more than Malta. However, in the group 
discussions this phenomenon was presented as a Europe-wide rather than a country-specific disaster and with an 
emphasis on France, Germany and the UK as particularly affected locations. 
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Perceived main causes of disasters 

Causes 
Nature Human activity Both 

Romania Malta Romania Malta Romania Malta 

Q4.1.1 Earthquake Ecuador 29% 56%* 6% 3% 65% 41%* 

Q4.1.2 Flooding Germany 39% 50% 8% 11% 53% 39% 

Q4.1.3 Heatwave Europe 26% 36% 27% 26% 47% 38% 

Q4.1.4 Fukushima disaster 26% 16% 27% 36% 47% 48% 

Total 30% 40% 17% 19% 53% 41% 
 

What do you think is the main cause for this disaster? 
Q4.1.1: Showing picture of earthquake Ecuador; Q4.1.2: Showing picture of flooding Germany; Q4.1.3: Showing picture 
of heat map Europe; Q4.1.4: Showing picture of Fukushima power plant. 
Note: Results in this table marked with an asterisk (*) signify that the results between Romania and Malta are 
statistically significantly different (p<.05). Other differences between Romania and Malta are not statistically significant. 

 
Additionally, the data revealed weak relationships (rS ≤.288) between the perceived disaster causes (see 

Table 6 above) and the perceived risk of a natural disaster in the participants’ area (see Figures 8 and 9 

below, left column), but no significant relationships between perceived disaster causes and the perceived 

risk of man-made disasters (see Figures 8 and 9 below, right column). This result suggests that there are 

factors other than knowledge and experience which shape these citizens’ risk perception of man-made 

disasters. There were no statistically significant differences between the perceived risk of man-made 

disasters in the next 3 years amongst participants in Romania and those in Malta. 

 

 

How much do agree, or disagree, with the following statement (5-point Likert scale with 1=totally disagree, 5=totally 
agree): 
Q4.2.1: I think there is a high risk of a natural disaster happening in my area in the next 3 years. 
Q4.2.2: I think there is a high risk of a man-made disaster happening in my area in the next 3 years. 

Figure 8 
Perceived risk of natural or man-made disasters 

in the next 3 years - Romania 

disaster made 
disaster 

Neither 
disagree nor 
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Totally 
disagree or 
disagree 
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Figure 9 
Perceived risk of natural or man-made disasters 

in the next 3 years - Malta 
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Note: Results for Q4.2.1 in these Figures between Romania and Malta are statistically significantly different (p<.05), but 
results for Q4.2.2 between Romania and Malta are not statistically significant. 

 
 

3. Synthesis of qualitative results 

 
Whereas questions to the general audience predominantly targeted preparedness as a feeling and in the 

context of behavioural intentions, the discussion groups focused more on actual behaviours related to 

disaster preparedness. In both the Romanian and the Maltese groups participants tended in their initial 

reaction to perceive disaster preparedness as the responsibility of governments rather than reflecting upon 

personal preparation measures. 

 
However, as the discussions in both Citizen Summits progressed, the emphasis shifted noticeably from a 

perceived duty of public authorities and institutions to a more personal responsibility. This shift also  

revealed a basic difference between the groups in the two Summits. In Romania, participants described their 

disaster preparedness as predominantly information-based and individualistic (being informed or gathering 

information about procedures from authorities), whilst in Malta participants embedded their disaster 

preparedness more in social relations and social activities (family discussions, community meetings, 

neighbourhood help). At the same time, Maltese participants explained their potential lack of preparedness 

as a specific “cultural trait” related to living in pleasant surroundings, and due to a reliance on “Maltese 

resourcefulness” in times of need. 

 
In exploring disaster risk perception13, the discussions in both Romania and Malta revealed very similar 

factors (see Figure 10 below) which match, at least partially, those elaborated in the correlations-based 

model in the quantitative results (see Figures 6 and 7). Whilst it is not possible to “quantify” the weight of 

these different qualitative factors, it appeared in the participants’ narratives that some factors were more 

linked to a cognitive component and others more to an emotional component of disaster risk perception. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13 Participants were asked to discuss perceived risks of different types of disasters, based on the four pictures described 
in the previous section: (1) the earthquake in Ecuador on April 16th 2016; (2) the heavy flooding in Southwest Germany 
in May and June 2016; (3) the 2003 heatwave in Europe; and (4) the Fukushima disaster in 2011. These pictures were 
also used to further encourage the discussion about these types of disasters in the area where they live (Romania, 
Malta), i.e. the risk of potential harm to themselves and their families and friends. 
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Figure 10 

Tentative Model of Disaster Risk Perception 

Based on Qualitative Data 

 

 
Regarding their behaviour in disaster situations, both Romanian and Maltese participants highlighted the 

need to keep calm, keep others calm, ensure the safety of family members, and offer voluntary help to the 

respective emergency services. In terms of providing help, a difference was found in the participants’ self- 

perception. Whereas in the Maltese groups the discussion revealed a general attitude that “everyone can 

help” and that every citizen has some skills that can be useful in a disaster situation, in the Romanian groups 

participants described themselves as more “cautious”, exercising “self-control” and trying not to obstruct or 

hamper the efforts of authorities, stating they would “offer services and obey directions”. At the same time, 

a number of Romanian participants expressed their distrust in the authorities, relating it to a perceived lack 

of effectiveness in disaster response, but rationalising simultaneously that such attitude may be counter- 

productive because “the authorities can’t help if you don’t trust them”. This may be a case of levels of trust 

arising from personal experience and expectation being at odds with trusting behaviour which is embedded 

in the acceptance of hierarchical structures as a cultural norm, creating ambivalent feelings about the 

relationships between citizens and authorities in disaster situations. 

 
However, most participants in both Citizen Summits expressed a strong willingness to help their fellow 

citizens with actions that blurred public and private spheres in such situations, ranging from erecting tents in 

their garden (Romania) to offering one’s own kitchen to prepare food (Malta), but Romanian participants 

described their approach as pragmatic and an individual attitude, whereas Maltese participants explained 

such social solidarity as a cultural trait. 

 
As particularly vulnerable groups in disaster situations, beyond groups based on age, social, economic and/or 

physical characteristics, participants in both Citizen Summits identified elderly people who overestimate 

their physical abilities, and professional groups who, due to their specific profession, may not hear or receive 



16/18 This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research 
and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653748. 

 

 

warnings (e.g. because of an isolated or noisy workplace, or shift work with related sleeping patterns). In the 

Romania Summit, participants additionally outlined groups of the population who create their own 

vulnerability through specific behaviours such as illegal building adjustments or systematically ignoring 

maintenance of safety features in their homes. In the Malta Summit, participants further identified children 

who are alone at home because their parents work full-time and, therefore, may lack support and guidance 

in case of a disaster. Another group specifically mentioned by the Maltese participants were foreigners, i.e. 

tourists, expatriates and/or migrants. These were perceived as particularly vulnerable due to a potential lack 

of the required local knowledge (e.g. of assembly points), local experience of “typical” disasters, local social 

networks, and knowledge of local languages. 

 
In terms of groups who may be capable of playing an important role in the case of a disaster, participants of 

the Citizen Summit in Malta identified: 

 Elderly people who are of good physical health and, because of being retired, have the time to join 

volunteer groups and become skilful active helpers; 

 Children who 

o have more up-to-date First Aid skills than adults due to courses  and drills at school, and may 

help motivating their parents to bring their skills up to date, 

o speak the local language better than their expatriate parents and may become key 

communicators / mediators in a disaster situation, 

o are members of scout groups and may be trained to, e.g., help other children in disaster 

situations; 

 Foreigners who may contribute and enrich local communities by sharing their disaster-related 

knowledge and experience they have gained elsewhere. 

 
In order to both reduce vulnerabilities and enhance capabilities, the participants also proposed a number of 

suggestions. These included education and training activities that start at a young age, more awareness 

campaigns that address the most basic safety items and behaviour (including 112 awareness), adult courses 

that are offered at local council level and in their working place, and – in the case of Malta – the setting up of 

voluntary “community teams” as well as local “emergency directories” which would provide direct contact to 

local volunteers and indicate their different specific skills. In Romania, the participants additionally felt there 

was a need to ensure that those professionally responding to disaster situations were appropriately trained, 

which may also work to reduce distrust. Finally, regarding the specific issue of Malta as a tourist destination, 

participants suggested not only more safety instructions that are available in languages beyond English and 

Maltese, but also providing safety information and emergency procedures to visitors of any mass-gathering 

location, e.g. at the entrance of any major touristic attraction or event. 

 
4. Summary, conclusions & outlook 

 
Although more than two out of three Romanian participants and one out of three Maltese participants felt 

that they were living in an area prone to disasters, they indicated low levels of knowledge about disaster 

guidelines or procedures, and they felt little informed or prepared. At the same time they showed a very 

strong interest in information about preparedness measures and strong intentions to prepare themselves for 

future events. These quantitative data are consistent with the qualitative results where the participants of 
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the discussion groups in both Citizen Summits expressed their desire for more information, training, and 

made numerous suggestions to improve their knowledge and skills. However, Romanian participants 

appeared in the discussions about preparedness-related behaviour to focus mostly on formal training and 

gathering information provided by the authorities, i.e. measures that require direct guidance, whereas 

Maltese participants additionally outlined family discussions, community meetings and neighbourhood help, 

i.e. measures that are developed within their social networks. 

 
Participants in both Summits expressed their strong appreciation of measures that increase public risk 

awareness and, in particular, disaster simulation exercises. Given that both Romanian and Maltese 

participants expressed concerns about man-made disasters that were higher than concerns about natural 

disasters, awareness campaigns may benefit from taking this aspect into consideration. 

 
Previous research on perceived risks in other areas (e.g. perceived risk of crime victimisation or perceived 

health risks) has found that risk perception consists of both cognitive and emotional components. Results 

from the Citizen Summits are consistent with disaster risk perception having both cognitive as well as 

emotional components, which relate differently to different factors such as knowledge of procedures, 

environmental factors, perceived control, fear for others, but also personal life situation, personal and 

cultural traits. Further investigation will be required to identify which of these factors affect which 

components of disaster risk perception, which role these components play in “translating” disaster risk 

perception into preparedness behaviour, and their effect in different locations with different “disaster 

histories”. Using these findings in disaster awareness campaigns and communication strategies may 

substantially contribute to their success. 

 
In this context, the quantitative data gathered in the Malta Citizen Summit revealed a “disconnection” 

between perceptions of disaster preparedness (feeling prepared for disasters, and informed about 

procedure to follow in cases of a disaster) and disaster risk perception (feeling worried or concerned about 

disasters). Also, there are only weak relationships between perceptions of disaster preparedness and 

preparedness intentions and interest in information about preparedness. One possible explanation for this 

could be the generally low occurrence of large-scale disasters in Malta’s recent past14. However, whilst these 

results are not generalizable to the Maltese population, they point towards potential challenges for disaster 

managers in raising public interest and encouraging citizens’ preparedness activities. The strong sense of 

solidarity with others and explicit hands-on approach expressed by the Maltese participants in the 

qualitative research may be a starting point, as they viewed both these traits as a specific Maltese “culture  

to help”. These aspects could be explicitly integrated as shared values in behavioural guidelines and specific 

awareness campaigns for disaster situations. 

 
Furthermore, the qualitative and quantitative data collected in Malta also highlighted the prominent role of 

family and kinship networks in Mediterranean societies, which can be seen as a cultural value that directly 

reflects behaviour in disaster situations. Accordingly, as their first reaction in case of a disaster the majority 

of Maltese participants indicated that they would call their family and friends, whereas the majority of 

Romanian participants responded that they would call the emergency services first. However, in case of an 

ongoing disaster both Romanian and Maltese participants indicated that they would be very likely to make 
 

14 With the exception of the WWII bombings. 
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use of social media for various purposes that involve different information flows, i.e. authorities to citizens 

(providing information), citizens to citizens (warning, helping and staying in contact with others), and citizens 

to authorities. Whilst the interest in the latter functionality was not expressed as strongly as the other 

possibilities, more than two out of three Romanian and almost half of the Maltese participants saw 

themselves as likely or very likely to submit information to the authorities in an ongoing disaster, which is 

consistent with the qualitative results that found a strong attitude amongst the Romanian participants to 

“offer services and obey directions”. 

 
Building on, and connecting, some of the findings from the Romanian Citizen Summit has the potential of 

being very useful. As outlined in section 3, the qualitative results revealed trust issues, i.e. participants 

expressed their distrust in the authorities’ capability to respond effectively to disasters. At the same time, 

some participants appeared to take up some of the responsibility themselves by acknowledging that the 

authorities can only act effectively when they have citizens’ trust. An increased use of social media 

applications in disaster communication, apart from the usefulness of the applications itself, may also serve 

to foster Romanian citizens’ trust in the authorities. 

 
These synthesised results, together with the specific measures and, in particular, the cultural groups and 

aspects suggested by participants of these first two Summits, will shape the next round of Stakeholder 

Assembly and Citizen Summits in 2017. 


