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Abstract

Objectives: In this study, we aimed to examine the effect of women’s perceptions of psycho-
logical power related to gender roles on their disaster risk perceptions.

Methods: This cross-sectional and descriptive study was planned in a correlational design. The
study was completed with 272 people who met the inclusion criteria. Data for the study were
collected between February 21,2024 and March 7, 2024. The Independent sample ¢ test was used
for the comparison of two independent groups and one way analysis of variance was used for the
comparison of two or more unrelated groups. A Pearson correlation analysis was used to
examine the relationship between numerical variables.

Results: Women who had previously experienced a disaster were found to have higher scores on
the strength/advocacy, threat, anxiety, and disaster risk perception scale than those who had not.
A moderate positive correlation was found between the increase in women’s perceptions of
psychological power and their perceptions of threat, controllability, anxiety levels, and disaster
risk perceptions, while a low negative correlation was found with their perceptions of fatalism.
Conclusions: It was concluded that women’s psychological strength affects disaster risk per-
ception. Psychological empowerment of women is thought to be important in ensuring disaster
resilience.

Disasters are known as the results of events caused by natural, technological, or human factors
that interrupt human activities' and normal life and cause” physical, social, and economic losses.”
Disasters can affect human activities in the area’ where they occur and can bring many
problems.” Regardless of the source of disasters, all components of society can be affected by
this situation.® Especially, individuals in vulnerable groups such as women, children, the elderly,
pregnant women, and people” with disabilities may experience the negative effects of disasters
more and the level of disaster response of these groups may differ.”” Women, who are among the
aforementioned groups and constitute the population of our study, are more affected by disasters
due to factors related to gender roles such as their education level,'” the behaviors they have
developed due to their upbringing,” and the skills they have acquired throughout their lives.""'*
Although the behaviors women have developed due to their upbringing and the skills they have
acquired throughout their lives vary depending on sociocultural factors, they recognize risks and
are the first to adopt safety behaviors, correctly evacuate individuals and animals under their care,
and direct individuals using appropriate instructions; women climb, drive, ride bicycles, and use
tools in combination with their leadership skills.”*'""?

Studies'”'* indicate that women’s vulnerability to disasters and their capacities are differ-
ent. The characteristics'* that women spontaneously developed to overcome problems arising
from gender differences enabled them to develop organizational'® and coordinational skills.'”
Moreover, if these skills are supported by training, women may become major actors in disaster
management processes.'’ The psychological empowerment of women supports this situ-
ation.'® This is because psychological empowerment refers to women’s ability to make and
implement choices.'” Through psychological empowerment,”’ women not only overcome
patriarchal taboos and traditional social responsibilities”" but also transform themselves.””
The psychological empowerment of women allows them to increase”” their self-confidence and
participate in new groups.”* Therefore, this may contribute to disaster risk mitigation and
disaster management.”” Psychologically empowered women believe that they have more ability
to control their environment, emotions, and actions to achieve desired outcomes.”® Because
women generally develop psychological resilience against the problems they manage in their
daily lives, they can perform better in disaster situations.'™” In order to strengthen women
psychologically, they need to be visible in the public arena, participate in decision-making
mechanisms, be represented in the political arena, increase their ability to act independently,
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achieve economic prosperity, access training, use the conditions
brought by technology, eliminate inequalities, protect their self-
esteem, eliminate the oppression of the female body, and make
their voices heard.””*"

Although there is evidence in the literature that the gender factor
affects disaster risk perception,”"”” it remains unclear whether
psychological empowerment has a direct impact on disaster risk
perception.”” Although the evidence in the literature is unclear that
psychological empowerment directly affects disaster risk percep-
tion, it suggests that psychological empowerment may be indirectly
related to the change in individuals’ negative thoughts, risk percep-
tions, and their consequences.‘”’35

In this regard, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
also emphasizes the gender factor in increasing community disaster
resilience. The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015-
2030) calls for “empowering people disproportionately affected by
disasters and ensuring inclusive, accessible and equitable participa-
tion. Include gender, age, disability, and cultural perspectives in all
policies and practices, and promote women and youth leadership.”*
Therefore, in a gender context, women, with their leadership and
strong roles in integrated disaster management, can be major actors
in disaster risk mitigation and crisis management processes by
utilizing both their individual and societal capacities.””” Eliminating
gender inequalities can pave the way for women to participate more
in disaster preparedness and disaster response processes.”

In this regard, this study aimed to examine the impact of
psychological power perceptions of gender roles on disaster risk
perception of women, who are at risk of becoming more vulnerable
in disasters but have a high potential to become major actors in
disaster risk mitigation and crisis management processes if they are
empowered.

Methods
Study Design

This study, which examined the effect of women’s psychological
power on disaster risk perception, was planned in a cross-sectional,
descriptive, and correlational design.

Universe and the sample of the study

The study universe consisted of women living in Tiirkiye. Living in
Tiirkiye, being over 18 years of age, being able to read and write,
women who can use social media communication tools, and volun-
teering to participate in the study were determined as inclusion
criteria. The criteria other than these are considered as exclusion
criteria. Considering the large size of the study universe, the diffi-
culty of reaching the entire universe, and time and cost issues,
sampling was chosen. In determining the study group, the non-
probabilistic convenience sampling method was preferred.”” The
sample size required for valid, reliable, and accurate scientific
results was calculated before the study using G*Power (3.1.9.7)
software with 95% theoretical power."’ The sample size of the study
was determined as a minimum of 166 people with a power of 80% at
an effect level of 0.5 at a 95% CI. Although the minimum sample
size for the study was 166 people, data were collected from 272 par-
ticipants, considering the expectation of missing data and errone-
ous responses.

Data collection tools
The study data were collected using the “Personal Information
Form” prepared by the researchers to identify the personal and
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professional characteristics of the participants, the "Women’s Psy-
chological Power Scale," and the “Disaster Risk Perception Scale.”

Personal information form. The form created by the researchers
consists of 8 closed-ended questions regarding the personal and
professional characteristics of the participants (marital status, age,
education level, occupation, disaster training status, disaster experi-
ence, psychosocial support service receipt status, etc.).

Women’s Psychological Power Scale (WPPS). The “Women’s
Psychological Power Scale” (WPPS) was developed by Bozkur
(2020). Focusing on the psychological aspect of empowerment,
the WPPS measures women’s perception of psychological power
to challenge traditional gender roles arising from culture or context.
The 5-point Likert-type WPPS consists of 4 sub-dimensions and
31 items. These sub-dimensions are strength/advocacy, self-esteem,
approach to education, and restrictiveness. Cronbach’s Alpha value
for overall WPPS was found to be 0.84. In this study, Cronbach’s
Alpa value was found to be 0.71."'

Disaster Risk Perception Scale (DRPS). The Disaster Risk Percep-
tion Scale (DRPS) developed by Celik and Kili¢ (2023) consists of
21 items and 4 sub-dimensions. The sub-dimensions of the scale are
“threat,” “fatalism,” “controllability,” and “anxiety.” The “threat”
sub-dimension of the scale consists of 7 items, the “fatalism” sub-
dimension consists of 3 items, the “controllability” sub-dimension
consists of 6 items and the “anxiety” sub-dimension consists of
5 items. The items in the scale are in 5-point Likert format as “I-
Strongly Disagree,” “2- Disagree,” “3-Partially Agree,” “4-Agree,”
and “5-Strongly Agree.” The lowest score that can be obtained from
the scale is 21 and the highest score is 105. As the score obtained from
the scale increases, the level of disaster risk perception increases. The
Cronbach’s Alpa value of the scale was found to be 0.86. In this study,
Cronbach’s Alpa value was found to be 0.84.*

» <«

Data Collection Process

The study was completed with 272 people who met the inclusion
criteria. The data of the study were collected between February
21, 2024 and March 07, 2024 through an online survey. The data
collection tool has been prepared electronically using the interface
in the “https://www.google.com/forms/about/” system. Google
Forms was limited to 1 response per participant to prevent repeated
responses. Participants were contacted via social media tools such
as email, WhatsApp, etc. As of February 21, 2024, posts were made
via Instagram, Facebook, and WhatsApp status. These posts were
repeated continuously every day and ended on March 7, 2024.

In the first part of the questionnaire form, the purpose of the
study, contact information of the researchers, information on
voluntary participation, and consent for voluntary participation
were included. Following the information provided, those who
wanted to participate in the study voluntarily checked the voluntary
participation confirmation icon and had access to answer the
“Women’s Psychological Strength Scale” and “Disaster Risk Per-
ception Scale” questions on the following pages. Individuals who
voluntarily participate in the survey are required to answer all the
questions in the relevant questionnaire to access the questions on
the next page. Therefore, there were no questionnaires with missing
responses in the study. The average time to answer the question-
naire is 10-15 minutes for each respondent. The number of ques-
tionnaire responses was limited so that each respondent could
answer the questionnaire only once.

Statistical Analysis
All data were saved on the computer and analyzed using SPSS
22 (statistical package for social sciences) software for Windows.
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In the analysis of the data, firstly, the assumptions to be met to
decide which tests (parametric/nonparametric tests) to apply were
tested. The normal distribution of the data was determined by
examining the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and skewness and kurtosis
coefficients. In addition, Kolmogorov-Smirnov, kurtosis and skew-
ness values, which are other assumptions of the normal distribu-
tion, and histogram graph, were used to decide the distribution
normality. As can be seen in Table 1, because the kurtosis and
skewness values of the data obtained from the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test with a significance level less than 0.05 are between
+2.0," it is accepted that the values do not differ excessively from
the normal distribution and statistical analyzes were performed
with parametric tests. An Independent sample ¢ test was used to
compare two independent groups, and a one way analysis of
variance was used to compare two or more unrelated groups. A
Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the relationship
between numerical variables. The data were evaluated with a 95%
confidence interval and o = 0.05 significance level. Summary stat-
istics for the overall and sub-dimension scores of the scale are
presented in Table 1.

Results

In this section, firstly, the socio-demographic characteristics of the
participants are presented. 95.59% (n: 260) of the participants were
single, 50.37% (n: 137) had received disaster training, 51.47% (n:
140) had not experienced a disaster, and 86.4% (n: 235) had not
received psychosocial support services before. The mean age of the
participants was 20.47 + 3.35 years (Table 2).

Fatalism scores showed a statistically significant difference
according to the status of receiving disaster training (P < 0.05). When
the mean scores were examined, it was determined that the fatalism
scores of the participants who received disaster training (2.63 + 0.94)
were lower than those who did not receive disaster training (2.90 +
1.06). Other scale scores did not show a statistically significant
difference according to the status of receiving disaster education
before (P> 0.05). The strength/advocacy, threat, anxiety, and disaster
risk perception scale scores show a statistically significant difference
according to the previous disaster experience of the participants (P <
0.05). When the mean scores were examined, it was determined that
the strength/advocacy, threat, anxiety, and disaster risk perception
scale scores of the participants who had disaster experience were

Table 1. Summary statistics for overall scale and sub-dimension scores

Table 2. Distributions on demographic characteristics

Variables Groups n %
Marital status Single 260 95.59
Married 12 4.41
Disaster training status Yes 137 50.37
No 135 49.63
Disaster experience Yes 132 48.53
No 140 51.47
Psychosocial support service receipt status Yes 37 13.6
No 235 86.4
Age XSD 20.47+3.35

higher than those who did not experience. Other scale scores did not
show a statistically significant difference according to the status of
experiencing a disaster (P > 0.05) (Table 3).

There was a low, positive, and significant (r: 0.227; P < 0.05)
correlation between restrictiveness scores and threat scores; a low,
negative, and significant (r: -0.263; P < 0.05) correlation between
fatalism scores; a moderate, positive, and significant (r: 0.448; P <
0.05) correlation between the controllability scores; a low, positive,
and significant (r: 0.277; P < 0.05) correlation between anxiety
scores; and a low, positive, and significant (r: 0.293; P < 0.05)
correlation between disaster risk perception scale scores. There
was a low, negative, and significant correlation between the
approach to education scores and fatalism scores (r: -0.243; P <
0.05), and a moderate, positive, and significant correlation between
controllability scores (r: 0.155; P < 0.05). There was a low, negative,
and significant correlation between self-esteem scores and fatalism
scores (r: 0.215; P < 0.05). There was a moderate, positive, and
significant (7:0.345; P < 0.05) correlation between strength/advo-
cacy scores and threat scores; a low, negative, and significant
(r:-0.192; P < 0.05) correlation between fatalism scores; a moderate,
positive, and significant (r: 0.505; P < 0.05) correlation between
controllability scores; a low, positive, and significant (r: 0.292; P <
0.05) correlation between anxiety scores; and a moderate, positive,
and significant (r: 0.396; P < 0.05) correlation between disaster
risk perception scale scores. There is a moderate, positive, and

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Statistics p Skewness Kurtosis Mean S. Deviation
Restrictiveness 0.21 0.01 -1.54 1.99 4.34 0.70
Approach to education 0.08 0.01 -0.09 -0.52 3.53 0.85
Self-esteem 0.10 0.01 0.68 0.39 2.30 0.73
Strength/advocacy 0.09 0.01 -0.80 0.44 4.23 0.50
Women'’s Psychological power Scale 0.07 0.01 -0.55 0.76 3.66 0.33
Threat 0.07 0.01 -0.24 —-0.25 3.95 0.65
Fatalism 0.09 0.01 0.04 -0.57 2.76 1.01
Controllability 0.20 0.01 -1.16 0.42 4.44 0.63
Anxiety 0.11 0.01 —-0.40 -0.27 4.06 0.72
Disaster risk Perception scale 0.08 0.01 -0.45 0.08 3.95 0.48
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Disaster training status

Disaster experience Psychosocial support service receipt status

Group X +SD X +SD X +SD

Restrictiveness Yes 4.32+0.69 t:—0.49; P:0.62 4.37+0.73 t:0.57; P:0.57 432 +£0.81 t:—0.16; P:0.87
No 4.36+0.71 4.32+0.68 4.34 +0.68

Approach to education Yes 3.49+0.83 t:—0.84; P:0.40 3.57+0.85 t:0.61; p:0.55 3.49 £ 0.95 t:—0.31; P:0.76
No 3.58 £ 0.88 3.50 + 0.86 3.54 +0.84

Self esteem Yes 2.27+0.70 t:—0.70; P:0.49 2.29+0.73 t:—0.09; P:0.93 2.24 £ 0.68 t:—0.54; P:0.59
No 2.33+0.76 2.30+0.73 2.31+0.74

Strength/advocacy Yes 4.20 £0.55 t:-1.09; P:0.28 429+048  t:2.11; P:0.04 4.31+0.57 t:1.01; P:0.31
No 426 +0.43 4.17+0.51 4.22+0.48

Women’s Psychological Power Scale  Yes 3.63+0.34 t:—-1.57; P:0.12 3.69 £0.33 t:1.75; P:0.08 3.67 = 0.36 t:0.22; P:0.83
No 3.69 £0.33 3.62+0.34 3.66 +0.33

Threat Yes 4.02+0.67 t:1.86; P:0.06 4.06+0.70  t:2.83;P:0.01 3.98+0.71 t:0.31; P:0.75
No 3.88 £0.62 3.84+0.57 3.94 +0.64

Fatalism Yes 2.63+0.94 t:-2.29;P:0.02 2.80+1.12 t:0.59; P:0.56 2.71+1.03 t:-0.33; P:0.74
No 2.90+1.06 2.73+0.90 2.77+1.01

Controllability Yes 4.47 +0.66 t:0.68; P:0.50 444 +0.64 t-0.11; P:0.92 4.51 + 0.65 t:0.66; P:0.51
No 4.42 +0.61 4.45+0.63 4.43+0.63

Anxiety Yes 4.11+0.74 t:1.17; P:0.24 416+0.68  t:2.32;P:0.02 3.94 +0.81 t:—1.06; P:0.29
No 4.01+0.70 3.96 £ 0.75 4.08 £ 0.70

Disaster Risk Perception Scale Yes 3.97 £0.47 t:0.83; P:0.41 4.01+0.51  t:2.25;P:0.03 3.94+0.53 t:-0.09; P:0.93
No 3.92+£0.48 3.88 £ 0.44 3.95 + 0.47

F: One-way analysis of variance t: Independent sample t test.

significant (r: 0.339; P < 0.05) correlation between the women’s
psychological power scale scores and threat scores; a low, negative,
and significant (r: -0.177; P < 0.05) correlation between the fatalism
scores; a moderate, positive, and significant (r: 0.483; P < 0.05)
correlation between the controllability scores; a moderate, positive,
and significant (r: 0.391; P < 0.05) correlation between anxiety
scores; and a moderate, positive, and significant (r: 0.425; P <
0.05) correlation between the disaster risk perception scale scores
(Table 4).

When the regression analysis assumptions were analyzed, it was
found that the Durbin-Watson value was 1.80 and there was no
autocorrelation. The variance inflation factor (VIF) was around
1 and it was observed that there was no multicollinearity problem.
Multiple regression analysis was conducted by including the sub-

Table 4. Findings on the correlation between scales

dimension scores of the women’s psychological power scale, which
were found to be significant and related to the disaster risk percep-
tion scores, in the model. It was determined that the model estab-
lished for the prediction of disaster risk perception scores was
statistically significant [F (4.267) = 19.92 P < 0.05]. Restrictiveness,
self-esteem, and strength/advocacy scores were found to be signifi-
cant predictors of disaster risk perception scores (P < 0.05). A 1-unit
change in the restrictiveness sub-dimension scores will cause a
0.14-fold change in the disaster risk perception score, a 1-unit
change in the self-esteem sub-dimension scores will cause a 0.16-
fold change in the disaster risk perception score, and a 1-unit
change in the strength/advocacy sub-dimension scores will cause
a 0.39-fold change in the disaster risk perception score. The scores
of restrictiveness, self-esteem, and strength/advocacy sub-

Pearson Correlation Threat Fatalism Controllability Anxiety Disaster risk perception Scale
Restrictiveness 2277 -.263** 448" 277 .293**

Approach to education .080 -.243*F .155* .103 .059

Self esteem .006 .215** —.106 .118 .070
Strength/advocacy .345"* -192** .505"* .292** 396

Women'’s Psychological Power Scale 339" =177 483** 3917 425%*

**P<0.01.
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Table 5. Findings on the prediction of disaster risk perception score

Dependent variable: Disaster Risk Perception Scale

Independent variables: B St.Error  Beta t P VIF
Constant 1.55 0.29 5.36 0.01

Restrictiveness 0.14  0.05 0.20 287 0.01 172
Approach to education -0.06  0.04 -0.10 -165 010 137
Self-esteem 0.16 0.04 0.25 410 0.01 1.25
Strength/advocacy 0.39 0.06 0.40 599 0.01 157

F(4.267)=19.92; P:0.01 R:0.479 R*0.230 Durbin-Watson:1.80.

dimensions, which were found significant in the model, explained
23% of the variance in disaster risk perception scores (R2: 0.23)
(Table 5).

Discussion

In this study, we aimed to examine the effect of women’s percep-
tions of psychological power related to gender roles on their disaster
risk perceptions. This study determined that the psychological
strength of women with disaster experience positively affects dis-
aster risk perception, that women who received disaster training
have lower fatalistic beliefs, and that women’s psychological
strength affects threat perception, controllability, and anxiety
levels. In addition, the study reveals that important parameters
affecting women’s perception of disaster risk are restrictiveness,
self-confidence, and power/advocacy.

This study, which examined the effect of women’s perceptions
of psychological power regarding gender roles on disaster risk
perception, found that the scores of strength/advocacy, threat,
anxiety, and disaster risk perception scale were higher in women
who experienced disasters compared to those who did not. A
previous study conducted in Portugal determined that the disaster
experience affects individuals’ disaster risk perception.”* Individual
perception and experience of a natural hazard can influence risk
perception.”” Exposure to an event and experience affects individ-
uals’ risk perception.”” Another study determined that factors
such as gender, age, and disaster experience affect risk perception.””
Similarly, there is evidence in the literature that disaster risk per-
ception is influenced by various factors, particularly experi-
ences."”"” When the data of our study are evaluated together
with the existing literature, it is concluded that disaster experiences
of individuals affect disaster risk perception. This can be explained
by the fact that having experienced a disaster makes people aware of
their vulnerabilities and thus affects their risk perception.”” There-
fore, it can be said that creating systems that will directly include
people with disaster experience in the process of creating disaster
plans will contribute to disaster management processes.

This study found that the fatalism scores of women who had
received disaster training were lower than those who had not
received disaster training before. In the study conducted by Aksa
et al. (2020) in Indonesia, it was found that participants’ fatalistic
beliefs had a negative and significant correlation with earthquake
risk perception.”’ In another study conducted in Florida, Kusen-
bach (2018) reported that although there was a partial link between
female gender and fatalism, no other distinct clusters based on
demographic characteristics were observed.” In their study con-
ducted in Lebanon, Baytiyeh and Naja (2016) reported that belief in
fatalism affects risk perception and has a negative impact on
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disaster preparedness.”” This can be explained by the fatalistic belief
that people have no control over dangers.” Fatalistic understand-
ing should be considered in efforts to increase the disaster resilience
of societies because it has been found that fatalistic approaches
reduce disaster resilience.” Yari et al. (2019) stated in their research
that fatalistic beliefs affect disaster preparedness behavior.”® Lindell
and Perry (1992) stated that individuals with fatalistic beliefs
believe that disasters cannot be prevented.”” Therefore, it can be
assumed that it is a natural result that disaster training affects
fatalism score.

In this study, it was determined that there was a moderate and
positive correlation between women’s perceptions of psychological
power and threat perception, controllability, anxiety levels, and dis-
aster risk perceptions, while there was a low and negative correlation
with their perceptions of fatalism. Although psychological strength is
usually associated with lower threat perception, in this study higher
WPPS was associated with higher threat perception. A possible
explanation for this is that women who perceive themselves as
psychologically strong are more aware of the dangers around them,
which leads to higher threat perception. Marceron and Rohrbeck
(2019) found a significant negative correlation between perceived
threat and self-efficacy regarding disasters.”® A study in Taiwan
reported that women feel more prepared than men for possible future
hazards.”” Another study found that women were more prepared for
hazards.”” These situations may indicate that women’s threat percep-
tion and controllability affect disaster risk perception. Cvetkovi¢ et al.
(2019) determined that men have higher perceptions of flood disaster
preparedness and women have low self-confidence in flood disaster
preparedness.”’ In the aforementioned study, this was attributed to
women’s gender roles and linked to women’s low participation in
community networks, their status within the family, and cultural
influence. Kung and Chen (2012) determined that women feel more
anxious and threatened by earthquakes and are more sensitive to
risk.*” It can be stated that threat perception affects disaster risk
perception and makes women more sensitive.

Restrictiveness, self-esteem, and strength/advocacy scores were
found to be significant predictors of disaster risk perception
scores. The psychological power of women affects their disaster
risk perception. Rodriguez-Llanes et al. (2013) determined that
strong social support received after a disaster is associated with
increased psychological resilience, while the women’s resilience
result is associated with decreased probability.”” Oztekin and Orki
(2023) reported that conscious societies have higher psychological
resilience in disasters and higher disaster risk perceptions.”” Kill-
gore et al. (2020) determined that psychological resilience in the
face of disaster risks is related to alterable factors.”* Nishimi et al.
(2023) reported that psychological resilience is associated with a
lower probability of disaster risk over time.”” Altinova and Adi-
glizel (2014) found positive results in terms of self-esteem, gender
roles, and perceptions.”” Rodriguez-Llanes et al. (2013) deter-
mined that women are at higher risk of experiencing a worse state
of psychological resilience after a disaster.”” Xi et al. (2020) con-
cluded that resilience mediates various problems after disasters.””
In a study conducted in Erzincan, Tercan (2023) determined that
the level of disaster risk perception of female individuals was
higher than male individuals.”® In their study conducted at
Giimiishane University, Mizrak and Aslan (2020) found that
women’s perception of disaster risk was higher than that of
men.”” Ayvazoglu et al. (2020) in their study conducted at Mustafa
Kemal University, determined that the disaster risk perception
levels of women were higher than men.” Similarly, numerous
studies’*””'~"” revealed that women have higher disaster risk
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perceptions than men. Therefore, it can be stated that the psycho-
logical empowerment of women can have significant effects on
disaster risk management. It is considered that women have higher
disaster risk perceptions than men due to their physiological,
cognitive, psychological, social network, and social roles. This
may significantly affect the idea of empowering women and
supporting a collective approach’* to create disaster-resilient soci-
eties and achieve sustainable development goals.

Limitations

Collecting the study data online via Google form is a limitation of the
study. While this method provides the convenience of collecting
participants’ responses in real-time, it may make it difficult to
observe significant contexts of the participants, such as social or
demographic factors. It was observed that disaster training affected
the fatalism score. However, considering that the perception of
fatalism may be affected by different factors, the fact that the per-
ception of fatalism in disasters was not examined in terms of different
variables is considered as a limitation of the study. In this study, only
the effect of women’s psychological resilience on disaster risk per-
ception was examined. Therefore, it is considered important to
conduct further studies with a mixed design, considering women’s
psychological experiences and other environmental factors. In this
study, it was determined that income level affects self-esteem. There-
fore, it is recommended that future studies investigate environmental
and personal characteristics that may affect self-esteem.

Conclusion and Recommendations

As mentioned in our study, it has been determined in many
scientific studies that disaster risk perception is affected by various
factors. A high level of disaster risk perception may increase indi-
viduals’ tendency to be more prepared for disasters and thus reduce
their vulnerability. Therefore, in this study, the effect of psycho-
logical power of women living in Tiirkiye on disaster risk percep-
tion was examined in terms of various variables. This study
determined that women with disaster experience had higher disas-
ter risk perceptions. For this reason, it is considered important to
ensure the leadership of women with disaster experience and their
participation in disaster risk and disaster crisis management stages.
It was determined that receiving disaster training was a significant
factor in disaster preparedness and affected the fatalism score. It can
be said that disaster training is an important tool for empowering
women and building capacity against their vulnerabilities. It was
determined that there was a moderate positive correlation between
women’s perceptions of psychological power and their perceptions
of disaster risk. In addition, the restrictiveness, self-esteem, and
strength/advocacy scores were found to be significant predictors of
disaster risk perception scores. It is considered that psychological
empowerment of women and conducting women-based disaster
studies are essential in reducing disaster risks, ensuring sustainable
disaster resilience, building a disaster-resilient society, and convey-
ing this information to future generations.

Finally, according to the results of our study, women’s psycho-
logical strength affects their perception of disaster risk. It is thought
that psychological empowerment of women can play an important
role in increasing their resilience against disasters and reducing
their vulnerability. However, vulnerability to disasters is a multidi-
mensional phenomenon, and because it cannot be explained only
by psychological strength, it is recommended that different per-
spectives be developed in future studies based on this study.
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