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MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT DISASTERS: DO
STUDENTS IN THE FIELD KNOW BETTER?
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TROPHES: LES ETUDIANTS DANS CETTE SPECIALITE EN SONT- ILS A
L’ABRI?
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SUMMARY. Disaster myths pose a great challenge in disaster risk management all over the world. These
misconceptions mean barriers to disaster higher education as well. This research is designed to examine
these beliefs among disaster management students at the National University of Public Service, Hungary,
as well as in a control group compiled from students from three other Hungarian universities. Based on the
methodology of research published by David Alexander, a questionnaire was edited with 19 false statements
about disaster events. Respondents had to evaluate them on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “com-
pletely disagree” and 5 means “completely agree”. Strong agreement was expressed for some of the mis-
conceptions regarding disasters (e.g. unburied bodies constitute a serious health hazard), and to a lesser
degree for others (e.g. disasters cannot be managed systematically). The results of the control group reached
similar values to those of the test groups, however in some cases the former tend to be more skeptical about
the statements. Although Hungarian students shared the same beliefs as US and Italian students, the Hun-
garians seem to be less critical of the statements. These disaster myths create a serious problem in disaster
higher education and have a great impact on future disaster managers in the field.
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RESUME. Les mythes concernant les catastrophes obérent leur prise en charge, ce a travers le monde et
interferent avec la formation en médecine de catastrophe (MC). Ce travail a pour but d’évaluer les croyances
de 165 étudiants en MC de I’Université Nationale de Service Public (UNSP) et de les comparer a 100 teé-
moins (T) recrutés dans d’autres universités hongroises. Un questionnaire élaboré a partir de la méthode
publiée par David Alexander, comprenant 19 assertions fausses concernant les catastrophes a été distribué.
Les réponses, selon [’échelle de Likert, étaient cotées de 1 (je suis fermement en désaccord) a 5 (j'agrée
complétement). Certaines croyances, comme le risque sanitaire élevé lié aux corps non enterrés, étaient
largement partagées, d’autres, comme [’impossibilité d 'une prise en charge standardisée, [’étant plus mo-
destement. Les réponses étaient comparables dans les 2 groupes, les étudiants de [’'UNSP étant toutefois
plus sceptiques dans certains cas. Les étudiants hongrois, bien que partageant les mémes croyances que les
italiens et les américains semblent toutefois moins critiques a leurs égards. Ces fausses réalités posent le
probleme de la formation MC en Hongrie et de la prise en charge sub-optimale d’une catastrophe.
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Introduction

In the winter of 2012, after the Sandy Hook Ele-
mentary School shooting, the town of Newtown,
Connecticut received an enormous amount of
Christmas toys, school supplies, gifts, clothing, and
also 65,000 teddy bears.! The donors believed that
their package would contribute to the affected pop-
ulation’s well-being, but at the end of the day they
merely created extra logistical challenges. The belief
that every donation is useful after disaster events
rooted misconception, which was realized through
uncountable useless packages received from all over
the world. This is a great example of the phenome-
non called disaster myth.

In international disaster science, many studies have
already examined the cultural perceptions of
disasters,>'* largely applying a sociological or anthro-
pological approach. In addition, several studies '
investigated disaster myths, dealing with people’s
misconceptions about disasters. A narrow section ex-
amined the role of misconceptions in disaster man-
agement vocational training.?!"2*

One of these was an influential paper written by
David Alexander,?! published in Prehospital and Dis-
aster Medicine in 2007. This research was conducted
in the United States and Italy, where fundamental
trends were found in student awareness. Alexander
surveyed emergency manager students and trainees
through a questionnaire consisting of 19 statements
(Table I). The respondents had to evaluate these
statements, which were all false. Some of them (i.e.
unburied bodies constitute a health hazard) were be-
lieved by many, while other myths (i.e. disasters are
truly exceptional events) were believed by fewer re-
spondents. It is surprising that students in the US and
in Italy shared the same misconceptions; the results
were homogenous (7able II).

The present research investigates these disaster
misconceptions amongst Hungarian university stu-
dents in the field of disaster management. In addition
to Alexander’s research, a control group was set up
in order to examine differences among emergency
management students. In Hungary, this is the first
study that covers misconceptions in disaster educa-
tion. Related literature has been mainly written on
public hazard education,?* disaster management
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Table I - Typical misconceptions about disasters. Compiled by
Alexander?' based on PAHO47

1 Myth: Disasters are truly exceptional events.
Reality: They are a normal part of daily life and in very many cases are repetitive events.

2 Myth: Disasters kill people without respect for social class or economic status.
Reality: The poor and marginalized are more at risk of death than rich people or the middle
classes are.

3 Myth: Earthquakes are commonly responsible for very high death tolls.

Reality: Collapsing buildings are responsible for the majority of deaths in seismic disasters.
Whereas it is not possible to stop earthquakes, it is possible to construct anti-seismic
buildings and to organize human activities in such a way as to minimize the risk of death. In
addition, the majority of earthquakes do not cause high death tolls.

4 Myth: People can survive for many days when trapped under the rubble of a collapsed
building.

Reality: The vast majority of people brought out alive from the rubble are saved within 24
or perhaps even 12 hours of impact.

5 Myth: When disaster strikes, panic is a common reaction.

Reality: Most people behave rationally in a disaster. While panic is not to be ruled out
entirely, it is of such limited importance that some leading disaster sociologists regard it as
insignificant or unlikely.

6 Myth: People will flee in large numbers from a disaster area.

Reality: Usually, there is a "convergence reaction" and the area fills up with people. Few of
the survivors will leave and even obligatory evacuations will be short-lived.

7 Myth: After disaster has struck, survivors tend to be dazed and apathetic.

Reality: Survivors rapidly start reconstruction. Activism is much more common than fatalism
(this is the so-called "therapeutic community"). Even in the worst scenarios, only 15-30% of
victims show passive or dazed reactions.

8 Myth: Looting is a common and serious problem after disasters.

Reality: Looting is rare and limited in scope. It mainly occurs when there are strong
preconditions, as when a community is already deeply divided.

9 Myth: Disease epidemics are an almost inevitable result of the disruption and poor health
caused by major disasters.

Reality: Generally, the level of epidemiological surveillance and health care in the disaster
area is sufficient to stop any possible disease epidemic from occurring. However, the rate of
diagnosis of diseases may increase as a result of improved health care.

10 Myth: Disasters cause a great deal of chaos and cannot possibly be managed systematically.
Reality: There are excellent theoretical models of how disasters function and how to manage
them. After >75 years of research in the field, the general elements of disasters are well
known, and they tend to repeat themselves from one disaster to the next.

11 Myth: Any kind of aid and relief is useful after a disaster providing it is supplied quickly
enough.

Reality: Hasty and ill-considered relief initiatives tend to create chaos. Only certain types of
assistance, goods and services will be required. Not all useful resources that existed in the
area before the disaster will be destroyed. Donation of unusable materials or manpower
consumes resources of organization and accommodation that could be more profitably used
to reduce the toll of the disaster.

12 Myth: In order to manage a disaster well it is necessary to accept all forms of aid that are
offered.

Reality: It is better to limit acceptance of donations to goods and services that are actually
needed in the disaster area.

13 Myth: Unburied dead bodies constitute a health hazard.

Reality: Not even advanced decomposition causes a significant health hazard. Hasty burial
demoralizes survivors and upsets arrangements for death certification, funeral rites, and,
where needed, autopsy.

14 Myth: Disasters usually give rise lo widespread, spontaneous manifestations of antisocial
behavior.

Reality: Generally, they are characterized by great social solidarity, generosity and self-
sacrifice, perhaps even heroism.

15 Myth: One should donate used clothes to the victims of disasters.
Reality: This often leads to accumulations of huge quantities of useless garments that victims
cannot or will not wear.

16 Myth: Great quantities and assortments of medicines should be sent to disaster areas.

Reality: The only medicines that are needed are those used to treat specific pathologies, have
not reached their sell-by date, can be properly conserved in the disaster area, and can be
properly identified in terms of their pharmacological constituents. Any other medicines are
not only useless but potentially dangerous.

17 Myth: Companies, corporations, associations and governments are always very generous
when invited to send aid and relief to disaster areas.

Reality: They may be, but in the past disaster areas have been used as dumping grounds for
outdated medicines, obsolete equipment and unusable goods, all under the cloak of apparent
generosity.

18 Myth: Technology will save the world from disaster.

Reality: The problem of disasters is largely a social one. Technological resources are poorly
distributed and often ineffectively used. In addition, technology is a potential source of
vulnerability as well as a means of reducing it.

19 Myth: There is usually a shortage of resources when disasters occur and this prevents them
from being managed effectively.

Reality: The shortage, if it occurs, is almost always very temporary. There is more of a
problem in deploying resources well and using them efficiently than in acquiring them.
Often, there is also a problem of coping with a superabundance of certain types of resource.




Table II - Summary of results for the previous studies, the sample
study and the Hungarian study groups

Proposition 250 | 510 | Milan | Florence | Empoli | Consensus?
1. Exceptional

events SD |SD |DD SD IR Disagreement
2. Respect for

status DA |PR |PR DA DA Agreement?
3. Earthquake

deaths SD |DD |PR DA DA None

4. Survive under

rubble PR |DA | DD DD PR None

5. Panic is Strong
common DA | DA | DA DA DA agreement
6. People Weak

flee SA | SA |SD PR DA agreement
7. Survivors are

dazed SA | DA | SD DD IR None

8. Looting is Strong
common DA | DA | DA DA DA agreement
9. Epidemics are Slight
common IR SA | DA IR SA agreement
10. Cannot be

managed SD | DD | DD DD SA Disagreement?
11. Any aid is

useful DA |PR |PR DA SA Agreement?
12. Accept

all aid DA |DD |DD DD PR None

13. Unburied Strong
bodies DA | DA | DA DA DA agreement
14. Antisocial

behavior IR IR DD PR PR None

15. Donate

clothes DA |DA |IR DD PR None

16. Send

medicines DA |PR | PR DD DA None

17. Governments

are generous IR DD | PR DA PR None

18. Technology Some

saves DD |DD | PR PR PR disagreement?
19. Resources are

scarce - - - PR DA -

Number of

respondents (n) 203 |15 33 21 33

DA = definite agreement; SA = some agreement; IR = indeterminate results; SD
= some disagreement; DD = definite disagreement; PR = polarized results. Com-
piled by Alexander?!

higher education and vocational training,*7 while
the role of disaster myths in vocational training was
not included at all.

The main question consists of two parts: (1) the
role of misconceptions and (2) cultural differences
in relation to these myths. According to the first
hypothesis, the frequency of misconceptions is ir-
respective of whether or not someone receives
professional training (Hj). This is based on
Alexander’s results, where emergency workers
also shared these beliefs. According to the second
hypothesis, among Hungarian students, miscon-
ceptions will be similar to US and Italian students
(Hy). This prediction is based on previous re-
search in disaster myth, which indicates that these
myths spread through mass media that cover Italy,
and also Hungary. This presumption was con-
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firmed by Alexander’s research, which observed
similar results in the United States and in Italy.

Theory — disaster myth

The myth of the Fukushima triple disaster in
2011 is an example of a disaster myth.’” Before the
events, there was a misconception about nuclear
safety in not only Japanese society, but in national
disaster management organization and in political
decision-making: that nuclear power plants are not
a risk to society. Despite the fact that Japanese pub-
lic hazard education is very thorough and in-depth,®
the potential failures of the nuclear power plant had
not been considered. Due to this situation, the gov-
ernment had to act quickly, and improvisation was
needed during response.’* Numerous human and
material losses could have been prevented if disas-
ter relief organizations had been prepared for a po-
tential power plant accident. Due to the emergency,
many countries outside Japan — mainly in Asia —
have reassessed their nuclear strategy.*’

In today’s practice of disaster risk management,
the so-called disaster myth is a major drawback. The
term refers to misconceptions that impede effective
disaster management through strong intervention.
These myths are so deeply rooted in societies that
they can be found among professional personnel in
the field of disaster management. Practitioners learn
“practice” during emergencies, but this accelerated
learning could be bridged by a universal and more
effective educational methodology.*!

The question may arise: where do these miscon-
ceptions come from? There is no doubt that the gen-
eral answer to this question is that myths might come
from many direct (i.e. news, journals) and indirect
(i.e. popular culture, socialization) sources. This was
proved to be certain after having examined social re-
sponses during emergencies.*** However a more
detailed explanation is needed if we are to do some-
thing to eliminate the misconceptions. According to
Quarantelli,!” the media and documentaries will be
the main sources of information for the perception
of the disasters.

While this is far from proven, it can be logi-
cally argued that an important source of disaster
beliefs comes from popular culture. Popular cul-
ture refers to movies, novels, comics, music, tel-
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evision and radio entertainment, and other non-
media products distributed in the mass media.
Such news sources are “responsible” for the mis-
conceptions that have emerged in the public, in
political decision-making, and even in disaster
management. !+

These beliefs have dominated the press and the
donor community during past disaster events,* af-
fecting perception of the victims as well. It is clear
that disaster myths are resilient enough to exist
amongst the public. Furthermore, emergency man-
agers have to be aware of what is good practice dur-
ing disasters in order to reach a higher preparedness
level. Therefore, these myths are great barriers in
disaster risk management. That is to say, the role of
misconceptions in education is also not negligible,
as instructors must first give guidelines before em-
barking on basic disaster education. The misconcep-
tions of students can also be an indicator of the
quality of education, as it is a non-negligible phe-
nomenon. Fischer and Drain found that education,
training and experience are associated with a more
accurate perception of the behavioral response to
disaster.” This raises the question: how far can these
myths be found in higher education comparing the
results with civil society? This research seeks to an-
swer this question.

Methods

Based on the methodological framework applied
by Alexander, the present research was carried out
at the Institute of Disaster Management at the Na-
tional University of Public Service based in Bu-
dapest, the capital of Hungary. This is the only
higher education institute in Hungary that has a dis-
aster management curriculum, both at BSc and MSc
level. The aim of the programs is to train disaster
managers who, employed by full-time professional,
local governmental or industrial fire brigades, are
capable of carrying out tasks related to disaster man-
agement, fire fighting, and industrial safety. The cur-
riculum covers topics such as legislation, standards,
principles, procedures and tools applied in disaster
risk management, fire protection, and industrial
safety management. After graduation, students are
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mostly employed by the national organization of dis-
aster management.

BSc and MSc students were surveyed by ques-
tionnaire during fall courses (from September until
January) in 2019. As all of the students are officer
cadets of the Hungarian disaster management organ-
ization, their service is regularized under Act No.
42/2015 on the Service of the Professional Staff of
Organizations Performing Law Enforcement
Tasks.*® Therefore the conducting of research relat-
ing to officer cadets is subject to the permission of
their commander, the Head of Institute of Disaster
Management. Dr. habil. Gyula Vass, Firefighter
Colonel — as the Head of the Institute — approved
this study on September 18®, 2019.

In the distributed questionnaire, the students had
to rate 19 misconceptions on a five-point Likert
scale, depending on how much they agree with the
statement. The 19 statements were compiled by
Alexander?! based on a list of the most common dis-
aster myths collected by the Pan American Health
Organization in 1982.*7 The items are presented in
Table I. The numeric values of the possible answers
ranged from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (com-
pletely agree). As the statements are disaster mis-
conceptions, the “right” answers are all 1, so the
respondents have to mark that they disagree with the
items. The results were analyzed by IBM SPSS Sta-
tistics Software Version 23 (Armonk, NY: IBM
Corp).

As the target population for the first part of the
survey was disaster management students, all of the
students majoring in disaster management fell under
the scope. At BSc level, 310 students were enrolled,
53 in full-time and 257 in part-time education. There
are three different specializations: (1) fire protection,
(2) disaster operation, and (3) industrial safety. First-
year students (119 persons) were excluded from the
survey as they did not necessarily have any educa-
tional background regarding the topic. This means
that the BSc population consisted of 244 persons.
At MSc level, 67 students were enrolled on a course,
which is only part-time, without specialization.
Therefore the population of disaster management
students consisted of 311 persons. A total of 165 stu-
dents responded to the survey (ngyNy = 165), that is,
53% of the population. At BSc level, 109 respon-



dents (ngg = 109; 44.7% of the total BSc students)
participated, and at MSc level 56 students were
reached (nyqgc = 56; 83.6% of the total MSc stu-
dents).

The average age of the BSc students was 33.22
years £ 7.88 and 29% were female. A great part
(72.0%) of the responders had taken part in some kind
of disaster relief activity, and half of them (53.3%)
had personally experienced a disaster event as well.
That is to say, a major part of the students had direct
experience related to disasters. Among the MSc
course students, both first- and second-year students
were interviewed as their educational background is
mostly disaster management on the same BSc course.
The sample consisted of 56 persons (83.6% of the
population), which is a significant part of the sample.
The average age was 34.40 = 7.55 and only 14.8%
were female. Experience was gained similarly to the
BSc classes: a major part (72.7%) of the masters’ stu-
dents had taken part in some kind of disaster relief ac-
tivity, while half of them (49.1%) had personally
experienced some kind of disaster event.

Moreover, in order to differentiate the results, a
control group (CG) was set up. The control group
was made up of students from other universities in
Hungary: Széchenyi Istvan University, Pannon Uni-
versity, and Semmelweis University. Participants did
not study or only occasionally studied courses in the
field of disaster management. This group allows the
research to investigate whether disaster management
courses change the common-sense misconceptions
about disaster events. The control group consisted
of 110 students (nc = 110) majoring in engineer-
ing, agricultural and medical fields.

The questionnaires were sent via the intranet of the
following universities: Széchenyi Istvan University
(ncg1 = 32), to students majoring in engineering sci-
ences such as mechanical engineering and civil engi-
neering, Pannon University (ncgp = 75) where
respondents attended classes related to environmental
technology such as agricultural or environmental engi-
neering, and Semmelweis University (nc3 = 3) where
majors were not specified but the institution is special-
ized in medical education. As regards educational back-
ground, 35 respondents had attended some courses
related to disaster management, mostly occupational
safety and food security. On the other hand, 71 students
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did not have any background in disaster education, and
four students left the respective question blank. The av-
erage age was 25.28 + 7.13 and the female students’ rate
was 58%. Only 17 (15.5%) had taken part in some kind
of disaster relief (mostly as a volunteer) and 16 persons
(14.5%) had personally experienced a disaster event.

Results

Results from the questionnaire are shown in Fig. /a-
c. The horizontal bars on the graphs represent the mean
values on the Likert scale and the vertical bars indicate
+1 standard deviation (SD). Recognizably distinct pat-
terns emerged from the study. The BSc respondents
(Fig. Ia) strongly agreed with the following miscon-
ceptions: disasters are exceptional events (4.69); disas-
ters kill people without respect for social class or
economic status (4.51); unburied dead bodies constitute
a health hazard (4.81), and great quantities and assort-
ments of medicines should be sent to disaster areas
(4.50). They were less convinced about the following
myths: panic is a common reaction after disasters (4.46);
survivors tend to be dazed and apathetic (4.05); looting
is a common and serious problem (4.03); disease epi-
demics are an almost inevitable result of the disruption
and poor health (4.07); any kind of aid and relief'is use-
ful (4.17); one should donate used clothes to the victims
(4.07). The respondents were more critical about the fol-
lowing statements: people can survive for many days
when trapped under the rubble of a collapsed building
(3.81); it is necessary to accept all forms of aid that are
offered (3.54); there is usually a shortage of resources
when disaster occur (3.71). They were more skeptical
of the following cases: people will flee in large numbers
from a disaster area (3.38); disasters usually give rise to
widespread, spontaneous manifestations of antisocial
behavior (3.22); companies, corporations, associations
and governments are always very generous when in-
vited to send aid and relief to disaster areas (3.18). The
respondents strongly doubted three misconceptions:
earthquakes are commonly responsible for very high
death tolls (2.9); disasters cause a great deal of chaos
and cannot possibly be managed systematically (2.72);
and technology will save the world from disaster (2.31).

The MSc students (Fig. 1b) produced similar results.
They only fully agreed with two cases: disasters are ex-
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ceptional events (4.70); and unburied dead bodies con-
stitute a health hazard (4.85). The students also accepted
the following statements: disasters kill people without
respect for social class or economic status (4.39); panic
is a common reaction (4.43); survivors tend to be dazed
and apathetic (4.34); any kind of aid and relief'is useful
(4.13); great quantities and assortments of medicines
should be sent to disaster areas (4.32). They were more
skeptical about some beliefs: people can survive for
many days when trapped under the rubble of a collapsed
building (3.54); people will flee in large numbers from
a disaster area (3.52); looting is a common and serious
problem (3.95); disease epidemics are an almost in-
evitable result of the disruption and poor health (3.91);
one should donate used clothes to the victims of disas-
ters (3.95); there is usually a shortage of resources when
disaster occur this prevents them from being managed
effectively (3.82). The responses were more critical re-
garding some myths: earthquakes are commonly re-
sponsible for very high death tolls (3.04); it is necessary
to accept all forms of aid (3.16); disasters usually give
rise to widespread, spontaneous manifestations of anti-
social behavior (3.42); companies, corporations, asso-
ciations and governments are always very generous
when invited to send aid and relief (3.30). The students
disagreed with only two statements: disasters cannot
possibly be managed systematically (2.79) and technol-
ogy will save the world from disaster (2.29).

The control group (Fig. Ic) gave similar answers
to the test groups. The students strongly agreed with
two statements: panic is a common reaction (4.54)
and unburied dead bodies constitute a health hazard
(4.62). They also shared some myths like: disasters
are exceptional events (4.48); disasters kill people
without respect for social class or economic status
(4.34); any kind of aid and relief is useful (4.07); one
should donate used clothes to the victims of disasters
(4.04); great quantities and assortments of medicines
should be sent (4.19). The respondents roughly
agreed that: people can survive for many days when
trapped under the rubble of a collapsed building
(3.52); survivors tend to be dazed and apathetic
(3.70); looting is a common and serious problem
(3.75); disease epidemics are an almost inevitable re-
sult of the disruption and poor health (3.55); it is nec-
essary to accept all forms of aid (3.56). They were
more critical with the following questions: people
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will flee in large numbers from a disaster area (3.45);
disasters cause a great deal of chaos (3.05); disasters
usually give rise to widespread, spontaneous mani-
festations of antisocial behavior (3.12); there is usu-
ally a shortage of resources when disaster occur
(3.44). They disagreed with three statements: earth-
quakes are commonly responsible for very high death

=
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Fig. 1c - Control group responders (= means standard deviation).
Source: Author



tolls (2.91); companies, corporations, associations
and governments are always very generous (2.94);
technology will save the world from disasters (2.25).

Discussion

There are some interesting signs of consensus be-
tween the BSc and MSc groups. Generally, the most
popular belief was that disasters are truly excep-
tional events and that unburied bodies are a threat to
public health. It can be stated that these two are the
strongest myths among the test groups. Weaker, but
still enduring misconceptions are that disasters kill
people without respect for social class or economic
status and that great quantities and assortments of
medicines should be sent to disaster areas. Surpris-
ingly, the respondents shared most of the beliefs. No
other incontrovertible agreement was identified, but
there did appear to be some consensus on three state-
ments: (1) earthquakes do not cause very high death
tolls; (2) disasters can be managed systematically;
and (3) technology will not save the world from dis-
asters. To a modest degree, the MSc students who
had a lot of experience regarding disaster risk man-
agement appeared to be more skeptical than BSc stu-
dents.

The control group was compiled from students
who had less experience regarding disaster events
than the test groups, however, the CG respondents
shared the same beliefs. Their main misconceptions
included the belief that disasters are truly exceptional
events and that unburied dead bodies are a great
health hazard. Most of the misconceptions appeared
among them as well, only the proposition of the
earthquakes’ high death tolls, the governments’ gen-
erosity, and technology’s role were less believed.
Surprisingly, they tended to be more skeptical regard-
ing eight statements: the results reached a signifi-
cantly lower value in these cases, which means they
had a much more critical attitude than the test groups.
The surveyed disaster myths imply that they can even
be found in practitioners; sometimes they are deeper
rooted among them than among average citizens.

If the results are compared with Alexander’s US
and Italian respondents (7able II), we see that among
practitioners and students surveyed by him, dis-
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agreements and neutrality can be observed in some
cases. However, the Hungarian groups mostly
agreed with the statements or produced polarized re-
sults due to high deviation. Although the myths were
deeply rooted among Alexander’s respondents, the
Hungarian students seem to be even less skeptical.
Nevertheless, the strongest disaster myths produced
similar results in all groups: the unburied bodies
threat is commonly believed, while technology’s
role is definitely doubted.

Limitations

Although the point of the research was to repro-
duce Alexander’s methodology, it has to be noted
that the project had certain intrinsic limitations. First,
the test had only false statements. The students were
clearly not prepared for a test where they should
mark “1” for all questions.

Second, some of the proposed disaster myths are
questionable. For example, the role of technology in
disaster prevention,*® or the earthquake as a cause
for high mortality* is not commonly agreed.

Third, the cultural context created some misun-
derstandings. The applied questionnaire has some
points that have different interpretation in Hungary.
First, the word disaster is defined as an exceptional
event in law,” and as students majoring in disaster
management learn this definition first, they might
consider disasters as exceptional events. Second,
earthquakes rarely happen in Hungary,’! therefore
their main perception is likely from mass media rep-
resentations on large-scale seismic catastrophes.
This may explain why some or many would consider
earthquake as the deadliest hazard type.

Conclusion

This research showed the role of disaster myths
in Hungarian higher education. Disaster manage-
ment students were interviewed by questionnaire,
and a control group was compiled, consisting of stu-
dents with different majors. Based on the results, it
can be concluded that these myths mean great barri-
ers for disaster education as students in the field
seem to be less critical about these beliefs. Further-
more, in some cases, even students majoring in dis-
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aster management might be less skeptical than those
who did not receive disaster education.

According to the first hypothesis, the frequency
of misconceptions is irrespective of whether some-
one receives professional training (Hy). This hypoth-
esis is proved as respondents gave similar results to
the CG groups; furthermore, in some cases they
were less skeptical regarding the myths. The second
hypothesis stated that among the Hungarian stu-
dents, the misconceptions will be similar to US and
Italy (H,). This statement is not confirmed, however
it is not disproved either. The Hungarian students
shared similar preconceptions; however, they tend
to have a less critical attitude. Obviously, there is an

apparent failure in the education of the students who
were surveyed. If properly educated, the referenced
myths should have been addressed by the time the
students were surveyed and the agreement that the
myths were untrue should have been learned.

This paper argues that we have to make efforts to
include a critical approach in disaster education and
practitioners should acquire a skeptical attitude
against these false preconceptions. Misconceptions
are deeply rooted to such an extent among societies
that only critical thinking and critical approaches
can fight them. That is to say that even in practical
training, there is a great need for a theoretical ap-
proach and a critical educational system.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

1 Herzog D: Ever sent clothes, supplies or toys in response to a
disaster? Here’s what probably happened to it. Ted Ideas, Sep-
tember 25, 2018. Available from: https://ideas.ted.com/after-a-
disaster-dont-send-toys-or-clothing-send-money-heres-why/.
Accessed May 19, 2020.

2 Mitchell JT, Thomas DSK, Hill AA, Cutter SL: Catastrophe in reel
life versus real life: perpetuating disaster myth through Hollywood
films. Int J Mass Emergencies Disasters, 18: 383-402, 2000.

3 Alexander DE: Confronting catastrophe: new perspectives on
natural disasters. Oxford University Press, New York, 2000.

4 Page RA, Joyner WB, Blume JA: Earthquake shaking and dam-
age to buildings: recent evidence for severe ground shaking
raises questions about the earthquake resistance of structures.
Science, 189: 601-608, 1975.

5  Drabek TE: Human System Responses to Disaster. Springer New
York, New York, NY, 1986.

6  Bach CM, Neuwirth K: Impact of movie depictions of volcanic
disaster on risk perception and judgements. Int ] Mass Emergen-
cies Disasters, 18: 63-84, 2000.

7  Larsson G, Enander A: Preparing for disaster: public attitudes
and actions. Disaster Prev Manag Int J, 6: 11-21, 1997.

8  Kirschenbaum A: Preparing for the inevitable: environmental
risk perceptions and disaster preparedness. Int ] Mass Emergen-
cies Disasters, 23: 97-127, 2005.

9  Brilly M, Polic M: Public perception of flood risks, flood fore-
casting and mitigation. Nat Hazards Earth Syst Sci, 5: 345-355,
2005.

10 Couch SR: The cultural scene of disasters: conceptualizing the
field of disasters and popular culture. Int J] Mass Emergencies
Disasters, 18: 21-38, 2000.

11 Goltz JD: Are the news media responsible for the disaster myths?
A content analysis of emergency response imagery. Int J Mass
Emergencies Disasters, 2: 345-368, 1984.

12 Grendstad G, Selle P: Cultural myths of human and physical na-
ture: integrated or separated? Risk Anal Off Publ Soc Risk Anal,
20: 27-39, 2000.

13 Arnold JL: Disaster myths and Hurricane Katrina 2005: can pub-
lic officials and the media learn to provide responsible crisis
communication during disasters? Prehospital Disaster Med, 21:
1-3, 2006.

260

14 Paulozzi LJ: Great myths in disaster relief: epidemics. J Environ
Health, 43: 140-143, 1980.

15 Fischer HW, Drain EM: Local offices of emergency prepared-
ness (LEMA) belief in disaster mythology: what has changed
and why? Disaster Prev Manag Int J, 2, 1993.

16 Johnson NR: Panic and the breakdown of social order: popular
myth, social theory, empirical evidence. Sociol Focus, 20: 171-
183, 1987.

17 Quarantelli EL: Realities and mythologies in disaster films.
Communications 11, 1985.

18 International response to disasters: myths and realities of natural
disasters. Int J Trauma Nurs, 5: 34, 1999.

19 Eagle DJ, Rideout E, Price P, McCann C, Wonnacott E: Misuse
of the emergency department by the elderly population: myth or
reality? J Emerg Nurs, 19: 212-218, 1993.

20 Hayek S, El Khatib A, Atiyeh B: Burn wound cleansing - a myth
or a scientific practice. Ann Burns Fire Disasters, 23: 19-24, 2010.

21 Alexander DE: Misconception as a barrier to teaching about dis-
asters. Prehospital Disaster Med, 22: 95-103, 2007.

22 de Ville de Goyet C: Stop propagating disaster myths. Prehospi-
tal Disaster Med, 14: 9-10, 1999.

23 Gori PL: Communication between scientists and practitioners:
the important link in knowledge utilization. Earthquake Spectra,
7:89-95, 1991.

24 Roberts GL, Raphael B, Lawrence JM, O’Toole B, O’Brien D:
Impact of an education program about domestic violence on
nurses and doctors in an Australian emergency department. J
Emerg Nurs, 23: 220-227, 1997.

25 Endrédi I, Orovecz I, Zellei G: A civil (nem kormanyzati) sz-
ervezetek, onkéntesek bevonasanak lehetdségei a nuklearis bale-
setek logisztikai biztositasba. Polgari Véd Szle, 2011: 174-193,
2011.

26 Endrddi I: A lakossag, mint megvédendo cél és feladat, egyben
végrehajtd szerepld: Veliink ¢16 1égoltalom, polgari védelem
cimil konferencian elhangzott eldadas szerkesztett anyaga. Pol-
gari Véd Szle, 1: 14-18, 2010.

27 Teknos L: A lakossag szélsOséges iddjarasi eseményekre torténd
felkészitésének lehetdségei Magyarorszagon 1. Bolyai Szle, 26:
137-160, 2017.

28 Teknds L: A lakossag védelmének iddszerti kérdései, az on-
védelmi képességek jelentdsége a katasztrofak elleni védekezés-
ben. Hadtudomany, 28: 81-110, 2018.



29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Schweickhardt G, Teknds L: The role of the voluntary disaster
management service in the education of the National University
of Public Service: (Az 6nkéntes katasztrofavédelmi szolgalat sz-
erepe a Nemzeti Kozszolgalati Egyetem oktatasi rendszerében).
Bolyai Szle, 25: 106-114, 2015.

Endrdédi I, Teknds L: New possibilities of emergency communi-
cation and information in the protection phase of disaster man-
agement. Acad Appl Res Mil Public Manag Sci, 13: 235-249,
2014.

Teknés L, Csepregi P, Endrédi I: FelsGoktatasi intézmények
onkéntes mentdszervezeteinek jelentdsége, helye, szerepe a
katasztrofavédelem rendszerében. Hadtudomany, 24: 155-168,
2014.

Kuti R: A tiizoltoképzés sajatossagai Ausztriaban. Védelem, 15:
30-31, 2008.

Kuti R, Zoélyomi G, Kegyes-Brassai O: Assessing the impact of
positive pressure ventilation on the building fire — a case study.
Int J Geomate, 2018: 16-21, 2018.

Kuti R: Gyakorlatterv begyakorld gyakorlathoz. Véd Online,
2006: 1-6, 2006.

Dobor J: The importance of the teaching of case studies of in-
dustrial accidents in the disaster management education.
Ecoterra, 14: 26-32, 2017.

Dobor J, Kuk E, Korodi G, Kocsis Z: Industrial safety analysis of
accidents involving ammonia, with special regard to cold-storage
facilities I1. Acad Appl Res Mil Public Manag Sci, 15: 37-49, 2016.
Dobor J: Major chemical accidents in the 21st century Europe
and its lessons learned in higher education. Acad Appl Res Mil
Public Manag Sci, 16: 93-108, 2017.

Tanaka K: The impact of disaster education on public preparation
and mitigation for earthquakes: a cross-country comparison be-
tween Fukui, Japan and the San Francisco Bay Area, California,
USA. Appl Geogr, 25: 201-225, 2005.

Funabashi Y, Kitazawa K: Fukushima in review: a complex dis-
aster, a disastrous response. Bull At Sci, 68: 9-21, 2012.

Abe Y: The nuclear power debate after Fukushima: a text-mining
analysis of Japanese newspapers. Contemp Jpn, 27: 89-110, 2015.

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

Annals of Burns and Fire Disasters - vol. XXXIII - n. 3 - September 2020

Noji EK: The public health consequences of disasters. Oxford
University Press, New York, 1997.

Kelman I: Myths of Hurricane Katrina. Disaster Adv, 1: 40-46,
2008.

Brown BL: Disaster myth or reality: developing a criminology
of disaster. In: Deflem M (ed.): “Sociology of Crime, Law and
Deviance”, 3—17, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 2012.
Stock PV: Katrina and anarchy: a content analysis of a new dis-
aster myth. Sociol Spectr, 27: 705-726, 2007.

Quarantelli EL: The study of disaster movies: research problems,
findings, and implications. Disaster Research Center, Delaware,
1980.

2015. évi XLII. térvény a rendvédelmi feladatokat ellato szervek
hivatasos allomanyanak szolgalati jogviszonyarol., 2015.
PAHO: Epidemiological surveillance after natural disaster. Sci-
entific Publication 420, 1982.

Quarantelli EL, Boin A, Lagadec P: Studying future disasters
and crises: a heuristic approach. In: Rodriguez H, Donner W and
Trainor JE (eds.): “Handbook of Disaster Research”, 61-83,
Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2018.

Perry RW: What is a disaster? In: Rodriguez H, Donner W and
Trainor JE (eds.): “Handbook of Disaster Research”, 1-15,
Springer, New York, 2017.

2011. évi CXXVIIL toérvény a katasztrofavédelemrdl és a hozza
kapcsolodo egyes torvények modositasarol., 2011.

Bonatz M, Varga P, Volkov VA: On the distribution of delta and
kappa values in Central and Eastern Europe. In: “Proc. of the VI-
[Ith International Symp. on Earth Tides”, 5509, Institut fiir The-
oretische Geodisie der Universitdt Bonn, Bonn, 1977.

Conflict of interest. Despite the author being a Ph.D. student at one of the in-
vestigated universities, there is no conflict of interest to disclose.
Acknowledgements. The author would like to thank Dr. Laszl6 Teknds, fire-
fighter captain, for his help in data collection. Furthermore, he is grateful to
Barbara Harmati, Zs6fia Ivanics and Professor Dr. Andras Laszl6 Pap for their
insights for this article.

261






