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Abstract

This paper presents the results of quantitative research on the effect of certain characteristics of the citizens on the various forms of aid in natural disasters. It also examined the barriers to providing aid in those situations. The aim of quantitative research is scientific explication influence of gender, age, education level, marital status, employment status, income and level of religiosity to providing aid. During 2015, a survey was conducted in 19 local communities in Serbia. By applying a testing strategy for households and multistage random sampling of 2,500 persons were interviewed. The results indicate that 29% of respondents provide aid in the form of money, 18.2% in the form of food and water, 21.6% in the form of clothing and footwear. In providing aid on the ground engaged to 16.3% of respondents, while in the protection of material goods hired 17.4%. In detention centers engaged to only 4.6% of respondents. Then, the results of inferential statistical analysis shows that involvement in the protection of material goods and the reception center associated with all examined the above-mentioned characteristics. On the other hand, volunteering is significantly associated with all characteristics except the status of employment. Providing aid in the form of money is not linked to employment status and level of religiosity. In addition, the provision of assistance in the form of food and water is not only related to the age and Niva religiosity.

Given the importance of providing aid in natural disasters, research has a significant scientific and social significance. Originality of research is reflected in the improvement of theoretical and empirical knowledge about the fund's collective behavior during natural disasters. The research results can be used to create specific strategies and campaigns aimed at improving the scope of assistance.
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ЧИНИОЦИ И МОДЕЛИ ПОМОЋИ У КРИЗНИМ  СИТУАЦИЈАМА

Апстракт

У раду су изнети резултати квантитативног истраживања утицаја демографских и социо-економских карактеристика грађана на разне форме пружања помоћи у кризним и конфликтним ситуацијама. Такође су испитане баријере за пружање помоћи у таквим ситуацијама. Циљ истраживања представља научна експликација утицаја пола, година старости, нивоа образовања, брачног статуса, статуса запослености, висине прихода и степен религиозности на пружање помоћи. Током 2015. године спроведено је истраживање у 19 локалних заједница у Србији током којег је путем анкетног упитника вишеетапним случајним узорковањем анкетирано 2500 грађана. Добијени резултати указују да би 29% испитаника пружило помоћ у виду новца, 18,2% у виду хране и воде, а 21,6% у виду одеће и обуће. У пружању помоћи на самом терену ангажовало би се 16,3% испитаника, док би се у заштити материјалних добара ангажовало 17,4%. За рад у прихватним центрима ангажовало би се свега 4,6% испитаника. Резултати инференцијалних статистичких анализа показују да је ангажовање у заштити материјалних добара и у прихватном центру повезано са свим испитиваним чиниоцима. С друге стране, волонтерство је статистички значајно повезано са свим чиниоцима осим са статусом запослености. Пружање помоћи у виду новца није повезано са статусом запослености и нивоом религиозности. Са годинама старости и нивоом религиозности није повезано пружање помоћи у виду хране и воде. 

Полазећи од значаја пружања помоћи у кризним и конфликтним ситуацијама, истраживање има висок научни и друштвени значај. Резултати истраживања унапређују теоријски и емпиријски фонд сазнања о колективном понашању током кризних и конфликтних ситуација. Као такви, могу бити искоришћени за креирање стратегија и кампања усмерених ка унапређењу пружања помоћи.

Кључне речи: кризне ситуације, помоћ, волонтерство, новац, храна, одећа, заштита, прихватни центри.

INTRODUCTION

One of the innovations in the social sciences is certainly a growing interest of researchers for crisis situations (Drabek, 1986; Wenger, 1992; Cvetkovic, Lipovac, & Milojkovic, 2016). Unlike certain sociologists, who consider crises trivial, Drabek (Drabek, 1986), indicates that the study of crisis situation is found on the strategic crossroads of several dimensions such as the legal, political, economic and sociological. We begin to more seriously ask ourselves the questions: in what manner are crises a sociological construct; which theoretical and methodological prospective characterize the field of study, and what the key discoveries of important studies are; what the primary reasons are for studying crisis situations and why such manifestations would be of special interest to sociologists as well.

In the event of crisis situations, the preliminary answer comes from emergency rescue services and, as is inevitable, from relevant local government and possible volunteer organizations (Helsloot & Ruitenberg, 2004; Mileti, 1999; Tierney, Lindell, & Perry, 2002; Tobin & Montz, 2004: 13). Volunteers often undertake activities hitherto thus developing a social structure lacking in formalization, tradition and endurance (Stallings & Quarantelli, 1985). Volunteer activity is of crucial importance in these situations considering that the majority of survivors are rescued in the first 48 hours. American sociologist Stoddard, in his study in volunteers in crisis situations is the first to use the term „volunteering“. Aside from this, Stoddard differentiates between volunteers who are situational (those who come to the place of the event and wish to help) and those who have been trained (those who have passed the relevant training and possess certain equipment) (Britton, 1991; Stoddard, 1969: 188). For the purposes of this study, volunteering is considered a contribution that an individual gives without any coercion or recompense in order to achieve public benefits (Smith, 1994). Volunteering is a form of prosocial behavior that implies cooperation, helping, sharing with others, giving of gifts, different forms of psychosocial assistance and other (Brebrić, 2008; Trbojević, Otašević, & Mitrović, 2015: 228).
Wenger indicates that the crises researchers examined and found many aspects of volunteering after the fifties of the twentieth century (Wenger, 1992). Provision of assistance depends on the social order, personal characteristics, attitudes and situational variables. Higher education and high income at the household level are some of the most important predictors of volunteering, while gender and employment are also positively correlated (Okun, 1993). Some research is related to the impact of volunteering on the volunteers themselves (Dass-Brailsford, Thomley, & de Mendoza, 2011; Meier & Stutzer, 2008; Wheeler, Gorey, & Greenblatt, 1998; Wilson & Musick, 1999). Research shows that volunteers are motivated to work by altruistic and humanitarian attitudes, aspirations for a better understanding of the situation and raising the level of reputation and better integration into the community (Clary, Snyder, & Stukas, 1996; Omoto & Snyder, 2002). The results of national research in the US suggests that males showed a higher degree of confidence in their ability to react during the first five minutes after a certain crisis situations, and are more willing to respond to the nature of the crisis in higher percentage.
They also showed greater interest in volunteer activities during natural crisis situation (FEMA, 2009). Florin and associates found that people who live in their own proprietary facilities, the elderly, who have residences longer, and married persons are more interested in volunteering (Florin, Jones, & Wandersman, 1986).
Research of correlation between gender and the offering of assistance gave varied results. In some cases, a greater interest from males was established (Curtis, Grabb, & Baer, 1992; Ortega & Allen, 1986), and in others, from females (Ledic, 2007). In some studies, no statistically significant correlation between gender and frequency of volunteering was found (Ledić, 2007). On the other hand, the research confirms the growing interest for offering assistance when it comes to people with higher education (Sundeen, 1992). Individuals with higher levels of education have more positive attitudes about volunteering than citizens with lower education (Ledić, 2007; Cvetković et al., 2015). National studies have shown that people who are married often provide more support than the unmarried (Hodgkinson, 1986; Palisi & Korn, 1989). Another study showed that divorced people are more interested in providing assistance than those who are married (Ortega & Allen, 1986). Then, it was found that work people are likely to volunteer than those who are not employed (Edwards, Edwards, & Watts, 1984). In some studies, the results showed that employment status does not affect the frequency of volunteering (Ledić, 2007). It was found that parenthood or lack thereof, affects the provision of assistance and that parents are more likely to be interested (Schiff, 1990). Level of income is one of the most important socio-economic factors that was questioned.

Results of the previous studies show that people with higher incomes are more motivated to help (Auslander & Litwin, 1988). Considering the effects of age on providing help, researchers have found that there is a positive correlation and that it usually engage citizens aged 34 to 55 years (Hodgkinson, 1986; Ortega & Allen, 1986). It was found that younger respondents volunteer less and older respondents more often (Ledić, 2007). The question of motivation for volunteering is also a valid subject of research. The research results confirm that the different types of volunteering depend on different motives (Houle, Sagarin, & Kaplan, 2005; Оташевић, Трбојевић & Митровић, 2015). In doing so, it is important to mention that there is egoistic (realization of oneself' well-being) and altruistic motivation (well-being of others). It was found that there is a positive correlation between empathy and volunteering (Gill & Andreychik, 2009; Miller, Eisenberg, Fabes, & Shell, 1996). In one of the studies it was found that persons with a higher degree of empathy towards negative emotions (a person in distress) provide less assistance following too great an intensity of emphatic distress (Trbojević et al., 2015).
Using the results of previous studies as a basis, the authors of a quantitative study which represents additional contribution to the better understanding of providing assistance in crisis situations studies the influence of gender influence, age, degree of education, marital status, employment status, level of income, level of religious dedication providing of assistance in cases of natural disaster.
THE METHODOLOGICAL FRAME OF RESEARCH

Local communities in the Republic of Serbia with both high and low flood risk were stratified using the statistical method and the method of experiential generalization. In this way a stratum was established i.e. a population made up entirely of adults members of local communities in which floods have occurred or which were at risk of flooding. From stratums established in this way, 19 out of a total 154 in whom a risk or potential risk of flooding had been indicated. The research included the following communities: Obrenovac, Sabac, Krusevac, Kragujevac, Sremska Mitrovica, Priboј, Batocina, Svilajnac, Lapovo, Paraćin, Smederevska Palanka, JasaTomic, Loznica, Bajina Basta, Smederevo, Novi Sad, Кraljevo, Rekovac and Uzice (picture 1).
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Picture 1 – An overwiev map of the geospacial collocation of questioned respondants according to local community in the Republic of Serbia
In the further steps of taking samples, a multi-stage random sample was used. In the first stage, the parts from administrative positions in local communities which were at risk from 100-year-waters or potentially at risk of high waters were determined. In the second stage streets or parts of streets were determined, and in the third homes in which the questionnaire was done were determined. The selection of respondents was done according to the procedure of random selection of adult household members who were encountered during the questioning time. A total of 2500 citizens were questioned during the study. Study was part of a larger study on the readiness of citizens to react to crisis situations (chart 1).
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Chart 1 - Distribution of respondents included in the sample according to local communities
According to the sample, men make up 49.8% of the whole, while women make up 50.2%. Therefore, the sample is composed of slightly more women than men in all age groups, except the 48 to 58 years group and the over 68 years group, both of which have higher percentages of men (chart 2).
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Chart 2 – A percentage composition of citizens surveyed according to gender
When you examine the educational structure of citizens who are covered by the sample, it can also be noted that the highest percentage of the population is made up of those with secondary school degrees at 41.3%. The lowest percentages are made up of are the citizens who have completed their master studies at 2.9% and 0.4% for those who have completed their doctoral studies. There are more men than women with a three-year secondary education and a doctorate, while there are more women who have completed undergraduate and graduate studies, as well as a four-year secondary school (chart 3).
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Chart 3 - A percentage composition of the sample polled citizens according to education
The scope covered by the sample of citizens aged from 18 to 90 years, the middle value with a mean of 39.95 years (men 40.9 - SD = 14,176 and women 38,61- SD = 14,278) with a standard deviation of 14,244 years (chart 4).
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Chart 4 – A percentage composition of the sample polled citizens according to their age
In the total sample, married individuals were at 54.6%, widowers / widows at 3%, unmarried (single) at 18.8%, engaged 2.7%, with 16.9% of respondents in emotional relationships. According to the results, there are a lot more married men than married women. In fact, there are more single men than unmarried women (Chart 5).
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Chart 5 - Distribution of surveyed citizens according to marital status
Statistical analysis of the collected data was performed at IBM's software package SPSS.

The chi-squared test of independence (χ2) was used to examine the correlation between provision of assistance and certain demographics, socio-economic and psychological characteristics of the respondents.
THE RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The obtained results indicate that 29% of the respondents would donate money to one of the accounts for helping flood victims, while 64.8% would not. 18.2% of the respondents would provide help in the form of food and water to vulnerable people, while 66.6% would not. Only 21.6% of the respondents would provide support in the form of clothing and footwear while 58.9% would not. Of all respondents, 16.3% would be engaged in assisting flood victims in the field, while 78% would not. In addition, 17.4% would be engaged in protecting property from flooding in the field, while 77% would not be involved. 23.3% of respondents would participate as volunteers, while 72.6% would not. Finally, only 4.6% of respondents would be engaged at the reception center for assistance, while 89.8% would not.

Table 1 - Distribution of interest in providing assistance

	
	Money

	Food and water

	Clothes and footwear

	Engagement in providing assistance

	Engagement in protecting material goods

	Volunteer work

	Reception center


	
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)

	Yes
	724
	29,0
	456
	18,2
	539
	21,6
	408
	16,3
	411
	17,4
	583
	23,3
	116
	4,6

	No
	1620
	64,8
	1666
	66,6
	1472
	58,9
	1951
	78,0
	1950
	77,0
	1816
	72,6
	2246
	89,8

	Total
	2344
	93,8
	2122
	84,9
	2011
	80,4
	2359
	94,4
	2361
	94,4
	2399
	96,0
	2362
	94,5


Considering the large percentage of respondents with efflux of a lack of desire to provide assistance to vulnerable citizens against floods, respondents were asked to respond on a scale of assessment to the question of the extent of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) agree to the above listed statements. From the results, we see that 15.5% of respondents said that their help would not mean much to vulnerable citizens, 18.8% claimed that they helped enough, 23.5% that it is the job of state authorities / emergency-rescue services, 18.6% said they expected that primarily citizens from flood-threatened areas would be engaged in volunteering, 16.5% said they did not have enough time for such activities and 10.3% that such activities are too expensive. When you review the responses given, the middle value recorded in the stated reasons is: my help would not mean much to the vulnerable citizens - 2.62 (SD = 1.251), others helped enough - 2.73 (SD = 1.222), it is the job of government organs and specialized services - 2.95(SD =1,244), I expected the citizens from flood-affected area to be engaged first - 2.79 (SD = 1.227), I do not have the time - 2.62 (SD = 1.296), it costs too much - 2.36 (SD = 1.199). From the standpoint of the percentage of answers and from the recorded middle value, most often mentioned is that it is a job for the state authorities.
Table 2 - Barriers in providing assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	My help would not mean much
	Others helped enough
	It is the job of state authorities / emergency-rescue services
	I expected citizens from flood affected areas to be primarily engaged 
	I did not have time for such activities
	Too expensive

	
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)
	Ф
	(%)

	Absolutely disagree
	648
	25,9
	528
	21,1
	424
	17,0
	490
	19,6
	660
	26,4
	812
	32,5

	To some extent disagree
	237
	9,5
	290
	11,6
	217
	8,7
	267
	10,7
	257
	10,3
	276
	11,0

	Neither agree nor disagree
	1052
	42,1
	1034
	41,4
	1087
	43,5
	1073
	42,9
	980
	39,2
	963
	38,5

	To some extent disagree
	132
	5,3
	217
	8,7
	226
	9,0
	179
	7,2
	114
	4,6
	94
	3,8

	Absolutely disagree
	254
	10,2
	253
	10,1
	363
	14,5
	290
	11,6
	298
	11,9
	162
	6,5

	Total
	2323
	92,9
	2322
	92,9
	2317
	92,7
	2299
	92,0
	2309
	92,4
	2307
	92,3


The results of Chi-square test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between gender and the following variables: the volunteer (p = 0.00 <0.05); money (p = 0.00 <0.05), food (p = 0.00 <0.05), clothing (p = 0.00 <0.05), help (p = 0.00 <0.05), protection (p = 0.00 <0.05) and a reception center (p = 0.00 <0.05) (Table 3). Judging by the obtained results, men (Yes - 32% No - 67.3%) are engaged in a slightly higher percentage as volunteers than women (yes - 16% No - 84%). 

Women are the ones who pay money in a slightly higher percentage to any account for Victim Assistance (Yes - 33.6% No - 66.4%) compared to men (Yes - 28.1% No - 71.9%). Also, women would, in higher percentages, give assistance in the form of food (Yes - 26.4% No - 73.6%) compared to men (Yes - 16.6% No - 83.4%). A higher percentage of women would provide help in the form of clothing and footwear (Yes - 32.3% No - 67.7%) compared to men (Yes - 21.1% No - 78.9%). When it comes to engagement in providing assistance to victims on the field, men are engaged in a slightly higher percentage (Yes - 23.5% No - 76.5%) compared to women (- 11.1% No - 88, 9%). Men should be at a higher percentage engaged in the protection and material goods while at risk (Yes - 26.7% No - 73.3%) compared to women (to - 8.1% No - 91.9%). In addition, men are engaged in the protection and material goods while at risk in higher percentages (yes - 26.7% No - 73.3%) compared to women (to - 8.1% No - 91.9%). And finally, it was found that the women ought to get involved in some of the reception centers in slightly higher percentage (to - 6.1%, no - 93.9%) than men (to - 3.7% No - 96, 3%).

Table 3 - The effect of gender on the provision of assistance

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	91,1
	1
	,000
	,195

	Money
	8,3
	1
	,004
	,060

	Food
	30,2
	1
	,000
	,119

	Clothing
	31,9
	1
	,000
	,126

	Aid
	63,6
	1
	,000
	,164

	Protection
	141,0
	1
	,000
	,244

	Reception center
	6,8
	1
	,009
	,054


              * statistically significant correlation - p ≤ 0.05

The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between age and the following variables: the volunteer (p = 0.00 <0.05); money (p = 0.03 <0.05), clothing (p = 0.04 <0.05), help (p = 0.00 <0.05), protection (p = 0.00 <0.05), a reception center (p = 0.00 <0.05). There was no statistically significant association with variable food (p = 0.057> 0.05) (Table 4). Further analyses confirmed that citizens aged 18 to 28 years were mostly engaged as volunteers, while the least involved citizens were aged over 68 years. On the other hand, in the highest percentage citizens aged 58 to 68 years, would donate money as a form of assistance to victims, as opposed to citizens aged 68 to 78 years that would do it in the lowest percentage. 

Help in the form of clothing and footwear in the highest percentage would be given by citizens aged 28 to 38 years, while the lowest percentage would be provided by citizens aged 78 to 90 years. When it comes to involvement in providing assistance on the field, the most involved citizens are those aged 18 to 28 years, while the least involved citizens are those aged over 68 years. At the same time, citizens aged 38 to 48 years would be hired in higher percentages than citizens aged 28 to 38 years. In the protection of material goods in the most affected areas, it is more likely for citizens aged 38 to 48 years to be involved, as opposed to citizens over the age of 68. In most reception centers the most involved citizens would be aged 18 to 28 years, while the least involved citizens would be aged 58 to 68.

Table 4 - The effect of age on providing assistance in natural disaster situations
	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	45,7
	6
	,000
	,138

	Money
	13,7
	6
	,033
	,077

	Food
	12,2
	6
	,057
	,076

	Clothing
	13,0
	6
	,043
	,081

	Aid
	45,9
	6
	,000
	,140

	Protection
	21,7
	6
	,001
	,096

	Reception center
	17,9
	6
	,006
	,087


The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between the level of education and the following variables: the volunteer (p = 0.00 <0.05); money (p = 0.00 <0.05), food (p = 0.00 <0.05), clothing (p = 0.00 <0.05), help (p = 0.00 <0.05), a reception center (p = 0.00 <0.05). There was no statistically significant association with variable protection (p = 0.06> 0.05) (Table 5).
As volunteers, those most involved would be citizens who have completed college, while the least involved would be citizens who have completed doctoral studies. At the same time, citizens who have completed master studies would be hired in higher percentages than citizens with secondary and elementary school educations. Individuals with primary school would get involved as volunteers the least without taking into account the citizens who have completed doctoral studies.

Money to help victims, in the highest percentage would be paid by citizens who have completed master study courses, with the lowest percentage given by citizens with primary school educations. Citizens who have completed secondary / four-year educations, would donate money in higher percentages than citizens who have completed secondary / three-year education. A greater percentage of citizens with higher education would donate money, the opposite of citizens with all lower levels of education. The highest percentage of people who would help with food and water are people who have completed doctoral studies, while the lowest percentage are citizens with primary education. At the same time, citizens who have completed secondary / four-year education in the higher percentage are more willing to help with food and water than citizens who have completed secondary / three-year education. Citizens who have completed higher education would give food aid in higher percentages than citizens who have completed higher education.

Help in the form of clothing and footwear in the highest percentage was given by people who have completed master studies, while the smallest percentage of such assistance by citizens with primary education. In fact, citizens with university educations would give such assistance in higher percentages than citizens who have completed higher and high school educations. In providing assistance, the most engaged citizens would be ones who have completed secondary / four-year educations in relation to the citizens with primary education. Citizens who have completed higher education would be involved in higher percentages than the citizens who have completed higher education. In the protection of material goods at risk of various consequences, the most involved citizens are the ones who have completed master studies, while the smallest percentage of the involved citizens are those who have completed doctoral studies. A higher percentage of citizens who have completed undergraduate studies would be engaged than the citizens who have completed doctoral studies, and to a lesser extent from citizens who have completed secondary or higher education. The most engaged citizens in the reception center are those who have completed higher education, while the least engaged are the citizens who have completed primary educations only. Citizens who have completed secondary educations would be engaged in higher percentages than people with completed higher educations.

Table 5 - The effect of educational level on providing assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	31,2
	6
	,000
	,114

	Money
	80,1
	6
	,000
	,185

	Food
	74,0
	6
	,000
	,187

	Clothing
	119,5
	6
	,000
	,244

	Aid
	58,9
	6
	,000
	,158

	Protection
	11,7
	6
	,068
	,070

	Reception center
	22,3
	6
	,001
	,097


The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between marital status and the following variables: the volunteer (p = 0.00 <0.05); money (p = 0.00 <0.05), food (p = 0.00 <0.05), clothing (p = 0.00 <0.05), help (p = 0.00 <0.05), protection (p = 0.00 <0.05), a reception center (p = 0.00 <0.05) (table 6). Analysis of the obtained results shows that the highest percentage of volunteers are those who are not in any emotional relationship, unlike citizens who are divorced and who would do this at a minimum. A larger percentage of citizens who would volunteer belong to the group of individuals who are in relationships than to those who are engaged and married. A higher percentage of volunteers come from widowed citizens, as opposed to citizens who are divorced. The highest percentage of support in the form of money comes from married people, as opposed to citizens who are widowed. After married citizens, money would first be given by those who are single, those who are in a relationship, and then divorced people. In the highest percentage, help with food and water would be given by citizens who are married, unlike citizens who are widowed and would do so in the lowest amounts. Individuals who are in relationships would give assistance in larger amounts than citizens who are single. Divorced citizens would help in a greater percentage than engaged citizens. Help in the form of clothing and footwear would be donated by citizens who are divorced in the highest percentage, as opposed to widows. Engaged citizens would provide assistance at the lower percentage than citizens who are in a relationship. In providing assistance, the most involved citizens are those who are not in any kind of relationship, unlike citizens who are widowed. Individuals who are in relationships would enlist in higher percentages than citizens who are married or engaged. Regarding the protection of material goods, the most engaged citizens are ones who are in a relationship, as opposed to citizens who are widowed. Divorced people would be involved in a smaller percentage than married people. Finally, the most engaged citizens at the reception center would be those who are single, as opposed to divorced people who would do this at a minimum. Engaged citizens would be hired to a greater extent than citizens who are in emotional relationships.

Table 6 - The effect of marital status in the provision of assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	65,9
	5
	,000
	,166

	Money
	18,7
	5
	,002
	,089

	Food
	16,3
	5
	,006
	,088

	Clothing
	20,2
	5
	,001
	,100

	Aid
	37,9
	5
	,000
	,127

	Protection
	19,3
	5
	,002
	,091

	Reception center
	37,6
	5
	,000
	,126


The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between employment and the following variables: money (p = 0.00 < 0.05), food (p = 0.00 < 0.05), clothing ( p = 0.00 < 0.05), help (p = 0.03 < 0.05), protection (p = 0.00 < 0.05), a reception center (p = 0.00 <0.05). There was no statistically significant association with the volunteer variable (p = 0.19 > 0.05) (Table 7). In the highest percentage, employed respondents would give assistance in the form of money, food and water, clothing and footwear. Also, a higher percentage would be engaged in providing assistance and protecting material goods from the effects of the disaster. On the other hand, employed respondents would be involved in greater percentages in collective centers.

Table 7 - Impact of employment on assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	1,67
	1
	,196
	,027

	Money
	47,2
	1
	,000
	,144

	Food
	14,0
	1
	,000
	,083

	Clothing
	19,9
	1
	,000
	,101

	Aid
	4,7
	1
	,030
	,046

	Protection
	15,9
	1
	,000
	,083

	Reception center
	13,6
	1
	,000
	,077


The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between the amount of income and the following variables: money (p = 0.00 < 0.05), food (p = 0.00 < 0.05), clothing (p = 0,00 < 0,05) and the support (p = 0,03 < 0,05), the protection (p = 0,00 < 0,05). There was no statistically significant association with variable volunteer (p = 0.196 > 0.05) reception center (p = 0.311 > 0.05) (Table 8). Citizens who have incomes of 76,000 to 90,000 dinars would give assistance in the form of money in the highest percentage, as opposed to people who have incomes of up to 25,000 dinars. Citizens who have incomes of 26,000 to 50,000 dinars would give assistance in the form of money in a slightly higher percentage, to citizens with incomes up to 25,000 dinars. Assistance in the form of food, clothes and shoes would be given in the highest percentage by people with an income of 76,000 to 90,000 dinars, and the smallest percentage by people with incomes up to 25,000 dinars. The results indicate that with the increase of income increases the proportion of assistance in the form of food, clothing and footwear. When it comes to engagement in providing assistance on the field, the results are different. However, the highest percentage of engaged citizens would be ones with an income of 26,000 to 50,000 dinars, and the smallest percentage of people with incomes up to 25,000 dinars. In protection of property against the consequences of floods, the most involved people are those with incomes of 26,000 to 50,000 dinars, as opposed to citizens with incomes from 76,000 to 90,000 dinars. In most reception centers, involved citizens have incomes up to 25,000 dinars, as opposed to citizens with incomes over 90,000 dinars.

Table 8 - The effect of the level of income on assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	3,5
	3
	,319
	,040

	Money
	44,8
	3
	,000
	,143

	Food
	30,9
	3
	,000
	,124

	Clothing
	49,9
	3
	,000
	,163

	Aid
	15,3
	3
	,002
	,083

	Protection
	23,2
	3
	,000
	,102

	Reception center
	3,5
	3
	,311
	,040


The results of the Chi-squared test of independence (χ2) showed a statistically significant correlation between the level of religiosity and the following variables: the volunteer (p = 0.00 < 0.05, v = 0.113), help (p = 0.01 < 0, 05, v = 0.076), the protection (p = 0.00 < 0.05, v = 0.078), the reception center (p = 0.03 < 0.05, v = 0.135). There was no statistically significant association with variable money (p = 0.09 > 0.05), food (p = 0.619 > 0.05), clothing (p = 0.63 > 0.05) (Table 9). To some extent, religious people would prefer to be involved as volunteers, in relation to citizens who are less religious. When it comes to providing aid to the affected population, citizens who are absolute unbelievers would engage the most, unlike citizens who are to some extent unbelievers. Absolute believers would be engaged in higher percentages compared to citizens who are to some extent believers. When it comes to involvement in the protection of material goods from the effects of crisis situations, the most involved citizens are those who are in the absolute extent unbelievers, while the least engaged citizens are believers in absolute extent. Citizens who are not absolute believers are engaged in the highest percentage in collective centers, as opposed to citizens who are to some extent believers.

Table 9 - Effect of the level of religiosity on providing assistance in natural disaster situations

	
	 x2
	df
	Asymp.Sig. (2-sided)
	Cramers V

	Volunteer work
	29,6
	4
	,000
	,113

	Money
	8,0
	4
	,090
	,060

	Food
	2,6
	4
	,619
	,036

	Clothing
	2,5
	4
	,632
	,036

	Aid
	13,3
	4
	,010
	,076

	Protection
	13,8
	4
	,008
	,078

	Reception center
	41,7
	4
	,000
	,135


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Quantitative research of provision of assistance in situations of natural disasters naturally led to the following conclusions:

· Of the total number of respondents, 29% would donate money, 18.2% would give assistance in the form of food and water, and 21.6% would give assistance in the form of clothing and footwear 16.3% of respondents would be involved as volunteers, while in the protection of material goods 17.4% would be involved. Only 4.6% of respondents would be involved in reception centers.

· examining the barriers to providing assistance, it was found that 15.5% of respondents said that their help would not mean much to affected citizens, 18.8% said that others have helped enough, 23.5% that it is the job of state authorities / emergency-rescue services, 18.6% said they expected the citizens from flood-threatened areas to primarily be those engaged, 16.5% said they did not have enough time for such activities and 10.3% that such activities are too expensive. The most often mentioned reason is that it is a job for state authorities;

· Volunteering - there is a statistically significant correlation with gender, age, education level, marital status and the level of religiosity. In fact, the highest percentage of citizens who would volunteer have the following characteristics: male, aged between 18 and 28 years, have graduated from college, single, are believers to some extent. On the other hand, the smallest percentage of engaged citizens have the following characteristics: female, age over 68 years, have completed doctoral studies, divorced, almost nonbelievers.

· Help in the form of money - the highest percentage of citizens who would provide assistance in the form of money share the following characteristics: female, age 58 to 68 years, have completed master studies, married, employed, with an income of 76,000 to 90,000 dinars.

· Help in the form of food and water - the highest percentage of citizens who would provide support in the form of food and water share the following characteristics: female, having completed doctoral studies, married, employed, with an income of 76,000 to 90,000 dinars. On the other hand, the smallest percentage of citizens who would provide aid in the form of food and water have the following characteristics: male, completed primary school educations, widows, and unemployed, with an income of up to 25,000 dinars.

· Help in the form of clothing and footwear - the highest percentage of citizens who would provide support in the form of clothes and shoes share the following: female, aged 28 to 38 years, completed master studies, employed, with incomes of 76,000 to 90,000 dinars.

· Involvement in providing assistance to the victims - the highest percentage of citizens who would assist in providing help have the following characteristics: male, aged 18 to 28 years, completed secondary / four-year educations, employed, with incomes of 26,000 to 50,000 dinars, absolute nonbelievers.

· Involvement in the protection of material goods - the highest percentage of citizens hired to protect material goods have the following characteristics: male, aged 38 to 48 years, completed master studies, single, employed, with an income of 26,000 to 50,000 dinars, total religious non-believers.

· The reception center - the highest percentage of citizens who would be hired at the reception center share the following characteristics: female, aged 18 to 28 years, completed high school educations, unemployed, with an income of up to 25,000 dinars, absolute nonbelievers.

Recommendations for future research and restrictions

Despite an effort to shed light on most of the issues of providing assistance in crisis situations, most of them remain to be actualized. It is necessary to examine in what way citizens can be affected and motivated (television, radio, internet, posters) with consideration to their demographic, socio-economic and psychological characteristics.
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Резиме

У раду су изнети резултати квантитативног истраживања утицаја демографских и социо-економских карактеристика грађана на разне форме пружања помоћи у кризним и конфликтним ситуацијама. Такође су испитане баријере за пружање помоћи у таквим ситуацијама. Циљ истраживања представља научна експликација утицаја пола, година старости, нивоа образовања, брачног статуса, статуса запослености, висине прихода и степен религиозности на пружање помоћи. Током 2015. године спроведено је истраживање у 19 локалних заједница у Србији током којег је путем анкетног упитника вишеетапним случајним узорковањем анкетирано 2500 грађана. У првој етапи одређени су делови у административним седиштима локалних заједница који су били угрожени стогодишњим водама или потенцијалним ризиком од високих вода. У другој етапи одређене су улице или делови улица, а у трећој етапи одређена су домаћинства у којима је спроведено анкетирање. Број домаћинстава је усклађиван са бројношћу заједнице. Четврта етапа узорковања односила се на процедуру избора испитаника унутар претходно дефинисаног домаћинства. Селекција испитаника је спроведена процедуром случајног одабира пунолетних чланова домаћинства који су се затекли у време анкетирања. Добијени резултати указују да би 29% испитаника пружило помоћ у виду новца, 18,2% у виду хране и воде, а 21,6% у виду одеће и обуће. У пружању помоћи на самом терену ангажовало би се 16,3% испитаника, док би се у заштити материјалних добара ангажовало 17,4%. За рад у прихватним центрима ангажовало би се свега 4,6% испитаника. Резултати инференцијалних статистичких анализа показују да је ангажовање у заштити материјалних добара и у прихватном центру повезано са свим испитиваним чиниоцима. С друге стране, волонтерство је статистички значајно повезано са свим чиниоцима осим са статусом запослености. Пружање помоћи у виду новца није повезано са статусом запослености и нивоом религиозности. Са годинама старости и нивоом религиозности није повезано пружање помоћи у виду хране и воде. Полазећи од значаја пружања помоћи у кризним и конфликтним ситуацијама, истраживање има висок научни и друштвени значај. Резултати истраживања унапређују теоријски и емпиријски фонд сазнања о колективном понашању током кризних и конфликтних ситуација. Као такви, могу бити искоришћени за креирање стратегија и кампања усмерених ка унапређењу пружања помоћи.
�Would you make a deposit to any account for helping the flood victims?


�Would you give aid to vulnerable people in food and water?


�Would you give aid to vulnerable people in the clothing and footwear?


�Would you be engaged in assisting flood victims in the field (rescue, evacuation, first aid, deliveries of food, water, etc.)?


�Would you be engaged in protecting property from floods on the ground (charging bags with sand, building dams, etc.)?


�Would you participate as a volunteer in eliminating the consequences of floods?


�Would you be engaged in one of the shelters for flood victims?
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				Табела 36. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		1519		60.80%

				Не		883		35.30%

				Укупно		2402		96.10%

				Табела 37. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Стални радни однос		1131		45.20%

				Рад на одређено		305		12.20%

				Хонорарни		19		0.80%

				Нешто друго		38		1.50%

				Укупно		1493		59%

				Табела 38. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју запослених чланова у домаћинству

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Ниједан		44		1.80%

				Један члан		473		18.90%

				Два члана		612		24.50%

				Три чланoва		124		5.00%

				Четири чланова		24		1.00%

				Седам чланова		4		0.20%

				Табела 39. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти посла коју обављају

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Извршилачке		1054		42.20%

				Управљачке		204		8.20%

				средњи ниво

				Управљачке		83		3.30%

				високи ниво

				Укупно		1341		53.60%

				Табела 40. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према величини стана/куће у којој живе

				Стан		Фреквенција		Проценти

				35m2		128		3.90%

				35-60m2		237		7.20%

				60-80m2		279		8.50%

				80-100m2		126		3.90%

				preko 100m2		45		1.40%

				Укупно		815		24.90%

				Кућа		Фреквенција		Проценти

				60m2		229		7.00%

				60-100m2		639		19.50%

				100-150m2		522		16.00%

				150-200m2		206		6.30%

				preko 200m2		77		2.40%

				60m2		1673		51.10%

				60-100m2		229		7.00%

				Укупно		1673		51.10%

				Табела 41. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти власништва над објектом становања

				Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Лично власништво		773		30.90%

				Власништво члана породице		1560		62.40%

				Власништво трећег лица		123		4.90%

				Укупно		2456		98.20%

				Табела 42. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				До 25.000 динара		727		29.10%

				До 50.000 динара		935		37.40%

				До 75.000 динара		475		19.00%

				Укупно		191		7.60%

				Табела 43. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према статусу пушача

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		820		32.80%

				Не		1574		63.00%

				Укупно		2394		95.80%
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						Локална заједница		Укупна квадратна површина		Насеља		Број становника		Број домаћинства		Број анкетираних		%

						Обреновац		410		29		72682		7752		178		7.24%

						Шабац		797		52		114548		19585		140		5.69%

						Крушевац		854		101		131368		19342		90		3.66%

						Крагујевац		835		5		179417		49969		91		3.70%

						Сремска Митровица		762		26		78776		14213		174		7.07%

						Прибој		553		33		26386		6199		122		4.96%

						Баточина		136		11		11525		1678		80		3.25%

						Свилајнац		336		22		22940		3141		115		4.67%

						Лапово		55		2		7650		2300		39		1.59%

						Параћин		542		35		53327		8565		147		5.98%

						Смед. Паланка		421		18		49185		8700		205		8.33%

						Jaша Томић		82		1		2373		1111		97		3.94%

						Лозница		612		54		78136		6666		149		6.06%

						Бајина Башта		673		36		7432		3014		50		2.03%

						Баточина		136		11		11760		1678		150		6.10%

						Смедерево		484		28		107048		20948		145		5.89%

						Нови Сад		699		16		346163		72513		150		6.10%

						Краљево		1530		92		123724		19360		141		5.73%

						Рековац		336		32		10525		710		50		2.03%

																								Табела 14. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према полу

																								Пол		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушки пол		1244		49.80%

																								Женски пол		1256		50.20%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 15. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према годинама

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 18 do 28 година		711		28.40%

																								Од 28 do 38 година		554		22.20%

																								Од 38 do 48 година		521		20.80%

																								Од 48 do 58 година		492		19.70%

																								Од 58 do 68 година		169		6.80%

																								Од 68 do 78 година		44		1.80%

																								Од 78 do 90 година		9		0.40%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 16. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према националности

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Србин		2300		92.00%

																								Хрват		23		0.92%

																								Мађар		62		2.48%

																								Ром		90		3.60%

																								Албанац		12		0.48%

																								Бошњак		13		0.52%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 17. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању

																								Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		180		7.20%

																								Средње/трогодишње		520		20.80%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1032		41.30%

																								Више		245		9.80%

																								Високо		439		17.60%

																								Мастер		73		2.90%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 18. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању њихових родитеља – оца и мајке

																								Образовање оца		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		190		7.60%

																								Средње/трогодишње		716		28.60%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1182		47.30%

																								Више		260		10.40%

																								Високо		110		4.40%

																								Мастер		32		1.30%

																								Докторат		10		0.40%

																								Образовање мајке		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		299		12.00%

																								Средње/трогодишње		787		31.50%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1128		45.10%

																								Више		170		6.80%

																								Високо		98		3.90%

																								Мастер		9		0.40%

																								Докторат		9		0.40%

																								Табела 19. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према брачном статусу

																								Брачни статус		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Самац/самица		470		18.80%

																								У вези		423		16.90%

																								Верен/верена		67		2.70%

																								Озењен/удата		1366		54.60%

																								Разведен/разведена		99		4.00%

																								Удовац/удовица		75		3.00%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 20. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли имају или немају деце

																								Имају деце		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		470		18.80%

																								Не		423		16.90%

																								Да, прво дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		861		34.40%

																								Женско		592		23.70%

																								Да, друго дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		479		19.20%

																								Женско		570		22.80%

																								Табела 21. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према удаљености домаћинства од реке

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 км		1479		59.20%

																								Од 2 до 5 км		744		29.80%

																								Од 5 до 10 км		231		9.20%

																								Преко 10 км		46		1.80%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 22. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју чланова у домаћинству

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 члана		63		2.50%

																								Од 2 до 4 члана		1223		48.90%

																								Од 4 до 6 члана		639		25.60%

																								Преко 6 члана		575		23.00%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 23. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према члану домаћинства са којим живе

																										Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Живи са оцем		Да		773		30.90%

																										Не		1560		62.40%

																										Укупно		2342		93.70%

																								Живи са мајком		Да		123		4.90%

																										Не		2456		98.20%

																										Укупно		2336		93.40%

																								Живи са братом		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са сестром		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са мужем		Да		688		27.50%

																										Не		1628		65.10%

																										Укупно		2316		92.60%

																								Живи са женом		Да		687		27.50%

																										Не		1608		64.30%

																										Укупно		2295		91.80%

																								Живи са сином		Да		936		37.40%

																										Не		1389		55.60%

																										Укупно		2325		93.00%

																								Живи са ћерком		Да		729		29.20%

																										Не		1581		63.20%

																										Укупно		2310		92.40%

																								Живи са дедом и бабом		Да		225		9.00%

																										Не		2068		82.70%

																										Укупно		2293		91.70%

																								Табела 24. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према бризи о особама са инвалидитетом

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		309		12.40%

																								Не		1990		79.60%

																								Укупно		2299		92.00%

																								Табела 25. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према инвалидитету

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		125		5%

																								Не		1885		81%

																								Укупно		1910		86%

																								Табела 26. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према висини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 140 do 155cm		37		1.50%

																								Од 155 do 170cm		967		38.70%

																								Од 170 do 185		1118		44.70%

																								Укупно		2397		95.90%

																								Табела 27. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према тежини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 44 do 65 кг		750		30.00%

																								Od 66 do 85 кг		1136		45.40%

																								Od 86 do 105 кг		423		16.90%

																								Preko 105 кг		70		2.80%

																								Укупно		2379		95.10%

																								Табела 28. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према измереном броју откуцаја срца

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 50 do 70 откуцаја		1449		58.00%

																								Од 70 do 90  откуцаја		975		39.00%

																								Од 90 do 110 откуцаја		63		2.50%

																								Од 110 do 130 откуцаја		13		0.50%

																								Табела 29. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли су одслужили војни рок

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		940		37.60%

																								Не		1256		1256%

																								Укупно		2196		87.80%

																										Табела 30. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти одслуженог војног рока

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Редовно одслужење војног рока као војник		807		32.3

																								Школа за резервне официре		49		2

																								Цивилно служење војног рока		39		1.6

																								Ослобођен служења војно рока		40		1.6

																								Укупно		935		37.50%
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				Табела 36. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		1519		60.80%

				Не		883		35.30%

				Укупно		2402		96.10%

				Табела 37. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Стални радни однос		1131		45.20%

				Рад на одређено		305		12.20%

				Хонорарни		19		0.80%

				Нешто друго		38		1.50%

				Укупно		1493		59%

				Табела 38. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју запослених чланова у домаћинству

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Ниједан		44		1.80%

				Један члан		473		18.90%

				Два члана		612		24.50%

				Три чланoва		124		5.00%

				Четири чланова		24		1.00%

				Седам чланова		4		0.20%

				Табела 39. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти посла коју обављају

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Извршилачке		1054		42.20%

				Управљачке		204		8.20%

				средњи ниво

				Управљачке		83		3.30%

				високи ниво

				Укупно		1341		53.60%

				Табела 40. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према величини стана/куће у којој живе

				Стан		Фреквенција		Проценти

				35m2		128		3.90%

				35-60m2		237		7.20%

				60-80m2		279		8.50%

				80-100m2		126		3.90%

				preko 100m2		45		1.40%

				Укупно		815		24.90%

				Кућа		Фреквенција		Проценти

				60m2		229		7.00%

				60-100m2		639		19.50%

				100-150m2		522		16.00%

				150-200m2		206		6.30%

				preko 200m2		77		2.40%

				60m2		1673		51.10%

				60-100m2		229		7.00%

				Укупно		1673		51.10%

				Табела 41. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти власништва над објектом становања

				Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Лично власништво		773		30.90%

				Власништво члана породице		1560		62.40%

				Власништво трећег лица		123		4.90%

				Укупно		2456		98.20%

				Табела 42. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				До 25.000 динара		727		29.10%

				До 50.000 динара		935		37.40%

				До 75.000 динара		475		19.00%

				Укупно		191		7.60%

				Табела 43. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према статусу пушача

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		820		32.80%

				Не		1574		63.00%

				Укупно		2394		95.80%
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						Локална заједница		Укупна квадратна површина		Насеља		Број становника		Број домаћинства		Број анкетираних		%

						Обреновац		410		29		72682		7752		178		7.24%

						Шабац		797		52		114548		19585		140		5.69%

						Крушевац		854		101		131368		19342		90		3.66%

						Крагујевац		835		5		179417		49969		91		3.70%

						Сремска Митровица		762		26		78776		14213		174		7.07%

						Прибој		553		33		26386		6199		122		4.96%

						Баточина		136		11		11525		1678		80		3.25%

						Свилајнац		336		22		22940		3141		115		4.67%

						Лапово		55		2		7650		2300		39		1.59%

						Параћин		542		35		53327		8565		147		5.98%

						Смед. Паланка		421		18		49185		8700		205		8.33%

						Jaша Томић		82		1		2373		1111		97		3.94%

						Лозница		612		54		78136		6666		149		6.06%

						Бајина Башта		673		36		7432		3014		50		2.03%

						Баточина		136		11		11760		1678		150		6.10%

						Смедерево		484		28		107048		20948		145		5.89%

						Нови Сад		699		16		346163		72513		150		6.10%

						Краљево		1530		92		123724		19360		141		5.73%

						Рековац		336		32		10525		710		50		2.03%

																								Табела 14. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према полу

																								Пол		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушки пол		1244		49.80%

																								Женски пол		1256		50.20%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 15. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према годинама

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 18 до 28 година		711		28.40%

																								Од 28 до 38 година		554		22.20%

																								Од 38 до 48 година		521		20.80%

																								Од 48 до 58 година		492		19.70%

																								Од 58 до 68 година		169		6.80%

																								Од 68 до 78 година		44		1.80%

																								Од 78 до 90 година		9		0.40%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 16. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према националности

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Србин		2300		92.00%

																								Хрват		23		0.92%

																								Мађар		62		2.48%

																								Ром		90		3.60%

																								Албанац		12		0.48%

																								Бошњак		13		0.52%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 17. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању

																								Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		180		7.20%

																								Средње/трогодишње		520		20.80%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1032		41.30%

																								Више		245		9.80%

																								Високо		439		17.60%

																								Мастер		73		2.90%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 18. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању њихових родитеља – оца и мајке

																								Образовање оца		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		190		7.60%

																								Средње/трогодишње		716		28.60%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1182		47.30%

																								Више		260		10.40%

																								Високо		110		4.40%

																								Мастер		32		1.30%

																								Докторат		10		0.40%

																								Образовање мајке		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		299		12.00%

																								Средње/трогодишње		787		31.50%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1128		45.10%

																								Више		170		6.80%

																								Високо		98		3.90%

																								Мастер		9		0.40%

																								Докторат		9		0.40%

																								Табела 19. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према брачном статусу

																								Брачни статус		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Самац/самица		470		18.80%

																								У вези		423		16.90%

																								Верен/верена		67		2.70%

																								Озењен/удата		1366		54.60%

																								Разведен/разведена		99		4.00%

																								Удовац/удовица		75		3.00%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 20. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли имају или немају деце

																								Имају деце		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		470		18.80%

																								Не		423		16.90%

																								Да, прво дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		861		34.40%

																								Женско		592		23.70%

																								Да, друго дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		479		19.20%

																								Женско		570		22.80%

																								Табела 21. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према удаљености домаћинства од реке

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 км		1479		59.20%

																								Од 2 до 5 км		744		29.80%

																								Од 5 до 10 км		231		9.20%

																								Преко 10 км		46		1.80%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 22. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју чланова у домаћинству

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 члана		63		2.50%

																								Од 2 до 4 члана		1223		48.90%

																								Од 4 до 6 члана		639		25.60%

																								Преко 6 члана		575		23.00%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 23. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према члану домаћинства са којим живе

																										Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Живи са оцем		Да		773		30.90%

																										Не		1560		62.40%

																										Укупно		2342		93.70%

																								Живи са мајком		Да		123		4.90%

																										Не		2456		98.20%

																										Укупно		2336		93.40%

																								Живи са братом		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са сестром		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са мужем		Да		688		27.50%

																										Не		1628		65.10%

																										Укупно		2316		92.60%

																								Живи са женом		Да		687		27.50%

																										Не		1608		64.30%

																										Укупно		2295		91.80%

																								Живи са сином		Да		936		37.40%

																										Не		1389		55.60%

																										Укупно		2325		93.00%

																								Живи са ћерком		Да		729		29.20%

																										Не		1581		63.20%

																										Укупно		2310		92.40%

																								Живи са дедом и бабом		Да		225		9.00%

																										Не		2068		82.70%

																										Укупно		2293		91.70%

																								Табела 24. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према бризи о особама са инвалидитетом

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		309		12.40%

																								Не		1990		79.60%

																								Укупно		2299		92.00%

																								Табела 25. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према инвалидитету

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		125		5%

																								Не		1885		81%

																								Укупно		1910		86%

																								Табела 26. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према висини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 140 do 155cm		37		1.50%

																								Од 155 do 170cm		967		38.70%

																								Од 170 do 185		1118		44.70%

																								Укупно		2397		95.90%

																								Табела 27. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према тежини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 44 do 65 кг		750		30.00%

																								Od 66 do 85 кг		1136		45.40%

																								Od 86 do 105 кг		423		16.90%

																								Preko 105 кг		70		2.80%

																								Укупно		2379		95.10%

																								Табела 28. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према измереном броју откуцаја срца

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 50 do 70 откуцаја		1449		58.00%

																								Од 70 do 90  откуцаја		975		39.00%

																								Од 90 do 110 откуцаја		63		2.50%

																								Од 110 do 130 откуцаја		13		0.50%

																								Табела 29. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли су одслужили војни рок

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		940		37.60%

																								Не		1256		1256%

																								Укупно		2196		87.80%

																										Табела 30. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти одслуженог војног рока

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Редовно одслужење војног рока као војник		807		32.3

																								Школа за резервне официре		49		2

																								Цивилно служење војног рока		39		1.6

																								Ослобођен служења војно рока		40		1.6

																								Укупно		935		37.50%
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				Табела 36. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		1519		60.80%

				Не		883		35.30%

				Укупно		2402		96.10%

				Табела 37. Стуктура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти запослености

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Стални радни однос		1131		45.20%

				Рад на одређено		305		12.20%

				Хонорарни		19		0.80%

				Нешто друго		38		1.50%

				Укупно		1493		59%

				Табела 38. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју запослених чланова у домаћинству

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Ниједан		44		1.80%

				Један члан		473		18.90%

				Два члана		612		24.50%

				Три чланoва		124		5.00%

				Четири чланова		24		1.00%

				Седам чланова		4		0.20%

				Табела 39. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти посла коју обављају

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Извршилачке		1054		42.20%

				Управљачке		204		8.20%

				средњи ниво

				Управљачке		83		3.30%

				високи ниво

				Укупно		1341		53.60%

				Табела 40. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према величини стана/куће у којој живе

				Стан		Фреквенција		Проценти

				35m2		128		3.90%

				35-60m2		237		7.20%

				60-80m2		279		8.50%

				80-100m2		126		3.90%

				preko 100m2		45		1.40%

				Укупно		815		24.90%

				Кућа		Фреквенција		Проценти

				60m2		229		7.00%

				60-100m2		639		19.50%

				100-150m2		522		16.00%

				150-200m2		206		6.30%

				preko 200m2		77		2.40%

				60m2		1673		51.10%

				60-100m2		229		7.00%

				Укупно		1673		51.10%

				Табела 41. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти власништва над објектом становања

				Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Лично власништво		773		30.90%

				Власништво члана породице		1560		62.40%

				Власништво трећег лица		123		4.90%

				Укупно		2456		98.20%

				Табела 42. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				До 25.000 динара		727		29.10%

				До 50.000 динара		935		37.40%

				До 75.000 динара		475		19.00%

				Укупно		191		7.60%

				Табела 43. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према статусу пушача

				Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

				Да		820		32.80%

				Не		1574		63.00%

				Укупно		2394		95.80%
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						Локална заједница		Укупна квадратна површина		Насеља		Број становника		Број домаћинства		Број анкетираних		%

						Обреновац		410		29		72682		7752		178		7.24%

						Шабац		797		52		114548		19585		140		5.69%

						Крушевац		854		101		131368		19342		90		3.66%

						Крагујевац		835		5		179417		49969		91		3.70%

						Сремска Митровица		762		26		78776		14213		174		7.07%

						Прибој		553		33		26386		6199		122		4.96%

						Баточина		136		11		11525		1678		80		3.25%

						Свилајнац		336		22		22940		3141		115		4.67%

						Лапово		55		2		7650		2300		39		1.59%

						Параћин		542		35		53327		8565		147		5.98%

						Смед. Паланка		421		18		49185		8700		205		8.33%

						Jaша Томић		82		1		2373		1111		97		3.94%

						Лозница		612		54		78136		6666		149		6.06%

						Бајина Башта		673		36		7432		3014		50		2.03%

						Баточина		136		11		11760		1678		150		6.10%

						Смедерево		484		28		107048		20948		145		5.89%

						Нови Сад		699		16		346163		72513		150		6.10%

						Краљево		1530		92		123724		19360		141		5.73%

						Рековац		336		32		10525		710		50		2.03%

																								Табела 14. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према полу

																								Пол		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушки пол		1244		49.80%

																								Женски пол		1256		50.20%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 15. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према годинама

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 18 до 28 година		711		28.40%

																								Од 28 до 38 година		554		22.20%

																								Од 38 до 48 година		521		20.80%

																								Од 48 до 58 година		492		19.70%

																								Од 58 до 68 година		169		6.80%

																								Од 68 до 78 година		44		1.80%

																								Од 78 до 90 година		9		0.40%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 16. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према националности

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Србин		2300		92.00%

																								Хрват		23		0.92%

																								Мађар		62		2.48%

																								Ром		90		3.60%

																								Албанац		12		0.48%

																								Бошњак		13		0.52%

																								Укупно		2500		100%

																								Табела 17. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању

																								Образовање		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		180		7.20%

																								Средње/трогодишње		520		20.80%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1032		41.30%

																								Више		245		9.80%

																								Високо		439		17.60%

																								Мастер		73		2.90%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 18. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према образовању њихових родитеља – оца и мајке

																								Образовање оца		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		190		7.60%

																								Средње/трогодишње		716		28.60%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1182		47.30%

																								Више		260		10.40%

																								Високо		110		4.40%

																								Мастер		32		1.30%

																								Докторат		10		0.40%

																								Образовање мајке		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Основно		299		12.00%

																								Средње/трогодишње		787		31.50%

																								Средње/четворогодишње		1128		45.10%

																								Више		170		6.80%

																								Високо		98		3.90%

																								Мастер		9		0.40%

																								Докторат		9		0.40%

																								Табела 19. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према брачном статусу

																								Брачни статус		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Самац/самица		470		18.80%

																								У вези		423		16.90%

																								Верен/верена		67		2.70%

																								Озењен/удата		1366		54.60%

																								Разведен/разведена		99		4.00%

																								Удовац/удовица		75		3.00%

																								Докторат		11		0.40%

																								Табела 20. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли имају или немају деце

																								Имају деце		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		470		18.80%

																								Не		423		16.90%

																								Да, прво дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		861		34.40%

																								Женско		592		23.70%

																								Да, друго дете		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Мушко		479		19.20%

																								Женско		570		22.80%

																								Табела 21. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према удаљености домаћинства од реке

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 км		1479		59.20%

																								Од 2 до 5 км		744		29.80%

																								Од 5 до 10 км		231		9.20%

																								Преко 10 км		46		1.80%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 22. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према броју чланова у домаћинству

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								До 2 члана		63		2.50%

																								Од 2 до 4 члана		1223		48.90%

																								Од 4 до 6 члана		639		25.60%

																								Преко 6 члана		575		23.00%

																								Укупно		2500		100.00%

																								Табела 23. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према члану домаћинства са којим живе

																										Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Живи са оцем		Да		773		30.90%

																										Не		1560		62.40%

																										Укупно		2342		93.70%

																								Живи са мајком		Да		123		4.90%

																										Не		2456		98.20%

																										Укупно		2336		93.40%

																								Живи са братом		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са сестром		Да		415		16.60%

																										Не		1875		75.00%

																										Укупно		2290		91.60%

																								Живи са мужем		Да		688		27.50%

																										Не		1628		65.10%

																										Укупно		2316		92.60%

																								Живи са женом		Да		687		27.50%

																										Не		1608		64.30%

																										Укупно		2295		91.80%

																								Живи са сином		Да		936		37.40%

																										Не		1389		55.60%

																										Укупно		2325		93.00%

																								Живи са ћерком		Да		729		29.20%

																										Не		1581		63.20%

																										Укупно		2310		92.40%

																								Живи са дедом и бабом		Да		225		9.00%

																										Не		2068		82.70%

																										Укупно		2293		91.70%

																								Табела 24. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према бризи о особама са инвалидитетом

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		309		12.40%

																								Не		1990		79.60%

																								Укупно		2299		92.00%

																								Табела 25. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према инвалидитету

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		125		5%

																								Не		1885		81%

																								Укупно		1910		86%

																								Табела 26. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према висини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 140 do 155cm		37		1.50%

																								Од 155 do 170cm		967		38.70%

																								Од 170 do 185		1118		44.70%

																								Укупно		2397		95.90%

																								Табела 27. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према тежини

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 44 do 65 кг		750		30.00%

																								Od 66 do 85 кг		1136		45.40%

																								Od 86 do 105 кг		423		16.90%

																								Preko 105 кг		70		2.80%

																								Укупно		2379		95.10%

																								Табела 28. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према измереном броју откуцаја срца

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Од 50 do 70 откуцаја		1449		58.00%

																								Од 70 do 90  откуцаја		975		39.00%

																								Од 90 do 110 откуцаја		63		2.50%

																								Од 110 do 130 откуцаја		13		0.50%

																								Табела 29. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према томе да ли су одслужили војни рок

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Да		940		37.60%

																								Не		1256		1256%

																								Укупно		2196		87.80%

																										Табела 30. Структура узорка анкетираних грађана према врсти одслуженог војног рока

																								Категорије		Фреквенција		Проценти

																								Редовно одслужење војног рока као војник		807		32.3

																								Школа за резервне официре		49		2

																								Цивилно служење војног рока		39		1.6

																								Ослобођен служења војно рока		40		1.6

																								Укупно		935		37.50%
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Обреновац

Шабац

Крушевац
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Параћин

Смед. Паланка
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Баточина
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Србин

Хрват

Мађар

Ром

Албанац

Бошњак



		



Основно

Средње/трогодишње

Средње/четворогодишње

Више

Високо
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Докторат




